
Annex 1.

Table of typologies and indicators 
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	4
	5
	6
	7
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	14
	15
	16
	17
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	General (base) indicators 
	Demographic indicators 
	Social indicators 

	
	Area
	Population size
	Population density
	Share of urban population
	Natural resource potential
	Economic and geographical position
	Natural growth rate
	Birth and mortality rates
	Share of economically active population
	Average life expectancy
	Infant mortality
	Migration balance
	Ethnic composition
	Literacy of population
	Share of persons having higher and specialized secondary education degrees
	Aggregate enrollment (age 0 – 15)
	Availability of doctors, hospital beds
	Morbidity level
	Nourishment structure
	Cause of death
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	Total
	2
	4
	1
	2
	9
	4
	1
	1
	6
	2
	2
	1
	2
	5
	2
	1
	5
	1
	1
	1


	
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	31
	32
	33
	34
	35
	36
	37

	
	Indicators of living standards 
	Indicators of labor market

	
	Per capita income
	Income per able-bodied person
	Per capita money income
	Per capita savings
	Purchasing power of incomes (ratio between per capita household incomes and subsistence level)
	Consumption level (goods and services)
	Specific weight of families with per capita income below subsistence level
	Access  to infrastructure
	Property stratification
	Share of the poor
	Unemployment level
	Wage labor
	Employment of economically active population in the economy
	Share of population employed across different sectors
	Share of population employed in industry
	Share of population employed in services
	Labor productivity across sectors
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	30
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	4
	2
	7
	1
	5
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	11
	1
	3
	6
	1
	2
	2


	
	38
	39
	40
	41
	42
	43
	44
	45
	46
	47
	48
	49
	50
	51
	52
	53
	54
	55

	
	Economic indicators 

	
	Gross Domestic (Regional) Product
	Per capita GDP
	Volume of industrial output
	Dynamics of industrial output 
	Number of enterprises and organizations
	Relative level of industrialization
	Added value generated by  manufacturing industries
	Average annual industrial recession
	Per capita output of goods
	Volume of retail turnover
	Dynamics of retail turnover
	Share of goods and services sold at prices regulated by local authorities
	Export volumes and structures across regions
	Import volumes and structures across regions
	Export capacity of the economy
	Export effectiveness coefficient
	Dynamics of agricultural produce
	Volume of agricultural produce
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	Total
	1
	9
	2
	4
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3


	
	56
	57
	58
	59
	60
	61
	62
	63
	64
	65
	66
	67
	68
	69
	70
	71
	72
	73
	74
	75
	76

	
	Financial indicators 
	Structural 
economic indicators 

	
	Amount of export – import of capital
	Per capita capital investment
	Amount of foreign investment
	Share of subsidies to industries
	Amount of subsidies to agriculture
	Inflation rate
	Adequacy of regional tax potential for covering expenditures
	Share of loss-making enterprises
	Share of receipts from federal budget
	Share of transfers
	Ratio between budgetary expenditures and national income
	Ratio between military expenditures and national income
	Number of enterprises with foreign investment
	Number of small businesses
	Level of “small-scale” privatization
	Number of commercial banks and their branches
	Number of insurance companies
	Amount of individuals’ deposits
	GDP structure
	Share of industrial sector in GDP
	Industrial output by industries
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	Total
	2
	1
	2
	1
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	1
	5
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	1
	1
	1
	1
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	2
	1
	5


	
	77
	78
	79
	80
	81
	82
	83
	84
	85
	86
	87
	88
	89
	90
	91
	92
	Sum 
	Expert evaluations 

	
	Indicators of transport and communications 
	Innovation potential 
	Political indicators 
	
	

	
	Density of motor roads (including paved)
	Density of railroad network
	Length of railroad network
	Telephone lines per 1,000 inhabitants
	Number of cars per 1,000 inhabitants
	Environment
	Number of new machine prototypes
	Number of researchers
	Number of organizations engaged in R&D
	Number of industrial enterprises carrying out innovative activities
	Internal current spending for research
	Amount of investment in science
	Political situation
	Election results (heads of administrations of RF subjects)
	Presidential election results (June 3, 1996)
	State Duma election results (December 17, 1995)
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1. Typologies of countries by V. V. Volski 

The typology per se is a comprehensive study basing on both quantitative and qualitative indicators. The historical specifics of countries’ formation and development, civilization peculiarities affecting the current situation, and concrete indicators emphasized or de-emphasized by the researcher are a key characteristic determining the classification of a country. 

To single out types of countries Volski also uses a very broad base of social and economic indicators. The key principle is the compatibility of countries’ indicators. The whole set of indicators is taken into account; however, no indicator is determined as decisive factor and countries are classified basing on the interdependency and interrelation of all indicators. 

The following key indicators (criteria) are set: 

· Size of the territory; 

· Availability and amount of natural resources (land, mineral, forest, water); 

· Size of population; 

· Per capita GDP; 

· Structure of GDP and economically active population; 

· Labor productivity across sectors; 

· Added value generated in manufacturing industries; 

· Relative level (coefficient) of industrialization; 

· Labor productivity in agriculture and the degree of land use intensity; 

Several indicators of Volski typology characterize the character of external economic activities of countries: 

· Amounts of export and import of capital; 

· Export capacity of the economy. It is the share of the country in the world export of goods and services as compared to its share of the world GDP. The balance of external trade is also used with this indicator; 

· Trade structure of export and import of goods; 

· Export Effectiveness Coefficient. This coefficient is computed by dividing the ratio between country’s per capita exports and the per capita world exports by the ratio between the share of country’s export in its GDP and the share of the world exports in the world GDP; 

· Social indicators. These indicators include the degree of training of labor force and skilled workers, the share of illiterate population, the level of public health care;  

· Indicators characterizing the level of research and development activities. 

In spite of the fact that this typology is based on a considerable number of statistical indicators, it also sets a great value precisely upon expert qualitative analysis. Each country inevitably has some peculiar features, including those not mechanically comparable in quantitative terms. Therefore, the typology allows for only partial conformity of figures across all parameters for each type of countries.   

The typology is of a hierarchical character and includes three tiers: 3 groups, 8 types, and 13 subtypes. Expert evaluations played an important role in distributing the countries across these categories.   

Group 1. Economically developed countries. On the whole, the group has high GDP indicators, the GDP structure is characterized by a small share of agriculture, decreasing share of industry and dominating services sphere. 

Type 1. Leading countries. According to the typology, Type 1 of Group 1 includes six countries of the Big Seven (excluding Canada):  the most developed countries in terms of their economic, scientific, and technological potential, having most diversified economies, and the largest human potential among countries belonging to Group 1. The six countries of Type 1 are characterized by high levels of concentration of capital and the great role played by their corporations in the  global economy. These countries also are lead in politics. 

Type 2. Highly developed small countries of Western Europe. This type includes Switzerland, Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, Scandinavian countries, Finland. These countries do not play independent role in the political control over the world, since they are characterized by narrower economic specialization; however, they could achieve considerable success in a number of sectors, what is evident via high per capita indicators. A characteristic feature of these countries is the importance of non-production sphere. 

Subtype 2 includes mini-states of Western Europe (Luxembourg and Island). The very narrow specialization of economy at the background of high per capita economic indicators is the key characteristic feature of these countries. 

Type 3. Countries of “settler capitalism.” This type includes Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, Israel. The key criterion for this type is the specifics of their historical development. All these countries did not experienced feudalism, capitalist relations were brought by immigrants. Besides, in contradistinction to the USA, in the majority of these countries the development was of evolutionary character, in conditions of political dependence on respective parent states. The development of capitalism in states with large territories was extensive. The majority of countries of this type specialized in agrarian produce and raw materials at the background of high level of development of productive forces and developed domestic economies.  

Group 2. Medium developed countries. 
Type 1. Medium developed countries of Western Europe. These countries are Spain, Portugal, Greece, Ireland. The majority of the countries included into this group has played the leading role in the world in different epochs; however, persistence of social relations  belonging to previous stages of development braked their economic development. These countries either have just taken the road of postindustrial development, or still are at the industrial stage (Ireland). 

Type 2. Medium developed countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 
The countries having completed or still being at the stage of transformation of their economic systems, however, demonstrating many economic indicators at the levels close to the group of medium developed countries, are included into this group. This type includes two subcategories: subtype 1 is comprised of countries having in some past historical epoch rather strong positions in Europe and at present being among the most economically developed former socialist countries; subtype 2 includes countries with rather “complicated” histories, which at different times were “oppressed” provinces of different empires and at present are somewhat below subtype 1 in terms of the level of their economic development.     

Subtype 1. Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia; 

Subtype 2. Poland, Slovakia.  
Group 3. Developing countries. This largest group includes the least developed countries in the world. Almost all these countries are situated in Asia, Africa, Latin America, and Oceania. These countries belong to very different types.   

Type 1. Key countries. Brazil, Mexico, China, India. 

These countries have large territories, populations, and playing key role in their respective regions and sub-regions. These states possess considerable natural and raw material resources and have largest economic potentials among developing countries. Since these countries differ considerably, this type is divided into two subtypes:   

Subtype 1. Leaders of Latin America 
Subtype 2. Giants of the East 
Type 2. Countries of relatively mature capitalism. This type includes the largest number of countries and subtypes. 

Subtype 1. “Settler” countries of early development of dependent capitalism. Argentina and Uruguay. Highly urbanized countries disposing of rich agricultural resources and early taken the road of capitalism. However, the capacity of their relatively small domestic markets was soon exhausted and these countries experienced severe structural crises. At present these states undertake to carry out profound economic reforms. 

Subtype 2. Countries of large enclave development of capitalism. Venezuela, Chili, Iraq, Iran, Algeria. The development of these countries is related to the massive inflow of foreign investment due to the presence of unique deposits of mineral resources. Therefore, a small share of the employed generates the main portion of the social product thus providing the largest share of state revenues and in the process of redistribution determines the development of all spheres of the economy. 

Subtype 3. Countries of externally oriented adaptive development. Columbia, Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia, Paraguay, Republic of Korea, Taiwan, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand, Turkey, Syria, Jordan, Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia, Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia. 

Subtype 4. Small dependent plantation economies. Costa Rica, Nicaragua, El Salvador,  Guatemala, Honduras, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Sri Lanka. Small population and resource potentials coupled with the failure of bourgeois-democratic movements in these countries resulted in the conservation of their (rather narrow) agrarian specialization.   

Subtype 5. Small countries of concession development. Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Surinam, Gabon, Botswana, Papua New Guinea. Deposits of mineral resources in these countries have attracted large foreign investment from parent states and determined the accelerated development of capitalism. The key factor of development of these former plantation economies were mining concessions, which subordinated the whole economies of these countries to large corporations. 

Subtype 6. Small and smallest “landlord” countries. Hong Kong, Macao, Barbados, Bermudas, Bahamas, Cayman and Virgin Islands, New Caledonia, Malta, Cyprus, Panama, Liberia, Singapore, Bahrain.  These countries’ “free economic zones” and, in fact, no-tax regimes attracted large transnational corporations. 

Subtype 7. Small countries with financial surplus – large oil exporters. UAE, Qatar, Kuwait, Brunei, Saudi Arabia, Oman, Libya. These countries are large exporters of hydrocarbon raw materials with high per capita incomes, active balance of trade, large domestic capital investment also attract massive foreign investment. At present, the rapid development of capitalist relations in these countries (due to unique oil reserves) is combined with inherited and acquired backwardness.  

Subtype 8. Large countries with low incomes. Indonesia, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nigeria, Vietnam. These countries with large populations are among the poorest state of the world in terms of per capita GDP. However, their most developed provinces have already developed markets, large national capitals. In these countries are active transnational corporations aimed to use the advantage of very cheap labor and future consumer markets. 

Type 3. New independent countries. More than 50 countries with very low per capita incomes, very small share of manufacturing industries in GDP, and very large share of the illiterate belong to this group. According to the typology, Type 3 includes, alongside with 42 countries the UN General Assembly defined as the “least developed” in 1988, a number of post-socialist countries  (former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia). 

2. The typological classification of developing countries and territories by B. M. Bolotin and V. L. Sheinis. 

The typology applies approaches basing on a combination of quantitative and qualitative characteristics coinciding with indicators defined by V. V. Volski. All developing countries were classified into three echelons: upper, intermediate, and lower. 

Upper echelon. 

· Countries of medium developed capitalism. Hong Kong, Singapore, Cyprus, Mexico, Brazil, Venezuela, Argentina, Chili. These are countries taking an intermediate position between the center and periphery of the world economy. 

· Oil producers – countries with high per capita incomes. Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, UAE, Iraq, Iran, Brunei, Libya, etc. In these countries domestic and foreign capital continue to coexist with pre-capitalist and obsolete economic forms. 

· Smallest countries and territories with high per capita incomes. Bahamas, Bermudas, Barbados, Martinique, Reunion, New Caledonia, etc. 

· Intermediate echelon. 

· Upper middle group. Republic of Korea, Malaysia, Syria, Algeria, Tunisia, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Peru, etc. 

· Lower middle group. Philippines, Thailand, Sri Lanka, Nigeria, Morocco, Egypt, Zambia, Angola, Ghana, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Papua New Guinea, etc. 

Lower echelon. 

· Countries with low per capita incomes. India, Pakistan, Indonesia, etc. 

· Least developed countries. Bangladesh, Myanmar, Afghanistan, Nepal, Yemen, Niger, Chad, Somalia, Zaire, Tanzania, Madagascar, etc. These countries were defined as “least developed” by the UN General Assembly in 1988. 

3. Typology of non-socialist countries *
The study classified non-socialist countries according to the level and type of their economic development. Eighty five countries and thirty one indicators were selected for the analysis. 

All indicators were divided into 7 groups: 

First group – generalized indicators of social and economic development (measured in US $ according to official exchange rate): 

1 — per capita national income; 

2 — national income per one able-bodied person; 

3 — per capita savings. 

Second group — indicators characterizing the sectoral make-up of the national economy basing on the data on the employment of economically active population (in per cent of the total economically active population): 

4 — share (or specific weight) of population employed in agriculture; 

5 — the share of population employed in industrial sectors (industries per se, construction, transport); 

6 — the share of population employed in trade and services. 

Third group — indicators of wage labor (in per cent): 

7 — specific weight of wage and salary earners in the total economically active population; 

8 — specific weight of wage and salary earners in the total economically active population employed in agriculture; 

9 — specific weight of wage and salary earners in the total economically active population employed in industry; 

10 — specific weight of wage and salary earners in the total economically active population employed in trade and services; 

Fourth group — indicators of culture, health care, and consumption reflecting the level of development of the human component of the productive forces: 

11 — life expectancy at birth (years); 

12 — nutrition (calorie intake); 

13 — number of literate per 1,000 inhabitants; 

14 — number of students per 1,000 inhabitants; 

15 — number of inhabitants per doctor; 

16 — number of newspaper copies per 1,000 inhabitants; 

17 — number of TV sets per 1,000 inhabitants; 

18 — number of radio sets per 1,000 inhabitants. 

Fifth group — indicators reflecting the technological and economic level of production, the development of material productive forces: 

19 — per capita energy consumption (in terms of coal, kilograms); 

20 — per capita steel consumption (in kilograms); 

21 — per capita output of synthetic and man-made fiber (in kilograms); 

22 — number of tractors per 1,000 hectares of cultivated land; 

23 — number of cars per 1,000 inhabitants; 

24 — length of the railroad network (kilometers per 1,000 square kilometers of the national territory); 

25 — aggregate power of nuclear power stations (in megawatt).  

Sixth group — indicators to some degree reflecting the role played by the state in the economic life, as well as the degree of “militarization” of the national economy, i.e. the relative level of military expenditure and relative strength of the armed forces: 

26 — ratio between budgetary expenditures and the national income (in per cent); 

27 — ratio between military expenditures and the national income (in per cent); 

28 — strength of armed forces per 1,000,000 inhabitants. 

Seventh group — social and demographic indicators: 

29 — share of able-bodied population in the total population (in per cent); 

30 — specific weight of urban population living in cities (over 100,000 residents) in the total population (in per cent); 

31 — density (size) of population per 1 hectare of agricultural lands. 

At the first stage of the study the countries were ranked by the level of development of their national economies; further there were singled out groups of countries with similar types of national economies. The study aimed to combine these two approaches and classify national economies  taking into account both type and level of development. 

Countries of the world as broken down by the level of their economic, social, and cultural development 

	State or territory
	Rank
	State or territory
	Rank

	USA
	1
	Greece
	28

	Britain
	2
	Mexico
	29

	Sweden
	3
	Costa Rica
	30

	Canada
	4
	Panama
	31

	FRG
	5
	Taiwan
	32

	New Zealand
	6
	Brazil
	33

	Australia
	7
	Columbia
	34

	Holland
	8
	Libya
	35

	Denmark
	9
	Sri Lanka
	36

	Belgium
	10
	Egypt
	37

	Switzerland
	11
	Peru
	38

	Norway
	12
	Jordan
	39

	France
	13
	South Korea
	40

	Japan
	14
	El Salvador
	41

	Austria
	15
	Paraguay
	42

	Finland
	16
	Syria
	43

	Italy
	17
	Dominican Republic
	44

	Israel
	18
	Nicaragua
	45

	Ireland
	19
	Iran
	46

	Argentina
	20
	Philippines
	47

	Uruguay
	21
	Ecuador
	48

	Spain
	22
	Turkey
	49

	Hong Kong
	23
	Guatemala
	50

	South Africa
	24
	Morocco
	51

	Chili
	25
	Honduras
	52

	Venezuela
	26
	Thailand
	53

	Portugal
	27
	Ghana
	54


4. UN classification of countries 

According to the official classification of countries adopted by the Organization of United Nations (UN), the modern world comprises 11 civilization macroregions differing by specifics of their historical development, settlement, and ethnic composition, what affected the key cultural features of these peoples. Cultural specifics are an important factor behind the economic and social development of countries. Therefore, it seems logical that authors (both domestic and foreign) of different typologies often include states belonging to the same macroregions in the same types. 

According to the generally accepted UN classification, the civilization macroregions of the world include: 

· Western Europe;

· Central and Eastern Europe (including former socialist European countries and former Baltic Republics of the USSR); 

· Russian-Euroasian region (former USSR, excluding Baltic states); 

· Northern Africa and Middle East; 

· Southern Asia (former territory of India and protectorates, and Sri Lanka); 

· Eastern Asia;

· South-Eastern Asia;

· Sub-Saharan Africa;

· Northern America; 

· Latin America (often subdivided into South America, Central America, Caribbean Islands, and Mexico);  

· Australia; 

· Oceania. 
UN also singles out certain types of countries basing on the criteria adopted by this organization. For instance, UN introduced the term “least developed countries” (LDC). It is often assumed that the introduction of this term was sponsored by industrially developed nations to support the selective most favored country system differentiated by products and countries against the opposition of proposition to establish a uniform most favored nation trade system sponsored by developing countries. In the end, the UN General Assembly set three criteria of LDS: 

· Per capita income below US $ 200 a year (as compared with average US $ 700 for developing countries and US $ 8,000 for developed market economies in 1979); 

· Less than 10 per cent share of industrial sector in GDP (as compared with 19 per cent for developing countries at large); 

· Literacy level below 20 per cent. 

First, the list included 24 countries. By early 1980s the official list included 31 states: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Botswana, Burundi, Bhutan, Upper Volta (Burkina Faso), Haiti, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Yemen, Yemen Arab Republic, Comoros, Laos, Lesotho, Malawi, Mali, the Maldives, Nepal, Niger, Cape Verde, Rwanda, Western Samoa, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Central African Republic, Chad, Ethiopia. The total population of these countries was at 275 million, or about 13 per cent of the total population of developing countries. Later this share grew up to 36 per cent and in the early 1990s reached 46 per cent. At present 10 least developed countries are situated in Asia, 31 – in Africa, 4 – in Oceania, and 1 – in Latin America. The total population of these countries is currently at about 500 million.    

LDC have a number of common characteristics permitting to classify them as the same type of countries: 

· A considerable part of the population lives from agriculture, which as a rule provides only subsistence minimum and is practically outside the modern system of money relations. 

· Underdeveloped communications systems; 

· LDC industrial output (both in absolute and percentage terms) is usually at the lowest level. The majority of LDC show so slow pace of economic growth that per capita incomes in these countries often decrease; 

· Due to various reasons, LDC usually can not create export sectors sufficient to provide funds for purchase of imports. LDC exports (were carried out) is usually comprised of two or three staples; 

· Although these countries have various natural resources, the deposits are as a rule either not prospected, or not developed. Many LDC have substantial mineral and hydraulic power resources, however, the development requires cooperation and coordination. In other countries such resources are either absent, or deposits are small. The only way out of this situation is more effective utilization of national labor resources. 

· However, all LDC experience an acute shortage of competent personnel necessary to plan, organize and manage the process of development due to very low level of literacy and small number of students of primary, secondary, and higher education institutions.  

· LDC populations suffer of malnutrition, lack of clean drinkable water, and lack of elementary public health care and education services. Highest birth and mortality rates are a specific feature of these countries. According to the President of the World Bank, “the population [of these countries] lives in absolute poverty;” 

· LDC dispose of insignificant domestic savings, while the level of capital investment is extremely low; 

· The majority of LDC to a great extent depend on international aid, which covers the larger part of their import expenditures. The situation is aggravated by the fact that the gap between these countries and the developing world widens, the same as between the latter and the industrially developed countries.  

5. Typology of RF regions built by UN methods 
(HDI – human development index) 

According to this methodology living standards are the key criterion of the level and conditions of living. Living standards are determined by a number of economic, social, demographic, environmental, geographical, political, and moral factors. 

Among objective factors there are singled out nutrition, housing conditions, employment level, development of services, education, social security. The subjective factors include job and living standards satisfaction, social status, financial standing of households, etc. Welfare of population is determined by the level of incomes, accumulated material wealth (including housing, durable and household articles, and by the amount of free public goods (education, health care, etc.). 

Growing living standards are reflected in increasing consumption of durable goods (for instance, household appliances), what subsequently saves time and effort for house work, increase in leisure time and spending for services, rest, culture, and tourism. The living standards depend on the level of information, civil and political liberties, etc. Social welfare of the family is an indicator of living standards, therefore, after achieving a certain level of welfare, the society pays special attention to psycho-social, spiritual, and moral aspects of life.     

Different methods are applicable to determine living standards, for instance, the system of minimal consumer budgets (physiological, subsistence and social minimums), which permit to determine shares of individuals below respective level (poverty line, etc.), or statistical surveys of household budgets allowing to determine the number of households with certain aggregate incomes. For instance, in the USA there was calculated the minimal cost of nutrition necessary to maintain physical existence of a four-member family (typical for the USA), which after adding cost of housing, health care, clothes, and transport was increased by three times, was set as the so called “poverty threshold.” Depending on the level of economical development of a country, this indicator has more or less social content (minimal income permitting to meet additional social needs, usually reduced to the most important requirements). In order to evaluate living standards more precisely, there are applied certain statistical indicators concerning consumption of goods (annual meat consumption per person, etc.), or services (hospital beds per 1,000 inhabitants).    

For a rather long time (since 1961) the majority of countries used classification of living standard elaborated by UN experts. For instance, the UN Economic Commission for Europe*  classification singles out 8 groups indicating living standards. While the Swedish model of living standards worked out in the late 1960s – early 1970s ranks labor and labor conditions, economic and political opportunities first, the UN classification applicable to all countries (including developing states) emphasizes consumption of food, public health, level of education. The key living standards indicators allowing for inter-country comparison also include infant mortality rate and nutrition structure. 

The system of social indicators elaborated by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development is analyzed in article “Kachestvo zhizni (Living standards) by A. A. Tkachenko. The system comprises 8 major aspects of life: health, development via education, employment and quality of jobs, leisure and rest, development of consumer markets (goods and services), environment, individual security, social opportunities and social activity**. 

In the 1970s, the West experienced so called movement for social indicators. For the first time the new value measuring human development was introduced by the first Human development report in 1990***. This indicator combined life expectancy, educational attainment, and income to create human development index – HDI. Since the only other way permitting to evaluate development levels was GDP, many researchers sought another, more comprehensive social and economic indicator. HDI was elaborated as a result of this search. The Report stated that no indicator per se can comprehensively measure such a complex phenomenon. The Report also indicated that the search for further methodological and data refinements to the HDI continued. It shall be noted that HDI was not intended to replace other social and economic indicators used in the Report, since they are very important for more comprehensive evaluation of situation across individual countries*.  

The longevity  index is measured as life expectance at birth in the reported year. Index of educational attainment is measured as the composite adult literacy index (2/3 of weight) and combined primary, secondary, and tertiary enrollment (1/3 of weight). Until 1995 the average term of education was used in stead of the combined enrollment. Living standards are measured basing on per capita real GDP adjusted for local cost of living (in purchasing power parity (PPP) US $). The PPP determines the purchasing power of local currency, i.e. the number of currency units necessary to purchase a similar representative consumer goods and services basket purchased for 1 US $ in the USA. 

In order to build the composite human development index, fixed minimal and maximal values were set for each indicator: 

· Life expectancy at birth: 25 to 85 years 

· Adult literacy: 0% – 100%

· Aggregate enrollment: 0% – 100% (before 1995 average term of education 0 – 15 years) 

· Per capita real GDP (in PPP US $): 100 PPP US $ - 4,000 PPP US $. 

For each HDI component individual indices can be calculated as: 

	Index =
	Actual value Xi – minimal value Xi

Maximal value Xi – minimal value Xi.


It is somewhat more difficult to compute the income index. The threshold level (y*) is set as the average per capita world income (PPP US $ 5,711), any excess is discounted according to the following formula of utility of income, based on the Atkinson formula**: 

W (y) = y* for 0 < y < y*

          = y* + 2 ( (y – y*)  ) for y* < y < 2y*

          = y* + 2  (y*  )  + 3 (y – 2y*) for 2y* < y < 3y*

In order to compute the discounted value of maximal income (PPP US $ 40,000) the following part of the Atkinson formula is used: 

W (y) = y* + 2 (y*)  + 3 (y*)  + 4 (y*)  + 5 (y*)  + 6 (y*)  + 7 (y*)  + 8 [(40000 – 7y*)]

It is explained by the fact that the value of PPP US $ 40,000 is between values of 7y* and 8y*. According to the above formula, the discounted value of maximal income (PPP US $ 40,000) is equal to PPP US $ 6,040.  

6. “Analysis of Tendencies of Russia's Regions 
Development (typology of regions, conclusions 
and recommendations),” TACIS project 
(contract BIS/95/321/057).

This study comprises two typologies. 

1) The base typology of regions in accordance with respective social and economic situation uses simple indicators: dynamics of per capita incomes and dynamics of industrial production. Each indicator was initially divided into five levels. As a result, there were obtained 25 correlations of two indicators, for purposes of this study integrated into 9 types classified into three groups (see Table). 

Typology of regions as broken down by social (income level dynamics) and economic component (output volume index)

	Economic component
	Social component

	
	> 107
	91-107
	80-91
	61-80
	<61

	>120
	Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Irkutsk oblast, Kemerovo oblast, Tyumen oblast 
	Vologda oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Arkhangelsk oblast 
	
	Belgorod oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Republic of Khakasia, Republic of Bashkortostan, Orenburg oblast, Astrakhan oblast 
	

	100 – 120
	Perm oblast, Republic of Karelia
	Republic of Komi, Samara oblast, Murmansk oblast, Magadan oblast, Sakhalin oblast 
	Republic of Buryatia, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Primorsky krai, Republic of Tyva
	Kursk oblast, Republic of Tatarstan, Tambov oblast, Tomsk oblast, Penza oblast, Krasnodar krai 
	

	89 – 100
	
	Novgorod oblast, Amur oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast
	Smolensk oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Kirov oblast, Tula oblast 
	Omsk oblast,
 Novosibirsk oblast
	

	89 – 70
	Kamchatka oblast, Republic of Altai,
 Moscow city
	Saint-Petersburg city, Republic of Adygea, Yaroslavl oblast, Chita oblast 
	Leningrad oblast, Udmurt Republic, Kaluga oblast, Kostroma oblast 
	Volgograd oblast, Saratov oblast, Rostov oblast, Ryazan oblast, Republic of Mordovia, Tver oblast, Oryol oblast, Voronezh oblast, Altai krai, Kaliningrad oblast, Bryansk oblast, Vladimir oblast 
	Republic of Mariy El, Stavropol krai, 
Kurgan oblast 

	< 70
	
	Khabarovsk krai 
	
	Chuvash Republic, Moscow oblast, Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria , Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Pskov oblast, Republic of North Osetia (Alania)
	Ivanovo oblast,  Republic of Kalmykia, Republic of Dagestan


Group 1. Regions, where output and income dynamics were at the same pace. 

Type 1. Most successful regions in social and economic terms: 

1. Republic of Sakha, Irkutsk, Kemerovo, Tyumen oblasts; 

2. Republic of Komi, Samara, Murmansk, Magadan, Sakhalin oblasts. 

Type 2. Regions where medium values of social and economic components were observed: Smolensk, Chelyabinsk, Kirov, Tula oblasts. 

Type 3. Regions lagging behind in terms of both economic and social component: 

1. Volgograd, Saratov, Rostov, Ryazan oblasts, Republic of Mordovia, Tver, Oryol, Voronezh oblasts, Altai krai, Kaliningrad, Bryansk, Vladimir oblasts; 

2. Ivanovo oblast, Republics of Kalmykia, Dagestan. 

Two large groups may be singled out among the regions displaying differing economic and social components. 

Group 2. Regions where the rate of growth in incomes outpaced the all-Russian average, while economic indicators fell more than in Russia on the whole. The regions in this group can also be classified into three types.  

Type 4. A sharp contrast between falling output volumes and increasing household incomes: 

1. Moscow and St. Petersburg; 

2. Kamchatka oblast, Republic of Altai; 

3. Republic of Adygea, Yaroslavl and Chita oblasts; 

4. Khabarovsk krai. 

Type 5. Slight preponderance of social indicators as compared to economic component, both components display rather high values:  

1. Perm oblast, Republic of Karelia; 

2. Novgorod, Amur, Sverdlovsk oblasts. 

Type 6. Slight preponderance of social indicators as compared to economic component, both components display rather low values: 

1. Leningrad oblast, Udmurtian Republic, Kaluga, Kostroma oblasts; 

2. Chuvash Republic, Moscow oblast, Kabardian-Balkarian, Karach-Cherkesian Republics, Pskov oblast, Republic of North Osetia. 

Group 3. Regions where the rate of growth in incomes lagged behind the all-Russian average, while economic indicators fell more than in Russia on the whole. The regions in this group can also be classified into three types. 

Type 7. A sharp contrast between falling output volumes and increasing household incomes (not in favor of incomes): 

1. Belgorod, Lipetsk, Ulianovsk oblasts, Republic of Khakasia, Republic of Bashkortostan, Orenburg, Astrakhan oblasts;  

2. Kursk oblast, Republic of Tatarstan, Tambov, Penza oblasts, Krasnodar krai. 

Type 8. Slight preponderance of economic indicators as compared to the social component, both components display rather high values:

1. Vologda oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Arkhangelsk oblast; 

2. Republic of Buryatia, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Primorsky krai, Republic of Tyva. 

Type 9. Slight preponderance of economic indicators as compared to the social component, both components display rather low values. 

1. Omsk, Novosibirsk oblasts; 

2. Republic of Mariy El, Stavropol krai, Kurgan oblast. 

At the next stage the typology was made more precise according to living standards indicators. In order to measure differences in living standards across regions there were used the ratio between per capita household incomes and the subsistence minimum (i.e. purchase power of incomes). There was also used the specific weight of households with per capita incomes below the subsistence minimum as an indicator characterizing the structure of living standards. Coefficient of “prosperity” across different types of regions was introduced as an additional characteristic of living standards. This coefficient demonstrates how many times average incomes of relatively well-to-do households (i.e. with incomes above the subsistence level) exceed the subsistence level (see Table). 

Typology of regions of Russia according to «prosperity» 
coefficient in 1995

	Degree of stratification
	«Prosperity» coefficient
	 Regions

 (ranked by decrease in coefficient)

	High
	 Over 2,0
	Moscow city, Tyumen oblast, Amur oblast, Kemerovo oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Magadan oblast, Saint-Petersburg city, Kamchatka oblast, Republic of Komi, Perm oblast, Belgorod oblast, Samara oblast, Tula oblast .

	Above medium
	 1,7 – 2,0
	Oryol oblast, Vologda oblast,  Republic of Bashkortostan, Kaluga oblast, Kostroma oblast, Irkutsk oblast, Novgorod oblast, Tambov oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Smolensk oblast, Murmansk oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Voronezh oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast, Yaroslavl oblast . 

	Medium
	 1,3 – 1,7
	Rostov oblast, Republic of Altai, Krasnodar krai, Kursk oblast, Kaliningrad oblast, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Bryansk oblast, Ivanovo oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Omsk oblast, Tomsk oblast, Republic of Tatarstan, Stavropol krai, Altai krai,  Republic of Karelia, Udmurt Republic, Khabarovsk krai, Arkhangelsk oblast, Tver oblast, Republic of Khakasia, Republic of Buryatia, Primorsky krai, Sakhalin oblast, Kirov oblast, Chuvash Republic, Leningrad oblast  

	Below medium
	 1,0 – 1, 3
	Ryazan oblast, Volgograd oblast, Moscow oblast, Astrakhan oblast, Saratov oblast,  Vladimir oblast, Pskov oblast, Penza oblast,  Republic of North Osetia, Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria , Novosibirsk oblast . 

	low
	 Below 1,0
	Republic of Mordovia , Kurgan oblast,  Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Republic of Adygea, Republic of Mariy El, Republic of Kalmykia, Orenburg oblast,  Republic of Dagestan, Chita oblast, Republic of Tyva 


The importance of this coefficient (and, respectively, the typology, which bases on this coefficient) is that it permits to measure how “rich” are relatively well-to-do strata of local populations and the degree of property stratification. 

The generalized (aggregate) typology of regions in terms of living standards is based on two parameters: household purchasing power adjusted for the poverty level in 1995 and the change in real household incomes in comparison with 1990 figures. Nine typological groups were singled out according to these parameters. It shall be noted that the typology based on living standards was somewhat different from the base typology of regions according to social and economic situation (see Table). 

Typology of regions of Russia as broken down by household 
living standards in 1995 

	Purchasing power adjusted for poverty level
	 Real household incomes by 1990 

	
	 over 80%
	  60 to 80%
	 Below 60%

	High (over 150%)
	Type 1. Moscow city, Saint-Petersburg city, Vologda oblast, Tula oblast, Rostov oblast, Perm oblast, Tyumen oblast . 
	Type 2. Murmansk oblast, Kaluga oblast, Smolensk oblast, Yaroslavl oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast, Kemerovo oblast, Krasnodar krai,  Republic of Komi, Republic of Tatarstan. 
	Type 4. Kostroma oblast, Oryol oblast, Belgorod oblast, Tambov oblast, Voronezh oblast, Samara oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Kamchatka oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai . 

	
	 over 70%
	 50 to 70%
	 below 50%

	medium (110 to 150%)
	Type 3. Leningrad oblast, Tver oblast, Penza oblast Irkutsk oblast, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia). 
	Type 5. Arkhangelsk oblast, Novgorod oblast, Bryansk oblast, Moscow oblast, Amur oblast, Kaliningrad oblast,  Republic of Karelia, Chuvash Republic, Republic of Bashkortostan.
	Type 7. Vladimir oblast, Ryazan oblast, Kursk oblast, Astrakhan oblast, Omsk oblast, Tomsk oblast, Magadan oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Stavropol krai, Altai krai, Primorsky krai, Khabarovsk krai,  Udmurt Republic, Republic of Khakasia. 

	
	 over 60%
	 40 to 60%
	below 40%

	Low (below 110%)
	Type 6. Kirov oblast, Saratov oblast, Volgograd oblast,  Republic of Adygea, Republic of Altai, Republic of Buryatia.
	Type 8. Pskov oblast,  Republic of Mordovia, Republic of Dagestan, Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria , Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Republic of Tyva.
	Type 9. Ivanovo oblast, Kurgan oblast, Orenburg oblast, Novosibirsk oblast, Chita oblast,  Republic of Mariy El, Republic of Kalmykia, Republic of North Osetia (Alania)


As a result, the base typology was adjusted. 

For instance, although two regions of type 1 (Magadan and Sakhalin oblasts) had demonstrated a rather poor ratio between incomes and prices, in both oblasts there were registered rather good indicators of prosperity; therefore, these regions remained in type 1 of the typology. 

In two Far East regions (Khabarovsk krai and Chita oblast) belonging to type 4 there were registered rather low values of the living standards indicators, as well as of prosperity level. Besides, in Chita oblast there was observed rather low general level of incomes. Therefore, Chita oblast was transferred from type 4 to type 6. Some minor adjustments were also made in other types. 

2) The next stage of the elaboration of the typology was to explain the respective social ane economic situations basing on objective factors, which included: 

· Economical and geographical location; 

· Natural and climate conditions; 

· Natural resource potential; 

· Demographic potential and population composition; 

· Structure and specialization of economy; 

· Financial security; 

· Type (level) of region’s the social and economic development. 

1. In the course of the study there were singled out groups of regions favorably located in terms of economy and geography: 

a) regions of the European Center and Ural, located in the areas of large transport hubs of national importance (Moscow, St. Petersburg, Nizhny Novgorod, Rostov-on-Don, Sverdlovsk); 

b) maritime regions with developed port facilities (Krasnodar and Primorsky krais, Murmansk and Kaliningrad oblasts, parts of Arkhangelsk, Astrakhan, Sakhalin oblasts); 

c) regions alongside the western border of Russia and those located on transit routes to West Europe (Smolensk, Leningrad oblasts, Republic of Karelia, parts of Novgorod, Pskov, Bryansk, Belgorod oblasts). 

Among the regions located in areas of unfavorable economic and geographical conditions there were listed the follow: 

a) Regions of Far North and Far East (excluding those having access to world markets); 

b) Regions located near the continent’s “pole,” i.e. in Eastern and partially in Western Siberia. These regions are remote from the central part of the country and world markets; 

c) Peripheral regions with restricted access to the national transport network (Republic of Kalmykia, Republics of Northern Caucasus, parts of Republics of Komi and Mariy El). 

2. Most favorable natural and climate conditions exist in the steppes and especially maritime part of Northern Caucasus, in the central chernozem (black soil) region, Middle Volga area, and to certain extent in the south of Ural and Western Siberia. 

The least favorable conditions were observed in northern and to some extent Far East (excluding its southern part) regions (the general worsening of conditions was observed in the north-eastern direction). In these areas natural and climate conditions are a key factor of higher production costs, including high costs of maintaining the population. 

3. High natural resource potential encourages economic and social development of regions. The development of natural resources affect the situation primarily via the structure (specialization) of the economy, and, in particular, via the attraction of investment. 

4. Demographic potential and population composition have a multiple impact on both economic and social situation of regions. 

Other things being equal, regions with larger populations and higher market capacities, which have possibilities for economic growth, are in favorable position. These regions include both capitals with their respective oblasts, Krasnodar krai, Sverdlovsk, Chelyabinsk, Rostov, Samara, Nizhny Novgorod oblasts, Republics of Tatarstan and Bashkortostan, etc. 

It is also important that the size of region’s population at least in part corresponded to its economic potential. In this regard, both “overpopulated” (for instance, Republics of Northern Caucasus, Southern Siberia, and a number of northern regions with redundant labor), and “underpopulated” territories (for instance, poor in chernozem regions of Central Russia) are most vulnerable. 

The share of economically active population in the total population characterizes the demographic burden on one employed. Other things being equal, the higher is this share, the lower are incomes and, therefore, living standards. Heavy demographic burden on economically active population can be caused by: 

a) higher share of children below 16 years old (as a rule, it occurs in “national” regions characterized by high birth rates and relative prevalence of large families – Republics of Northern Caucasus and Southern Siberia, Republic of Kalmykia); 

b) higher share of pensioners (Novgorod, Pskov, Tver, Bryansk, Ivanovo, Yaroslavl, Oryol, Voronezh, Kursk, Tambov oblasts, which experience, especially from recently, inflow of senior population groups alongside with the migratory outflow of young people). 

5. Specialization and structure of economy are among key factors determining the economic situation of regions. 

Manufacturing industries (foremost, labor intensive mechanical engineering, including defense industries, and light industry, in part – food industry) were most affected by the downfall of production. Fuel (first of all, oil and natural gas) industries, ferrous and nonferrous metallurgy, certain branches of chemical, petrochemical, woodworking, and pulp and paper industries were in relatively better situation. 

The more is the specific weight of industries having experienced relatively deep slump across Russia at large in a region, the deeper is the “expected” slump in this region, and vice versa. The ratio between the actual recession and “expected” fall in regional production characterizes the impact of “non-structural” factors on the dynamics of industrial production. In case this ratio is over 1, these factors play positive role, if it is below 1, these factors deteriorate the industrial dynamics of regions. 

Besides, in certain regions mono-specialization and, in general, insufficient degree of economic diversification is an additional factor of risk. A crisis of these industries is fraught with the collapse of the whole regional economy. 

Yet another aspect of the structural factor is the ratio between industry and agriculture. Agrarian, under- and moderately-urbanized regions (Northern Caucasus and especially its western part), central chernozem region, southern parts of Ural and Western Siberia) are more self-sufficient in terms of foodstuffs.  

As concerns industrial, highly urbanized regions of the European Center and Ural, they are more vulnerable to the aggravation of the crisis, other things being equal. However, in case Russia experiences economic growth, many of these regions have a chance of revival as leaders of the national economy. 

6. Financial security of regions. Other things being equal, rich regions (secure in financial terms) have an advantage over poor (financially insecure) regions both in terms of alleviating indications of social and economic crises, and in terms of generating new economic growth. 

An indicator characterizing financial security of regions is the adequacy of regional tax potential for covering expenditures, or the ratio between the amount of taxes collected within the region’s territory and budgetary expenditures. It is only natural that the tax base shrinks as a result of slump in production, therefore, the regional financial security deteriorates. The majority of regions are located along the diagonal from moderate fall in production and high financial security to profound fall in production and inadequate financial security. However, similarly to the base typology, there are several regions where the setback in production does not seriously affected  financial security. This phenomenon may be attributed to the fact that either in these regions there developed other spheres of activity, or possibly reduced their spending. On the other hand,  a number of regions demonstrates deteriorating financial security even at the background of relatively mild recession. The factor behind this development is that in remote regions the expenditures for maintenance of infrastructure alongside with housing and heating costs increased out of proportion.   
Basing on the above facts and levels of social and economic development the following characteristics were additionally included into the typology of regions: 

Type 1. Regions most successful in adapting to new economic situation were those where extracting industries predominated (fuel, energy, forestry, metallurgy). These regions include European North, Tyumen oblast (mostly at the expense of its northern AOs), certain regions of Eastern Siberia and Far East; 

Types 2, 5, and 8. Regions, which could either sufficiently improve, or still retain relatively normal social and economic situation (old industrially developed and as a rule highly urbanized regions of the European Center, Ural, and Middle Volga); 

Type 4. Some of the regions of this type are capital regions in transition to the postindustrial type, which have diversified economies, other regions manage to maintain sufficiently high social indicators. 

Type 7. Industrial-agrarian and agrarian-industrial regions, as a rule with medium or low levels of urbanization. (central chernozem area, “Russian” part of Northern Caucasus, southern parts of Ural and Western Siberia); 

Types 3, 6, 9. Same industrial-agrarian regions where industries are oriented towards production of agricultural machinery, or sharply decreased defense orders, and agrarian (pre-industrial, as a rule, economically underdeveloped and rather densely populated Republics of Northern Caucasus.  

As a result, Russia’s regions were classified into the following types, presented by V. K. Kashin (Expert Institute) *: 
· Regions of “capital” type with diversified economies and growing financial sector; 

· Export-oriented raw material or transport regions; 

· Regions, which have taken the road of rapid economic reform, as a rule these heavily industrialized regions are of good financial standing; 

· Republics disposing of rich natural resources and achieving economic independence of the Federal Center; 

· Crisis (depressive) regions specializing in light industry and mechanical engineering, including defense production; 

· Economically underdeveloped agrarian or peripheral regions depending on the federal budget; 

· Remote northern and eastern regions. 

The authors stress that the majority of regions simultaneously fit into two or three types yet. 

7. Typology of Russia’s regions by aggregate indicators
of and factors forming public health*
The study of male mortality structure has permitted to determine the totality of factors (in terms of environment and way of life), which most often affected indicators of public health. The presence and objectivity of these factors permitted to start working on classification of country’s regions into groups with similar living conditions and health indicators. In this case indicators characterizing living standards and conditions are used as explanatory factors. 

At the first stage there was carried out cluster analysis of factors and indicators of mortality and singled out groups demonstrating close correlation. This process is necessary to use as working axes of the typology only less related (orthogonal) parameters. In order to test the uniformity there were selected indicators of standardized mortality due to all causes, all indicators of mortality structure (deaths due to different causes in per cent of the total mortality), and a series of data on climate and infrastructure of territories, nutrition, settlement, migration, way of life and environment. 

Non-parametric coefficients of Chuprov similarity were calculated for all pairs of indicators across the whole set. The set of indicators was classified into 10 groups according to the criterion of similarity. First 5 groups included one indicator each. 

1. The share of mortality due to infectious diseases (total male population); 

2. The share of mortality due to injuries, poisoning, murders (total male population); 

3. Private cars per 1,000 inhabitants; 

4. The share of mortality due to blood circulation diseases (total male population); 

5. The share of mortality due to neoplasm (males, rural areas); 

6. Indicators determined by climate (sum of temperatures registered over the vegetation period (centigrade); number of days with temperatures below zero; length of motor roads km per 1,000 sq. km; average temperature of a cold month (centigrade); difference in temperatures of warm and cold months; annual rainfall (mm); employment in manufacturing industries (per cent); employment in pasture cattle breeding (per cent); employment in agriculture, pen cattle breeding (per cent); employment in forestry and hunting (per cent);  

7. Indicators determined by nutrition structure (share of animal fats in nutrition intake (per cent); share of meat, egg, milk proteins in nutrition intake (per cent); share of potato, bread, sugar carbohydrates (per cent); share of vegetable proteins in nutrition intake (per cent); share of vegetable and fruit carbohydrates in nutrition intake (per cent); outflow of native-born individuals (in per cent of current number); 

8. Indicators determined by regional infrastructure (share of housing with conveniences (per cent); share of urban population in the total population (per cent); cost of non-productive funds Rub. mil. per capita); share of individual residential housing (per cent); number of inhabitants per 1,000 ha of populated area; ratio between the subsistence level and aggregate incomes (per cent); Pb pollution per 1,000 ha of populated area (kg); mortality due to respiratory diseases (total male population, in per cent of the natural mortality); share of vegetable fats in nutrition intake (per cent); 

9. Indicators related to the regional development specifics (employment in fuel industry, mining (per cent); share of urban population living in the regional center (per cent); employment in non-productive sphere (per cent); fuel consumption, season adjusted (metric ton per capita); 

10. Indicators related to settled population and ethnic specifics (share of settled population, in per cent of current number; share of mobile in-migrants in per cent of current number; share of non-Russians in the population composition (per cent); share of fish proteins in nutrition intake (per cent); average calorie intake (kilocalories per day); standardized mortality (total male population); employment in transport, construction, etc. (per cent); mortality due to cancer (males, urban, in per cent of natural mortality); employment of economically active population (per cent); mortality due to digestive organs diseases (total male population, in per cent of natural mortality). 

By the method of building multifactor regression models each group of indicators was reduced to a single parameter, which most precisely corresponded to the total set of indicators included in the group. Therefore, the general set of primary factors was “compressed” into 10 indicators giving quantitative evaluation for each of 89 regions in the country. 

The outcome was the following classification of Russia’s regions into groups and subgroups: 

Group 1, comprising only one subgroup 1.1., includes northern okrugs, excluding key oil and natural gas producers. The difference in indicators is apparent – severe climate, underdeveloped infrastructure, higher share of animal foods, etc. However, the most characteristic feature is higher than in two other groups rate of mortality due to causes related both to severe living conditions, and high mobility and related aggressiveness of population. The group comprises Taymyr, Nenetsian, Chukotka, Koryakian, and Evenk AOs. 

Group 2. The key distinctive feature of this group is the large number of private cars, i.e. it is the zone of most prosperous population living in areas with developed transport infrastructure. 

· Subgroup 2.1. comprises regions of Far East and most industrially developed regions of Eastern and Central Siberia, as well as two mostly industrial, narrow specialized regions – Kemerovo oblast and Republic of Karelia. Although the subgroup has the shortest length of roads, in these areas was registered the largest number of cars as a result of Soviet “northern benefits” and massive import of used cars from countries outside the former Soviet Union occurring in the beginning of the period of reforms. In this subgroup there was registered the highest rate of mortality due to causes related to severe living conditions, high mobility of population and related aggressiveness of population (unnatural mortality). The subgroup comprises: Primorsky, Krasnoyarsk, Khabarovsk krais, Kamchatka, Kaliningrad, Sakhalin, Irkutsk, Amur, Kemerovo oblasts, Republics of Khakasia and Karelia. 

· Subgroup 2.2. A specific feature of this subgroup is the fact that its population is the least prosperous as compared to other regions belonging to this group. In spite of the most lengthy road network in this subgroup there is registered the smallest number of cars. The subgroup includes a motley set of regions belonging to European Russia, Caucasus, and Western Siberia. A distinctive feature of this subgroup is the all-Russian minimal rate of mortality due to unnatural causes and to blood circulation diseases, least developed infrastructure, the largest share of rural and settled population – i.e. the most tranquil way of life and as a result – the most healthy population in this group. The subgroup comprises: Yaroslavl, Belgorod, Orenburg, Samara, Tula, Saratov, Volgograd, Novosibirsk, Moscow, Voronezh, Tomsk, Chelyabinsk, Rostov, Kurgan oblasts, Stavropol, Altai krais, Republics of Adygea, North Osetia, and Karach-Cherkesian Republic. 

· Subgroup 2.3. includes the zone of settlement of the most prosperous populations. Accordingly, in this subgroup is registered the group highest rate of mortality due to blood circulation and digestive organs diseases, most unfavorable environmental parameters, maximal density of urban populations, maximal consumption of meat products and animal fats, etc. The subgroup comprises port northern regions, oil okrugs of Western Siberia and both capital cities. Cities of Moscow and St. Petersburg, Murmansk, Magadan oblasts, Khanty-Mansi and Yamal-Nenetsian AOs. 

Group 3 comprises the rest of Russia’s regions with populations poorer than in the second group. Alongside with small number of cars, regions of this group demonstrate the all-Russian minimum indicators of meat product consumption and maximum indicators of vegetable product consumption, and the minimum mobility of population. 

· Subgroup 3.1. includes a number of industrially developed regions of the European part, Ural, and Western Siberia. The subgroup comprises more developed than in subgroup 2.2 regions, however, they have experienced more severe depression over the period of reform. A specific feature of this subgroup is highest rate of mortality due to blood circulation diseases and worst environmental parameters in the group. The subgroup includes: Vologda, Vladimir, Nizhny Novgorod, Tyumen, Kirov, Lipetsk, Ryazan, Sverdlovsk, Tver, Novgorod, Arkhangelsk, Leningrad, Perm oblasts, Republics of Komi and Tatarstan. 

· Subgroup 3.2 comprises the most industrially backward regions across the country. It shall be noted that the number of cars in this group is at the maximum as compared with other regions of the same type, since local populations needed cars most in the Soviet time. Other parameters are at the group’s average levels. The subgroup includes: Smolensk, Omsk, Ulyanovsk, Penza, Oryol, Kostroma, Astrakhan, Tambov, Chita, Pskov, Kaluga oblasts, Udmurtian Republic, Republics of Buryatia, Bashkortostan, Sakha (Yakutia), Yevreyskaya Autonomous Oblast. 

· Subgroup 3.3. comprises the least industrially developed autonomies of Russia. Main specific features of these regions are a very low (all-Russian minimum) availability of housing provided with conveniences, low mobility of population, all-Russian minimal ratio between household incomes and the subsistence level. Therefore, these regions are extremely poor. Here is registered higher rates of mortality due to so called unnatural causes, diseases of digestive organs, cancer (males, rural), infectious diseases. Persistence of traditional economy and way of life under severe conditions in mountains and steppes is a factor behind these developments. The subgroup comprises: Republic of Ingushetia, Chechen Republic,  Republics of Kalmykia, Tyva, Dagestan, Altai, Ust'-Orda AO, Aguinsky Buryat AO. 

Subgroup 3.4. comprises most depressive regions at present time. A specific feature of these regions is the minimal consumption of meat products (at the all-Russian minimum); a very high rate of mortality due to respiratory diseases (only slightly below the preceding group), is apparently related to nutrition peculiarities and stress caused by economic depression. The subgroup comprises: Ivanovo, Bryansk, Kursk oblasts, Republic of Mariy El, Chuvash Republic, Republic of Mordovia, Komi-Permyak AO. 

Classification of Russia’s regions according to medical and environmental indicators
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8. A typology of European Union regions 

Typologies of regions according to levels of their social and economic development have been frequently carried out in different countries. The key common feature of such typologies is their relative simplicity, authors usually introduce only few indicators, which they think most comprehensively reflect specialization and socioeconomic situation of regions. Below we include some examples of such studies. 

M. Heidenreich* analyzed the economic specialization and functional structure of EU regions in 1997. 202 EU regions were selected as typology units ЕС (NUTS1 and NUTS2). Five indicators were selected as criteria: 

· unemployment rate; 

· labor force participation rate; 

· per capita income; 

· proportion of persons employed in industry; 

· proportion of persons employed in service sector. 

Basing on cluster analysis the regions were classified into 8 types: 

Type 1. Metropolitan service regions, which comprise largest EU cities; 

Type 2. Semi-peripheral service regions; 

Type 3. Poor service regions, which comprise only regions in Italy and Spain; 

Type 4. Industrial core regions; 

Type 5. Industrial semi-periphery; 

Type 6. Industrial periphery; 

Type 7. Collapsed industrial regions; 

Type 8. The Mediterranean agricultural regions. 

Types 1, 2 and 4 were further divided into 2 subtypes each, type 5 was subdivided into 3 subtypes, since from the author’s point of view they included some regions significantly differing by territory and a number of other indicators.

9. A typology of Slovak regions 

In Slovakia the Academy of Science’s Institute for Prognostication**  regularly compiles typologies of the country’s regions according to per capita GDP dynamics and unemployment rates. Regions  are classified into 3 types:  

Type 1. Regions demonstrating growth in per capita GDP and unemployment. In mid-1990s this type comprised 20 regions. 

Type 2. Regions, where unemployment decreased at the background of growing per capita GDP. In mid-1990s this type comprised 13 regions. A key specific feature of these regions was a growth in new spheres of the Slovak economy, first of all, the service sector. The capital region of the country belongs to this type. 

Type 3. Regions, where per capita GDP decreased at the background of growing unemployment. In mid-1990s this type comprised 6 regions demonstrating the worst dynamics.

10. A typology of Yugoslav regions 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Chaslav Ocic, an expert of the Belgrade Institute for Economics* published several studies dedicated to the regional problems in (socialist) Yugoslavia, in particular, the classification of its Republics and provinces by economic indicators. Among these indicators were both traditional per capita GDP, and several unique indicators such as the share of population of employable age and the number of social workers per 1,000 inhabitants in a region (indirectly characterizes the accessibility of social services). Ocic has analyzed the period from 1965 to 1990. Basing on composite indicators resulting from cluster analysis of data, Ocic has singled out 4 types of regions: 

Type 1. Most developed regions. Slovenia. 

Type 2. Developed regions. Croatia and Vojvodina. 

Type 3. Underdeveloped regions. Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia. 

Type 4. Least developed regions. Kosovo and Metohia. 

The author notes a significant differentiation of the indicators across the territory of the SFRY. Especially large gaps exist between Slovenia and regions of the second type, and regions of the third type and Kosovo and Metohia.

11. “Strong” and “weak” towns of Russia *
This study is based on the most comprehensive set of data available in 1996 (940 towns out of total 1090, 87 mil. inhabitants out of total 95 mil.). The only explanation of the fact that these data have remained practically used over previous years is the labor costs of processing and understandable lack of trust in statistics.

The set of indicators characterizing “strong” and “weak” towns of Russia, leaders and outsiders was limited by the capacity of the database. There were selected seven key negative and positive parameters ranked by primitive points (the more the number of points the better the situation): 

1. Unemployment rate, taking into account two indicators: a) official unemployment rate (evaluation of “total unemployment” by sample polls according to the ILO methods is carried out only on the regional level, what considerably biased the indicator downward. In some depressive towns, for instance, Yuzha in Ivanovo oblast, total unemployment is measured at about 40 per cent) and b) the total share of non-working population, in which authors include alongside with traditional groups of pensioners, children, and housewives a fuzzy group of “shadow businesspersons” and even commuter traders making note that this increases the value of this indicator for satellite towns, especially located near the capital. 

2. Average annual industrial slump in 1991 through 1996 (having no other indicators of general economic dynamics). The authors note that the contribution of this indicator is differentiated depending on the share of “industry” in the total number of employed, what made this indicator “semi-floating.” As an independent indicator it was used in towns where over 40 per cent of labor force are employed by industry. There are about 300 such towns (about 1/3 of the total), for instance, Miass in Ural, Naberezhnye Chelny, etc., even some regional capitals – Tula, Izhevsk, Ulyanovsk. For towns with the share of those employed by industries at 20 to 40 per cent the significance of the factor was reduced twofold, for non-industrial towns where industry employs less than 20 per cent of labor force and where prevail services, trade, transport, tourism, science, administration, banks it was not taken into account. Only in about 50 out of total 940 towns (mostly in small centers, towns of Ural and Siberia prevailed at the top of the list) industry grew.   

3. Ratio between gross wages of working population (in stead of traditional indicator of personal incomes) and average regional subsistence level. The latter also varies across towns, but the data are not available and this indicator is better than nominal wage not adjusted for prices at all, what would result in only northern and eastern towns taking upper part of the list. Due to the introduction of subsistence level these towns were supplemented by a rather large number of industrial centers located in European Russia: Almetyevsk, Tolyatti, Kirishi, Cherepovets, Nizhnekamsk, etc.; both capitals were ranked somewhere near the 200th position. The database lacks information about wage arrears, therefore, the ranking hardly reflects the real situation. 

4. Consumption level (goods and services) measured as the ratio between per capita volume of retail trade and the substance level (Why? See above). Moscow, some regional centers or rich industrial and resort towns (even small – close to Tolyatti are Anapa, Pyatigorsk, Gelendzhik, Minvody, i.e. towns where this sphere significantly depends on tourist demand) lead the ranking. 

5. Per capita capital investment, unfortunately the data is available for 1996 only. This parameter significantly varies (from tens of millions of pre-denominated Rubles in Vuktyl, Chudovo, Maloyaroslavets, Norilsk, or Mirny to laughable amounts in other towns. In this regard regional capitals are somewhere close to the average investment level across all towns (Rub. 2 mil.), although the difference in this case is also apparent: Rub. 5 million in Moscow as compared to Rub. 1.4 million in St. Petersburg. 

6. Convenience of housing is the average of several indicators (availability of sewer system, running water, telephone line). This parameter has higher values in capitals and their suburbs, some resorts, towns specialized in science, R&D, nuclear related activities (Obninsk, Pushchin, Novovoronezh, Sosnovy Bor) and, generally, in new towns. In the lower part of the list are mostly positioned small neglected towns located in remote parts of Russian provinces or economically underdeveloped ethnical regions. 

7. Environment was evaluated by the single parameter: the amount of pollution in the atmosphere per 1 ha of town territory. The contrasts are apparent. The leader in terms of pollution is Norilsk. However, the contribution of this factor to the total was reduced twofold, taking into account the fact that environmental problems are outside the list of most urgent concerns (nourishment, etc.) 

Pair correlations between seven indicators turned out to be of small significance, usually at 0.1 – 0.3. The degree of correlation between investment and wages and between wages and per capita consumption level across all towns are somewhat more significant (0.4). The authors encountered a few instances of strange combination of high and low evaluations of “related” indicators, what made them to doubt the quality of the data. However, the authors could not adjust the data basing on expert evaluation (too little data on too many towns) and preferred to truncate the most striking and suspicious extremums. Notwithstanding these instances, a certain logic of ranking may usually be traced. 

The final evaluation of town prosperity was obtained by ranking initial indices within the 10 point interval and calculating their arithmetic mean. It was hardly feasible to apply more refined methods taking into account gaps in and apparent rounding of the data. The authors had known beforehand that this would result in averaging-out and smoothing things over, however, the series did not contract too much: results vary within the interval from 2 to 9 points. Correlation analysis revealed that levels of consumption, wages, investment, and unemployment (precisely in this order) affected the results most significantly. 

12. A typology of Moscow Oblast’s regions( 

In order to determine the typological specifics of the functional structure of towns located within the Moscow oblast they were classified basing on the database comprising the number of employed in 9 groups of industries in 1984. 1) industry; 2) construction; 3) transport and communications; 4) agriculture and forestry; 5) trade, public catering, procurement, material and technical supply; 6) public health care, physical culture, social security; 7) public education, science, culture; 8) public utilities and household services; 9) administration. 

However, these data are insufficiently representative (due to lack of information about certain industries the quantitative data were approximated, while groups of industries were too general). Therefore, the authors regarded the results with caution and elaborated them basing on expert evaluations before presenting the typology in Table 5. Arithmetic means of initial indicators were calculated for each taxon. 

The following features characterize the types of towns we have singled out. Moscow is set in a separate type. The city is a unique center not only in the region, but in the country on the whole. Its characteristic feature is the function of the capital reflected in the structure of its economy and a higher (about five times above the region’s average) share of employed in administration. Two other most important functions – industrial and scientific-educational – are represented in almost equal proportion. The share of employed in industry is about two times below the regional average, while employment in science and education is two times above that level. The share of employed in construction, transport, trade, public health care in the Moscow structure is considerable (at the average or somewhat above the average values). 

The second rather clearly identified type comprise scientific centers (Dubna, Pushchino, Troitsk), where practically half of labor force is employed in science and R&D. There was also registered a higher share of employed in trade and public catering. 

The third group of towns was conventionally defined as “satellite towns.” They are located in the close environs of Moscow and have similar features. At the same time, subgroups included into this type differ considerably. Subgroup A represent scientific and industrial centers. In this group the share of employed in science is considerably above the regional average; however, it is  below the level observed in Moscow and scientific centers. The share of employed in industry is above the regional average across practically all towns belonging to this subgroup. The same applies to public health care. The common feature of industrial and scientific towns and other satellite towns is a higher share of employed in public utilities, what reflects their function of “bedroom” towns with considerable amounts of residential housing construction. 

Subgroup B comprises the most typical suburban centers among satellite states. Here the share of employed in industry is below the regional average; however, as in case of Moscow, it does not evidence the underdevelopment of industrial sphere. 

These towns are most polyfunctional among centers belonging to this group: employment in science and education is above the regional average, a considerable share of employed in construction, transport, trade, and public health care, housing and public utilities, administration. 

Subgroup C comprises towns with most considerable localization of industrial function among satellite towns. This subgroup includes mostly medium and large centers of different industrial specialization; however, the feature they have in common is the share of employment in industry above the regional average. The employment in housing, public utilities, and administration is also somewhat above the average. 

The last group (D) comprises small centers in Moscow environs having an especially significant localization of industrial functions (monofunctionality) among satellite towns. A specific feature of Lobnya is the development of transport functions. Many towns have developed functions of science, education, public health care, developed housing and public utilities. 

Functional typology of Moscow oblast’s towns 

	Group
	Subgroup
	Type
	Towns

	1
	
	Capital polyfunctional center
	Moscow

	2
	
	Scientific centers
	Dubna, Pushchin, Troitsk

	3
	A
	Satellite towns industrial and scientific centers
	Dolgoprudny, Khimki, Mytishchi, Kaliningrad, Zhukovsky

	
	B
	Polyfunctional suburban centers
	Zelenograd, Odintsovo, Reutov, Lyubertsy, Vidnoye, Pushkino, Ramenskoye

	
	C
	Large industrial centers
	Krasnogorsk, Ivanteyevka, Shelkovo, Balashikha, Elektrostal, Fryazino, Zheleznodorozhny, Noginsk

	
	D
	Small industrial centers
	Aprelevka, Istra, Skhodnya, Dedovsk

	4
	A
	Local organizational centers, developed non-industrial functions, construction and transport
	Volokolamsk, Ruza, Taldom

	
	B
	Developed non-industrial functions
	Vereya, Bronnitsy

	
	C
	Considerably developed public health care
	Zvenigorod, Chekhov

	5
	
	Transport hubs
	Domodedovo, Ozherelye

	6
	A
	Polyfunctional industrial and organizational centers, developed transport functions
	Kashira, Orekhovo Zuyevo

	
	B
	Large centers, considerable development of industry
	Klin, Solnechnogorsk, Dmitrov, Zagorsk, Mozhaisk, Naro-Fominsk, Podolsk, Serpukhov, Kolomna, Voskresensk, Yegoryevsk, Shatura

	
	C
	Small centers, considerable development of industry
	Vysokovsk, Ozery, Zaraisk, Lukhovitsy

	7
	A
	Industrial centers, developed scientific and service functions
	Krasnoarmeisk, Elektrogorsk, Shcherbinka, Yakhroma, Klimovsk

	
	B
	Purely industrial centers
	Krasnozavodsk, Elektorugli, Losino-Petrovsky, Drezna, Lkino-Dulevo, Roshal, Lytkarino, Stupino, Khotkovo, Pavlovski Posad


The fourth group of towns is not large. It comprises local organizational centers. Their common feature is insignificant share of employed in industry (subgroup A is even two times below the average). These towns demonstrate a very high employment in agriculture and forestry (1.5 to 3.0 times above the average for all towns having these industries), average and above average employment in trade and public catering. However, some differences are observed across subgroups. For instance, subgroup A and B demonstrate higher rates of employment in construction, housing, and public utilities, what, it seems, reflects their wish to renew material structures and housing in order to attract population, what is related to the development of new functions of these towns. Subgroup A demonstrate higher share of employed in transport and the highest regional (excluding Moscow) share of employment in administration. A specific feature of subgroup C is the high share of employed in public health care (mostly due to specialization of Zelenograd).  

The fifth group comprises only 2 towns and is rather similar to local organizational centers as concerns its characteristics. It is the group of transport hubs (the share of employed in this industry is 4 times above the average). In towns of this group, similarly to the fourth group, the share of employment in industry is comparatively small, while trade and public health care play more important role and the share of employed in construction is high. 

The sixth group comprises polyfunctional industrial and organizational centers. These are mainly district centers, i.e. they have considerable organizational and service functions. At the same time, these are centers with considerable industrial potentials (the share of employed in this sphere across all subgroups is above the average), the share of employment in construction is high.  

Subgroup A comprises industrial and transport centers (the share of employed in transport is 2 times above the average). 

Subgroup B comprises large polyfunctional district centers. In this group all functions except specialized functions mentioned above (industry and construction) are at the regional averages. The subgroup is characterized by a large number of towns, therefore indicators vary across towns. For instance, this subgroup includes both Podolsk and Mozhaisk: the former demonstrates much more significant localization of industrial functions than other towns belonging to this subgroup, while the latter has more “even” structure of functions, a certain part of the population is employed in forestry. 

Subgroup C comprises small industrial and organizational centers. Their peculiar feature is higher rate of employment not only in industry, but in agriculture and forestry, what is an evidence of their proximity to the territory of the district. In this regard they resemble the group of organizational centers (the fourth group) also demonstrating high rate of employment in these “local” branches. 

The last group comprises industrial centers of the Moscow oblast (the share of employed in this sphere is 1.5 times above the regional average). Towns belonging to subgroup A have well developed service functions – trade, public catering, and public health care. In contradistinction to other towns included in the seventh group here the development of functions of science and education is at the regional average. Towns of subgroup B are purely industrial centers. 

Fig. 1. Functional types of Moscow oblast’s towns: 
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1 - Capital polyfunctional center;; 2 - Scientific centers; 3 - Satellite towns: A - industrial and scientific centers, B - Polyfunctional suburban centers, C - Large industrial centers; D - Small industrial centers; 4 - Local organizational centers: A - developed non-industrial functions, construction and transport, B - Developed non-industrial functions, C - Considerably developed public health care; 5 - Transport hubs; 6 - Polyfunctional industrial and organizational centers: A - developed transport functions, B - Large centers, considerable development of industry, C - Small centers, considerable development of industry; 7- Industrial centers: A - developed scientific and service functions, B - Purely industrial centers. Figures on the map indicate: 1 - Dolgoprudny; 2 - Khimki; 3 - Mytishchi; 4 - Kaliningrad; 5 - Ivanteyevka; 6 - Shchelkovo; 7 - Reutov; 8 - Lyubertsy; 10 - Balashikha; 11 – Losino-Petrovsky; 12 - Elektrougli; 13 - Zheleznodorozhny

For the functional types of towns described above see Fig. 1 showing Zelenograd (center determined by expert evaluation), which is included in subgroup B of the third group. 

The functional type of a town and specifics of its location within the territory of the Moscow oblast to a considerable degree determine the prospects of its further development. In the Moscow agglomeration towns are linked not only by labor pendulum migrations and economic ties of their enterprises, but also by sharing territorial and environmental resources. In this situation there arises the problem of functional zoning of urbanized territories similar to that earlier experienced by individual towns when zoning their territories. 

The map of functional types to a certain extent reflects the current overlapping in using the territory of the agglomeration. Many researchers believe that towns located close to Moscow are forming similar to it functional structures. These centers are, or will become some organic extension of the capital. It concerns not only the intensity of use of their territories, but also the character of functions they perform. 

The functional structures of the Moscow oblast’s regions were evaluated in terms of the similarity of these structures to the structure of the agglomeration center Moscow. The functional structure of Moscow was assumed to be the best, “model” one, therefore functional structures of other towns were evaluated depending on their similarity to this “model.” 

By comparing indicators of all towns with similar data concerning Moscow (assumed to be model (x)) it is possible to rank towns. For the resulting evaluation classification (4 taxons) see Fig. 2. 

The most similar to Moscow in terms of functional structures were, as it was expected, towns belonging to the third type of satellite towns. Half of them has functional structures closely similar to the capital. The same group of centers most similar to Moscow also comprises 4 towns belonging to the sixth type of polyfunctional industrial and organizational centers, 2 towns belonging to the fourth type (Ruza, Taldom), and one transport hub (Domodedovo). 

While satellite towns are similar to Moscow in terms of lower share of employed in industry and higher employment in science and education, the polyfunctional centers are similar to Moscow precisely in terms of their multifunctional character, almost equal “weight” of all functions within the structure of their economy. At the same time, local organizational centers demonstrate higher share of employed in administration and lower share of industrial functions at the expense of prevalence of other sectors (similarly to Moscow), while the transport hub (Domodedovo) resembles the capital in terms of its leading function and service functions developing at the expense of a certain decrease in the localization of industry. Therefore, the towns most similar to Moscow belong to different types each borrowing some specific feature of the model. 

Fig. 2. Similarity of the Moscow oblast’s towns in terms 
of the degree of similarity of their functional structures 
to their “model” Moscow:
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1 - model; 2 – close similarity; 3 – some similarity; 4 – little similarity; S – no similarity. Figures on the map indicate1 - Dolgoprudny; 2 - Khimki; 3 - Mytishchi; 4 - Kaliningrad; 5 - Ivanteyevka; 6 - Shchelkovo; 7 - Reutov; 8 - Lyubertsy; 10 - Balashikha; 11 – Losino-Petrovsky; 12 - Elektrougli; 13 - Zheleznodorozhny

The second group of towns most similar to the model is different. The majority of the group belongs to centers of the sixth type (3 towns out of 4), one local organizational center, and for the first time there appears an industrial town (Klimovsk, type 7), where science plays a certain role alongside with the main function. 

The third group is the most varied in terms of town types. It includes 5 industrial centers, only 3 polyfunctional ones, and 2 local organizational centers, one third of towns belonging to type 3, 2 out of 3 scientific centers. At the same time, this group is the most homogenous among other groups in terms of the indicator of similarity of its towns to Moscow. The gap between the first and the last towns belonging to this group made only 2.0 conventional units (3.7 conventional units for group 1;  2.1 conventional units for group 2; 6.9 conventional units for group 4). 

The fourth group mainly comprises industrial centers (9 out of 15), which in terms of their functional structures are least similar to Moscow, one scientific center (Dubna), and one transport hub (Ozherelye). 

The study demonstrates that even in towns located in the environs of Moscow the employment structure considerably differs from Moscow, what rises a number of problems related either to re-orientation of specialization of these centers, or to the evaluation of the degree to which their functional structures complement that of Moscow. It became apparent that heavy and ecologically harmful industries isolated of other sectors (monofunctional industrial centers are least similar to Moscow), agriculture, and forestry are among functions unacceptable for towns neighboring Moscow. In general, all monofunctional towns bear little resemblance to Moscow (for instance, Dubna, a scientific center). This fact may be seen as a “hint” that such centers shall be located at the periphery of the region. 

As it was shown above, towns having structure of functions similar to that of Moscow may be classified into two “branches”: first, scientific and industrial satellite towns being more or less organic extension of Moscow; second, remote from Moscow and isolated from other settlements local organizational and polyfunctional centers – both these types are in charge of large districts and represent peculiar micro-capitals having more or less complete set of functions.

13. Complex typology of American cities

In the cities’ classification* the following indices have been used:

Economic components. Enter more than 25 indices, which include indices of individual economic well being of inhabitants and economic well being of a community (for example, share of households that live below the poverty line, rate of unemployment);

Political components. Enter more than 20 indices, which include individual activity of the population (for example, share of households with TV sets) and local government (for example, local budget revenues and expenditure per capita);

Ecological components. Enter indices characterizing ecological and environmental conditions;

Health-care and educational components. Enter 13 indices among them are individual aspect of health-care (for example, rate of infant mortality) and education (for example, share of men between 16 and 21 years without secondary education), as well as the state of health-care and education in the community (for example, number of doctors per 1000 inhabitants and expenditure of local governments on education per person;

Social components. Enter more than 50 indices, which characterize a potential for individual development, fairness towards an individual, community life conditions.

For the classification of cities by the quality of life parameter Liu applied a complex system of alternative procedure for data processing.

14. Typology of US cities by quality of life

In works by Boyer R. and Savageau D.* as well as in a work by Thomas G.S.** the following set of criteria is used:

· Cost of life;

· Characteristic of labor market;

· Crime rate;

· Health-care level;

· Characteristic of transport system; 

· Education level;

· Characteristic of cultural sphere;

· Characteristic of entertainment and recreation;

· Weather and climate conditions.

Thomas in his work uses a wider set of indices for determining the quality of urban life:

· Weather and climate conditions and environment;

· Characteristic of recreation sphere;

· Level of economic development;

· Level of population activity in social life;

· Level of education;

· Level of health-care;

· Housing conditions;

· Life security in the community;

· Characteristic of transport system;

· Position with respect to bigger nucleus of urban life.

These two works used a less complicated method of city classification than Liu did it in his work. For example, Thomas was rating cities by a simple sum of points calculated for each feature. Boyer and Savageau summed up city rates that were determined on the basis of special formulae valid for sets of similar parameters. 

15. Classification of Japanese cities

For example, American researcher Trevarta* offered his classification of Japanese cities even in the first half of 20th century. In his work he singled out three types of cities:

1. National cities with the population over 600 thousand inhabitants. Tokyo, Osaka, Nagoya, Kobe, Kyoto and Yokohama belonged to this type. 

2. Local cities with the population of 25 – 250 thousand inhabitants. This type comprised 101 cities.

3. Agricultural cities numbered less than 25 thousand inhabitants. This type comprised 8 thousand cities.

16. Investment rating of Russia’s regions

Over a hundred statistics data of regional development for 1992-1999 was used for compiling an investment rating of regions in this research. We also used such indices as real personal income, Jinni Index, etc. We also evaluated a number of qualitative criteria.

Investment climate of the regions was assessed as aggregate feature consisting of several sub-systems:

· Investment capacity;

· Investment risks;

· Legislative conditions (this set of criteria was analyzed separately only at the beginning and later was included in “investment risks”.

1. Investment capacity – a set of available production and business fields. Includes the following integrated subtypes:

· Resources potential, calculated on the basis of an average weighted availability of the most important natural resources. It is calculated on the basis of a number of indicators, in particular:

· Mineral fuel;

· Hydro-energy resources;

· Non-ferrous metals deposits;

· Ferrous metals deposits;

· Iron ore deposits;

· Resources for chemical industry;

· Nonmetallics;

· Timber land;

· Agricultural area.

· Industrial capacity, is a cumulative output of economic activity of the population in he region. The following indices are used for its calculation:

· Gross regional product;

· Number of employed in the economy;

· Number of enterprises and organizations.

· Consumer potential, purchasing capacity of the population characterized by:

· A ratio between population’s income and subsistence minimum;

· Total deposits of the population in the Savings bank.

· Infrastructure potential, its analysis is based on the economic and geographical location and infrastructure network in the region, characterized by:

· Railway density;

· Number of urban household telephones;

· Density of highways.

· Innovative potential evaluates scientific and technical activity in the region. It is calculated on the basis of the following indices:

· Number of new machine models;

· Number of researchers;

· Number of organizations engaged in research process;

· Number of industrial enterprises dealing with innovating activity;

· Current expenditure on research projects;

· Investment in science.

· Labor potential as an aggregate criterion of the following indices:

· Number of able-bodied people;

· Share of people higher and secondary vocational education;

· Number of people with higher and secondary vocational education in the number of employed in the economy.

· Institutional potential represents a level of development of main institutions of market economy in the region. The following indices were used in its calculation:

· Number commercial bans and their branches;

· Number of small businesses;

· Number of enterprises with foreign participation;

· Number of insurance companies.

· Financial potential, expressed in the overall sum of fiscal and other monetary revenues in the budgetary system proceeded from the territory of the given region. 

2. Investment risk – qualitative feature, it estimates probability of loosing investments and profit. The following risks were identified:

· Political risk depends on stability of regional government and political polarization of the population.

· Economic risk is linked with regional economic development.

· Social risk is characterized by the level of social tension.

· Criminal risk is determined by the crime rate taking into account crime weight.

· Ecological risk calculated as an integral level of environmental pollution.

· Financial risk reflects problems of the regional budget and aggregate financial results regional enterprises.

· Legislative risk characterizes a set of legal norms regulating economic relations on the territory: local taxes, privileges, limits, etc.

A method was developed for the assessment of the investment attractiveness of the regions. The method is based on a combination of statistical and expert approaches. At the first stage, out of the statistical data referring to this or that type of investment risk and potential the most indicative indices have been determined with the help of the correlation analysis. Next with the help of the factor analysis input of each indicative index in the overall value of a corresponding potential or risk was determined. At the last stage, with the help of the cluster analysis regions ranked by the potential and risk were divided into types by the character of investment climate. 

The integral rating for each region by investment potential was calculated as an average weighted value of the region’s role in Russia by indices, which refer to all enumerated above potential types. In cases when the real value of statistical data for several regions were equal, the whole group was given an average group rating. Integral rating of each region by the level of the investment risk was calculated on the basis of the average weighted difference of chosen risk indices from the average Russian ones. In cases, when the real value of statistical data for several regions was the same, the whole group was given an average group rating.

Final regional typology by the investment attractiveness has the following form (as an example, let us take 1998 research):

Type 1А. Мaximum potential – minimum risk. Moscow, St. Petersburg.

Type 2А. Average potential – minimum risk. Belgorod region, The Tatar Republic.

Type 1В. High potential – moderate risk. Moscow, Sverdlovsk regions, the Khanty-Mansiisk Autonomous Region.

Type 2В. Average potential – moderate risk.. Nizhniy Novgorod, Volgograd, Samara, Saratov, Rostov, Orenburg, Perm, Cheliabinsk, Kemerovo, Novosibirsk, Irkutsk regions, Krasnodar, Altai and the Primorsk Territory.

Type 3В1. Reduced potential – moderate risk. Komi Republic, Archangelsk, Vologda, Murmansk, Leningrad, Vladimir, Kaluga, Orel, Ryazan, Smolensk, Tver and Yaroslavl regions, the Chuvash Republic, Kirov, Voronezh, Rursk, Lipetsk, Penza and Ulianovsk regions, the  Stavropol Territory, Omsk, Tomsk, Amur and Kaliningrad regions. 

Type 3В2. Low potential – moderate risk. The Republic of Karelia, the Nenetz Autonomous Region, Novgorod, Pskov, Ivanovo and Kostroma regions, the Republics of Mariy El, Mordovia, Tambov and Astrakhan regions, the Republic of Adygeya, the Kabardino-Balkar Autonomous Region, the Komi-Permyak Autonomous Region, the Republic of Buriatia, the Taimyr Autonomous Region, the Jewish Autonomous Region.

Type 1С. High potential – high risk. Krasnodar Territory.

Type 2С. Average potential – high risk. Yamalo-Nenetz Autonomous Region, Sakha Republic (Yakutiya).

Type 3С1. Reduced potential – high risk. Briank region, Udmurt Republic, Tumen, Chita regions, Khabarov Territory.

Type 3С2. Low potential – high risk. Kalmyk Republic, Karachaevo-Cherkes, Northern Osetiya-Alania, Kurgan regions, Republic of Altai, Tyva, Khakassiya, Evenk, Ust-Ordynsk Buryat, Aginsk Buryat, Chukotka Autonomous Regions, Kamchatka region, Koryak Autonomous Region, Magadan and Sakhalin regions..

Type 3D. Low potential – extreme risk. Republic of Dagestan, Chechen Republic.

17. Typology of the regional investment climate*
Regional typology by the investment climate was done by ranking data, such as:

· Industrial production dynamics (real and forecast for the next year);

· Retail turnover dynamics (real and forecast for the next year);

· Inflation rate (real and forecast for the next year);

· Geographical location in relation to migration;

· Geographical location in relation to Russian sea ports and access to foreign markets;

· Attitude of local administration to market oriented reforms;

· Level of social stability;

· Level of political stability, etc.

Evaluation of factors, which determine investment attractiveness of regions, permitted to divide Russia’s regions by the state of the investment climate into the following types:

1. Regions with maximum business activity, high speed of construction of new economic institutions and relatively favorable investment climate. This type comprises 11 regions: Kaluga, Moscow, Tula, Yaroslavl, Nizhniy Novgorod, Volgograd, Samara, Cheliabinsk, Tumen, cities of Moscow and St. Petersburg.

2. Regions with minimum business activity, slow speed of construction of new economic institutions and unfavorable investment climate. This type comprises 25 regions. Among them there are eight regions with a higher in comparison with average Russian share of agro-industrial complex in regional economy (in particular, a number of regions of    ), four regions have a higher share of enterprises subject to conversion and all seven republics of North Caucasus. 

Regions which belong to the interim type. Thirty-nine regions belong to this type. Forty eight per cent of the population inhabits these regions. Such high share corresponds to the transitional character of the Russian economy.

18. Business climate in Russia’s regions

Business climate in Russia’s regions was presented in the typology. In order to accomplish this all indicators were divided into three components: 

· Regional factors

· Regional policy

· Regional situation

Regional factors include economic and geographical location, natural conditions and resources, population and economy. Economic and geographical location determines features and qualities of territorial entities (cities, districts, enterprises or the whole) regarding their relations with other social and economic entities, which either stimulate or hamper their development. Natural conditions represent one of main factors, which facilitates or hampers colonization and development of the territory. Resource capacity also exerts influence on business climate not only directly (the higher and more diverse it is the better) but indirectly as well (via economic structure, economic activity, investment flow, etc.). The following structure was selected for the analysis of the “population” factor: settling, demographic (gender and age, household), ethnic (national), social, educational. Regional economy can be divided into very different structural parts. In the simplest version usually identify industry, agriculture, investment (construction) complex, transportation, infrastructure. 

Regional policy. Under this term the authors understand “a system of measures aimed at regulating regional development” and single out such structural elements, as: а) subjects; б) directions; в) types. Subjects of the regional policy are organizational structures which are authorized and strive to carry out economic policy with respect to regions. Main aspects are: fiscal policy, investment policy, budget policy, price (tariff) policy, structural policy, institutional policy and social policy. The type of the regional policy is determined by the most common approaches and mechanisms of its realization. At the federal level two type of regional policy are identified: “liberal” and “conservative models.

Regional situation results from a combination of economic and geographical factors and conditions, on the one hand, and regional social and economic policy, on the other. Main components of the regional situation are: economic situation, social situation, financial situation, political situation, and ecological situation.

Final ranking of the subjects of the Russian Federation by business climate was based on ten factors.

1. Climate and resource capacity. 

2. Demographic situation. On the basis of the coefficient of changes in regional population in 1990-1996 correlated with average Russian data.

3. Economic capacity. Simple average of the share of the region in All-Russia production of industrial goods, agricultural products, investment, retail turnover, divided by the share of an “average” subject of the Russian Federation (1,1% = 100/89).

4. The level of economic development. Simple average of the four coefficients which characterize the volume of production of industrial and agricultural goods, capital investment, per capita retail turnover in relation to All-Russia indices (in contrast to the previous index, this parameter does not characterize absolute but relative “size” of a region). 

5. Economic activity. At the beginning “simple average” slump in industrial and agricultural production as well as in construction is calculated. Then it is multiplied on the ratio of the average unemployment level to the regional one. At the end the obtained indicator divide on its average value.

6. The living standard of the population. Simple average difference between infant mortality, income purchasing power, share of poor people, number of private cars and corresponding average All-Russia indices. 

7. The state of regional finances. Simple average difference between fiscal capacity, share of federal budget receipts, share of loss-making enterprises, per capita income and corresponding average all-Russia indices.

8. The state of economic reforms. Share of subsidies for industry in the overall volume of regional budget expenditure, subsidy level of agriculture (the volume of budget subsidies per 100 Rubles of agricultural produce), the level of “small” privatization (share of privatized enterprises in commerce, catering and consumer services), share of goods and services with regulated prices (by local authorities), price regulation on food stuffs. Due to the fact that indices are rather different, they were compared with average all-Russia indices and the difference coefficient from the average number was calculated.

9. Political preferences of the electorate. Expert estimates of regional type were transferred (reformative – 4, relatively reformative 3, relatively conservative – 2, conservative – 1) in numbers. Then simple average of these numbers was calculated together with an estimation of stability of political preferences (1 – minimum, 5 – maximum). Then these numbers were divided on the average for the subjects of the Russian Federation.

10. Stability and influence of regional authorities.  It is the most subjective of all factors. At first, stability and influence of regional elite on the whole was estimated. Average number of corresponding expert estimates was determined and divided on the average all-Russia index. Then the executive power was estimated. For this purpose errors of five parameters from average all-Russia level were assessed: period in power of the present chief executive; number of years remaining till next elections; share of votes cast in the first rounds of the latest governor’s elections (0 – if they were never held before); numerical evaluation of political preferences (3 – “governing party”, 2 – “center”, 1 – “opposition”); numerical evaluation of beyond regional popularity. Legislative power is evaluated by a simple average of an average all-Russia level of its political preferences (5 – “reformative”, 4 – “center”, 3 – “rightist center”, 2 – “leftist center”, 1 – “conservative”) and the number of years remaining till the next elections. Then, obtained indices were brought into one with correction factor: executive power index – 0,6, elite index – 0,3, legislative power index – 0,1.

Ranking of Russia’s regions by the level of attractiveness of business climate
	Region
	Rank
	Result

	Moscow city
	1
	3,00

	Tyumen oblast
	2
	2,75

	Samara oblast
	3
	1,86

	Krasnoyarsk krai
	4
	1,68

	Sverdlovsk oblast
	5
	1,66

	Saint-Petersburg city
	6
	1,55

	Republic of Tatarstan
	7
	1,54

	Republic of Bashkortostan
	8
	1,51

	Perm oblast
	9
	1,34

	Irkutsk oblast
	10
	1,32

	Nizhny Novgorod oblast
	11
	1,27

	Chelyabinsk oblast
	12
	1,27

	Moscow oblast
	13
	1,25

	Belgorod oblast
	14
	1,25

	Kemerovo oblast
	15
	1,24

	Krasnodar krai
	16
	1,22

	Vologda oblast
	17
	1,19

	Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
	18
	1,19

	Rostov oblast
	19
	1,16

	Tomsk oblast
	20
	1,16

	Omsk oblast
	21
	1,14

	Lipetsk oblast
	22
	1,13

	Orenburg oblast
	23
	1,12

	Republic of Komi
	24
	1,11

	Leningrad oblast
	25
	1,08

	Region
	Rank
	Result

	Arkhangelsk oblast
	26
	1,04

	Republic of Khakasia
	27
	1,04

	Sakhalin oblast
	28
	1,03

	Udmurt Republic
	29
	1,02

	Kamchatka oblast
	30
	1,02

	Yaroslavl oblast
	31
	1,01

	Saratov oblast
	32
	1,01

	Stavropol krai
	33
	1,01

	Primorsky krai
	34
	1,00

	Kirov oblast
	35
	0,99

	Kursk oblast
	36
	0,99

	Tula oblast
	37
	0,98

	Voronezh oblast
	38
	0,98

	Novosibirsk oblast
	39
	0,98

	Vladimir oblast
	40
	0,96

	Volgograd oblast
	41
	0,96

	Khabarovsk krai
	42
	0,96

	Ryazan oblast
	43
	0,95

	Ulianovsk oblast
	44
	0,95

	Murmansk oblast
	45
	0,92

	Novgorod oblast
	46
	0,92

	Kaliningrad oblast
	47
	0,92

	Kostroma oblast
	48
	0,91

	Tver oblast
	49
	0,90

	Magadan oblast
	50
	0,90

	Chita oblast
	51
	0,89

	Penza oblast
	52
	0,88

	Amur oblast
	53
	0,88

	Smolensk oblast
	54
	0,86

	Kurgan oblast
	55
	0,86

	Altai krai
	56
	0,86

	Kaluga oblast
	57
	0,83

	Oryol oblast
	58
	0,83

	Republic of Karelia
	59
	0,82

	Pskov oblast
	60
	0,82

	Astrakhan oblast
	61
	0,82

	Chuvash Republic
	62
	0,81

	Tambov oblast
	63
	0,81

	Republic of Buryatia
	64
	0,79

	Bryansk oblast
	65
	0,78

	Republic of Altai
	66
	0,74

	Republic of Adygea
	67
	0,73


	Region
	Rank
	Result

	Ivanovo oblast
	68
	0,70

	Republic of Mariy El
	69
	0,70

	Republic of Mordovia
	70
	0,68

	Republic of North Osetia - Alania
	71
	0,68

	Republic of Dagestan
	72
	0,67

	Yevreyskaya AO
	73
	0,65

	Republic of Kabardino - Balkaria
	74
	0,63

	Republic of Kalmykia
	75
	0,62

	Karach-Cherkesian Republic
	76
	0,58

	Republic of Tyva
	77
	0,51

	
	
	


19. Industrial dynamics in Russia’s regions*

Industrial production dynamics in the first half of 1990-s was analyzed in the context of regional features of economic reforms. These features were determined by the following factors:

· industrial specialization of regions linked with features of their natural resources potential;

· burden of federal functions carried by the region (first of all, defense, transit and foreign trade) which causes imbalance in economic structure which is maladjusted to market;

· geographical location that conditions considerable difference in transport costs and the cost of reproduction of labor-power;

· political situation and formation features of the new type of federative relations.

On average in Russia industrial output fell in 1994 by half in comparison with 1990 level. Analysis of the industrial production dynamics by Russia’s regions for the reform period allows making a conclusion that the features of the industrial structure in separate regions exerted a decisive influence on the slump rates (they differ considerably in regions).

This research resulted in regional classification in five groups from the point of view of features of state regulation of regional development directed at overcoming the industrial slump.

First group. This group consists in “mining” regions (in particular, Tumen, Kemerovo, Magadan regions, Komi republic, Sakha (Yakutia), Bashkortostan). State policy towards these regions should part from the fact that they have available the most stable basis for economic development based on their high export potential. Large investments are required for the implementation of their economic potential. State policy should be directed at stimulating investment inflow.

Second group. This group includes mainly regions of the European part of Russia. These regions have a high share of commercial branches of manufacturing industry (Central, North-Western, Volga regions). In order to overcome production depression in these regions a state policy of sensible protectionism and stimulation of development of market oriented institutions is required.

Third group. This group includes regions with considerable share of military industrial complex in their industrial structure (majority of the Ural regions, separate territories of the Far East, Siberia and European part of Russia). Such structure predetermines practically complete dependence of production dynamics from the federal sources of resources. At the same time, some regions have fewer possibilities for industrial conversion, which predetermines a high level of central financing, and a more rigid state regulation in order to prevent a possible aggravation of social and economic situation.

Fourth group. This group includes northern and remote regions of Siberia and the Far East. These regions will confront the most difficulties and require a bigger support from federal authorities. State support of these regions should be most efficient in special sort-term targeted program design of social and economic development.

Fifth group. This group comprises regions where industrial slump first of all was caused by non-economic factors (first of all, republics of Northern Caucasus). Solution of political and border problems will determine economic situation in these regions.

20. Russia’s regions typology according to indices of economic specialization

In the framework of Russian-Canadian research project of Russia’s regional problems a typology of Russia’s regions was constructed by the indices of economic specialization*. As criteria for regional economic specialization both quantitative indices (economic structure of regions, export volumes, its share in the overall export volume of Russia, etc.) and some qualitative characteristics were used for a description of social and economic events which were typical of different type regions. Four types of regions have been identified:

Type 1. Regions rich in mineral resources with developed mining industry and relatively insignificant agricultural sector.

Type 2. Regions with high concentration of industrial enterprises, first of all, machine building (including military industrial complex) with developed transport infrastructure.

Type 3. Regions with average developed industry and developed agriculture.

Type 4. Regions only specialize in agriculture on fertile soils. 

21. A typology of subjects of the Russian Federation according to replacement of chief  executives *
Between 1995 and 1997 elections of chief executives took place in 69 regions of the country. Regions were classified into three groups according to the replacement level of chief executives:

1. Former chief executives have been reelected;

2. New candidates have been elected with the support of Patriotic forces of Russia (NPSR) - KPRF;

3. New independent candidates have been elected..

1. First group is the most numerouse. Chief executives were reelected in 36 regions. This group comprises: city of Moscow, the Republics of Adygeya, Kabardino-Balkaria, Kalmykya, Tatarstan, Tyva, Sakha (Yakutiya), Primorskiy and Khabarovsk Territory, Novgorod, Arkhangelsk, Vologda, Moscow, Yaroslavl, Ivanovo, Nizhniy Novgorod, Belgorod, Rostov, Astrakhan, Saratov, Samara, Ulianovsk, Orenburg, Perm, Tyumen, Omsk, Tomsk, Chita, Sakhalin, and Kamchatka regions, the Komi-Permiatskiy, Yamalo-Nenets, Khanty-Mansiysk, Taimyr, Chukotka autonomous okrugs, the Jewish Autonomous region.

2. Second group. With the help of NPSR new candidates have been elected in 25 regions: Republic of Mari El, Krasnodar, Stavropol, Kaliningrad, Murmansk, Leningrad, Pskov, Briansk, Tula, Kaluga, Ryazan, Vladimir, Kursk, Voronezh, Kostroma, Tambov, Volgograd, Kirov, Chelyabinsk, Kurgan, Novosibirsk, Amur, and Magadan regions, Altai Territory, as well as in Evenk autonomous okrug.

3. Third group. New independent candidates have been elected in the city of St. Petersburg, Republic of Khakasia, Tver and Sverdlov regions, as well as in Nenets, Aginsk Buryat, Ust-Ordynsk Buryatsk and Koryak autonomous okrugs. 

The reference book provides also a comparison of Presidential elections results (3 July 1996) and elections of chief executives in the subjects of the Russian Federation from September 1996 through March 1997 which served as a basis for a typology . The typology included 4 groups from 27 regions where elections of chief executives took place. Their comparison with the results of presidential elections resulted in 4 groups: 

1. Coincidence of the elections results – a higher per cent of votes cast for Yeltsyn on presidential elections and a higher per cent of votes cast for a candidate of “party in power” on the regional elections. This group includes eight regions: Sakha (Yakutiya), Khabarovsk Territory, Rostov, Samara, Ivanovo, Kamchatka, Arkhangelsk and Perm regions.

2. Coincidence of the elections results – higher per cent of votes cast for Zuganov on the presidential elections and a higher per cent of votes cast for an opposition candidate on regional elections. This group includes ten regions: Altai, Stavropol and Krasnodar Territory, Bryansk, Kursk, Voronezh, Amur, Ryazan, Volgograd and Pskov regions.

3. Difference in elections results – higher per cent of votes cast for Yeltsyn on the presidential elections and a higher per cent of votes cast for an opposition candidate on regional elections. This group includes seven regions: Kaluga, Kostroma, Kirov, Vladimir, Tula, Cheliabinsk and Leningrad regions.

4. Difference in elections results – higher per cent of votes cast for Zuganov on the presidential elections and a higher per cent of votes cast for a candidate of “party in power” on regional elections. This group includes two regions: Saratov and Astrakhan regions. 

Other research pays big attention to a change in the influence of various political forces. For example, a research conducted by the Moscow Carnegie center in 2000 provided analysis of a change in the electorate political preferences in the regions at 1999 parliamentary elections in comparison with 1995 elections. 

Coefficients which determine a correlation of votes cast for this or that party in 1999 were calculated together with the share of votes cast for the same party in 1995 elections. Regions were ranked and divided into several groups according to the coefficient value. 

For instance, comparison of votes cast for the Communist party in 1995 and 1999 four groups of regions were identified.

1 group. A coefficient higher than 1 demonstrating an improvement in result. This group comprises 61 subjects of the Russian Federation: city of St. Petersburg, 11 republics out of 20, all 6 Territorys, 34 regions, in 9 national republics and okrugs out of 11. 

2 group. Coefficient from 0,9 to 1 – insignificant decline. Insignificant decline in the number of votes cast took place in 6 regions, 2 republics (Altai and Buriatia), as well as in Aginsk Buriat autonomous okrug.

3 group. This group includes regions with a coefficient between 0,67 and  0,9, which is characterized by a considerable decline. Such decline was posted in 14 regions: city of Moscow, the Republics of Dagestan, Karelia, the North Ossetia-Alania, Tuva, in 8 regions and the Evenk autonomous okrug.

4 group. Drastic fall in results (coefficient below 0,67) was posted in the republics of Ingushetia (coefficient 0,35), Adygeya (0,57), Kalmykia (0,57)as well as in Kemerovo region (0,60).

22. Political preferences of the inhabitants 
of Russia’s regions *
In the basis of the analysis and typology of regions were placed indices of homogeneous voting which demonstrate stability and instability of the ratio between electorate voting for representatives of government and opposition.

Polarization and uniformity of voting served as a basis for a typology. The first factor is based on premise that the population of a majority of regions are sufficiently stable in their political preferences and divides into two polarized groups: those in opposition to the present government, and those loyal to the present government. The authors analyzed owing to which group of regions the acting president receives a required majority under dichotomic voting with a relative minority of governing party in case of an alternative voting in the majority of the subjects of Russian Federation at the parliamentary elections. Parliamentary elections of 1995 and the first round of 1996 presidential elections were chosen for research.

The authors explain this situation by uniformity of voting. Three types of voting constructed regional typology: overwhelming voting for one candidate (monovoting), two-hump voting for two candidates and divided voting. 

· Monovoting – an absolute majority of one candidate (or party blocks in case of alternative voting);

· Two hump – relative majority of one of the two leading candidates (party blocks);

· Divided voting – an even spread of votes between three or more candidates (party blocks).

Classification of regions according to voting preferences at 1995 parliamentary elections 

	
	First places

	Type of voting
	Number regions
	Left-traditionalists
	Center
	Liberal

	Mono voting
	22: 

22/0/0
	Aguinsky Buryat AO, Republic of North Osetia - Alania, Oryol oblast, Republic of Dagestan, Penza oblast, Tambov oblast, Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Buryat AO, Republic of Bashkortostan, Ulianovsk oblast, Republic of Altai, Astrakhan oblast, Belgorod oblast, Altai krai, Amur oblast, Republic of Buryatia, Orenburg oblast, Volgograd oblast, Ryazan oblast, Chuvash Republic.
	
	

	Two hump voting
	19:

13/5/1
	Omsk oblast, Voronezh oblast, Rostov oblast, Tver oblast, Kaluga oblast, Saratov oblast, Stavropol krai, Krasnodar krai, Kirov oblast, Kurgan oblast, Bryansk oblast, Kostroma oblast, Yevreyskaya AO.
	Khanty - Mansi AO, Taymyr (Dolgano- Nenetsian) AO, Sverdlovsk oblast, Magadan oblast, Kaliningrad oblast. 
	Moscow city

	Alternative votitng
	44:

27/11/6


	Chita oblast, Republic of Mordovia, Smolensk oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Republic of Kabardino - Balkaria, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Novosibirsk oblast, Moscow oblast, Vladimir oblast, Republic of Mariy El, Republic of Khakasia, Samara oblast, Republic of Kalmykia, Tula oblast, Pskov oblast, Novgorod oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Vologda oblast, Tyumen oblast, Tomsk oblast, Leningrad oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Ivanovo oblast, Irkutsk oblast, Komi - Permyak AO, Udmurt Republic.
	Evenk AO, Khabarovsk krai, Perm oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Chukotka AO, Koryakian AO, Republic of Karelia, Nenetsian AO, Republic of Komi, Murmansk oblast, Yamal - Nenetsian AO. 
	Arkhangelsk oblast, Yaroslavl oblast, Saint-Petersburg city, Kamchatka oblast, Republic of Tatarstan, Republic of Tyva.


* Except Kursk region and Primorsk Territory where .     traditionally won.

Classification of regions was carried out by a difference between 1 - 2 and 2 - 3. A region belongs to monovoting type when it got in an interval above 15%. A region belongs to two-hump type when it got in an interval of 15%. A region belongs to a divided type when it got in an interval below 15%. See table.

Changes in political preferences were posted during presidential elections compared with parliamentary elections. (See table) 

Classification of regions according to voting preferences at the 1 round of 1996 presidential elections 
	
	First places

	Type of voting
	Number regions
	Zyuganov
	Yeltsyn

	Mono voting
	21/19
	Republic of North Osetia - Alania, Republic of Adygea, Oryol oblast, Tambov oblast, Penza oblast, Chuvash Republic, Stavropol krai, Republic of Altai, Belgorod oblast, Volgograd oblast, Voronezh oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Republic of Mordovia, Republic of Mariy El, Orenburg oblast, Ryazan oblast, Saratov oblast, Smolensk oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Bryansk oblast, Ingush Republic.
	Sverdlovsk oblast, Moscow city, Khanty - Mansi AO, Saint-Petersburg city, Yamal - Nenetsian AO, Perm oblast, Taymyr (Dolgano- Nenetsian) AO, Koryakian AO, Chukotka AO, Vologda oblast, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Republic of Tyva, Republic of Karelia, Arkhangelsk oblast, Republic of Komi, Evenk AO, Nenetsian AO, Kamchatka oblast, Murmansk oblast.

	Two hump voting
	12/14
	Kursk oblast, Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Republic of Dagestan, Kurgan oblast, Republic of Khakasia, Republic of Buryatia, Kaluga oblast, Yevreyskaya AO, Tver oblast, Republic of Bashkortostan, Omsk oblast, Ust’ - Orda Buryat AO.
	Komi - Permyak AO, Republic of Kalmykia, Moscow oblast, Irkutsk oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Vladimir oblast, Yaroslavl oblast, Udmurt Republic, Kirov oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Republic of Kabardino - Balkaria, Aguinsky Buryat AO, Samara oblast, Republic of Tatarstan.

	Alternative voting
	10/11
	Kemerovo oblast, Krasnodar krai, Pskov oblast, Chita oblast, Amur oblast, Novosibirsk oblast, Rostov oblast, Kostroma oblast, Tula oblast, Astrakhan oblast.
	Tomsk oblast, Leningrad oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Novgorod oblast, Kaliningrad oblast, Khabarovsk krai, Magadan oblast, Primorsky krai, Tyumen oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Ivanovo oblast.

	RUSSIA
	Ratio of regions: 44 loyal to 43 opposition  on the elections give 35% for Yeltsyn and 32% for Zyuganov


Analysis of regional classifications according to the type of voting and its uniformity identifies groups of center left regions which in case of alternative voting vote for the acting president. For example, two thirds of the regions, which voted, against the new government of Our Home Russia in 1995 parliamentary elections, voted for the acting president. Centrist voters with one hundred percent attendance supported Yeltsyn. That constituted about 20 percent of the overall number of the subjects of the Russian Federation.

The authors additionally analyze the results of the second round of 1996 presidential elections. In the second round Yeltsyn has one with a bigger majority compared to the first round. Analysis of regional ranking from an alternative voting on 1995 parliamentary elections to a mixed voting on the first round of presidential elections demonstrate regional dynamics in political and ideological preferences of the population  (from the opposed ones through centrists to loyalists, and visa versa). The second round of presidential elections demonstrated, first of all, political preferences of regional elites. On the whole, one can suppose, that an obtained division into 48 loyal regions to 39 opposed regions gave an advantage to the acting president in the second round in the amount of 13 percent which was by 10 percent more than received on the first round of 1996 presidential elections. (44 loyal to 43 opposed regions).

23. Classification of Swiss cantons

Research analysis of the political situation became an important aspect in regional classification in the West. It is related to different sides of political life of regions of different countries. In particular, a classification of administrative and territorial division by religious and ethnical basis was done. For example, in the work by Paddison* a classification of Swiss cantons was done by a spread of languages and religions (dominant groups were taken into consideration). On the basis of this classification possibilities for political conflicts were analyzed in different part of the country. 

24. Classification of regions of the European Union*
Approaches to the choice and classification of individual regions differ according to the differences in the objectives of regional policy declared in  EC countries. At the same time, the following principles should be observed:

· methodology of selecting a region must be clear and objective;

· applied indices should be objective, essential and received from reliable statistical sources;

· policy should be carried out towards corresponding integrated units.

Identification of problem regions becomes a central task in the development of regional policy. These regions should receive support and means from political programs. 

In relation to criteria used for the choice of regions, one can say the following: 

· Indicators used in EC counties can be divided into six big categories: unemployment level, per capita GDP, industrial structure, prospects for economic development, demographic indices and location; 

· In such countries as Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Netherlands and the United Kingdom considerable attention is traditionally paid to the unemployment factor in choosing regions; 

· In less developed EC countries a big stress in put on the per capita GDP (partially due to the fact that unemployment statistical data in these countries can turn out to be unreliable because of underemployment and high level of migration);

· Remaining criteria pay a lesser role in defining regions, although such aspects as remoteness from markets, situation on labor market and climatic conditions are rather important for Scandinavian countries;

· In the majority of cases countries unwillingly explain their methodology which they use for defining regions. The United Kingdom, Denmark, Portugal and partially Germany are an exception. They is a pressure in these countries to make more transparent the solution of these problems at the federal level in order to obtain general support. 

At present, primary attention is paid to those regions, which fulfil requirements for receiving support in the framework of regional policy. At the same time, in each country the regions are divided into types on the basis of used criteria. These types are enumerated in the Table. EC countries can be divided into four big groups according to population coverage: 

· Greece, Ireland, and Portugal where the whole country can count on some sort of support; 

· Spain and Italy where the population of problematic regions come between 48% and 61% of the overall number of population; 

· Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Luxembourg, and the United Kingdom where between 35% and 43% of the overall population are covered; 

· Denmark, Netherlands, and Sweden where between 13% and 20% of the population reside in the problematic regions. 

Types of regions covered by regional policy according to the priority level 

	Country
	Types of regions for the regional policy
	Cover of population (%)

	GREECE 
	Region D
	14.0

	
	Region C
	30

	
	Region B
	14

	
	Region A
	42

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	100

	IRELAND 
	Selected regions
	28

	
	Unselected regions
	72

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	100

	PORTUGAL 
	Regions SIR
	47

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	100

	SPAIN
	All regions receiving assistance
	60,7

	GERMANY 
	Depressed zone А (new lands- less developed regions)
	13

	
	Depressed zone B (new lands – more developed regions)
	8,7

	
	Depressed zone C (western lands)
	16,2

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	38

	ITALY 
	Mezzogiorno: зоны A/B
	34,2

	
	Molise
	0,4

	
	Abruzzi
	2

	
	Central and northern regions (Targets 2/5b)
	12,3

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	48,9

	АВСТРИЯ 
	Burgenland: 40% nge
	1,8

	
	Burgenland: 30% nge
	1,7

	
	E.Obersteiermark: 25% nge
	2,3

	
	Прочие районы: 20% nge
	26,4

	
	15% nge
	3

	
	Все районы, получающие помощь
	35,2

	BELGIUM 
	Target 1 (Hainaut)
	12,6

	
	Zone 1
	9,7

	
	Zone 2
	12,6

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	35

	DENMARK 
	Regions with priority development
	4,9

	
	Regions envisaged for development
	15,3

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	20,2

	FRANCE 
	Longwy, Corsica
	0,4

	
	Target 1 (North Pale-Kale)
	1,5

	
	Zone of maximum assistance
	12,1

	
	Zone of normal assistance
	26,9

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	40,9


	Country
	Types of regions for the regional policy
	Cover of population (%)

	LUXEMBURG 
	Ceiling 25%
	34,6

	
	Ceiling 17,5%
	7,9

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	42,5

	NETHERLANDS 
	IPR – Northern development zone
	9

	
	Transition: S. Limburg
	2,8

	
	Twente
	3,8

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	15,6

	GREAT BRITAIN 
	Northern Ireland
	2,9

	
	Development zone
	15,5

	
	Transition zone
	17,5

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	35,9

	FINLAND 
	Development zone 1
	12,7

	
	Development zone 2
	12,9

	
	Development zone 3
	5,4

	
	Zone of structural regulation
	10,6

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	41,6

	SWEDEN 
	Zone receiving assistance 1
	2,3

	
	Zone receiving assistance 2
	5

	
	Provisional zones
	6,2

	
	All regions receiving assistance
	13,5


At the same time, European Union has its own regional policy, which is detailed in six major problematic objectives: 

1. Assistance in development and structural leveling granted to economically backward regions;

2. Reform of the regions, border districts and parts of regions which seriously suffered from an economic slump;

3. Struggle against stagnant unemployment and assistance in entering into the labor market for young people and those who are threatened to be crowded out the labor market;

4. Assistance to employees in their adjustment to changes in industry and production systems;

5. Assistance to agricultural sector development by way of: 5a: accelerated leveling of agricultural structures in the framework of general agricultural policy reform; 5b: stimulation of development and structural leveling of agricultural regions;

6. Stimulation of structural leveling of certain northern (Arctic) regions where the population density is especially low. 

In order to achieve program objectives 1,2, 5b and 6, selection of regions, which receive assistance, is taken place. This take place on the basis of a classification constructed according to specific indicators. 

Choice of supported regions in EC countries takes place on the basis of administrative regions NUTS. Funding for the implementation of the program task 1 is granted to regions which correspond level II of NUTS. Per capita GDP is taken as a criterion. Regional classification is done by per capita GDP indices for the last three years. Region which receive assistance are those which have an indictor below 75% of average indices across EC. 

For the purposes of program task 2 regions are selected on the basis of classification done according to the following three criteria: 

· Unemployment level surpasses an average one in EC;

· Employment level in industry is above the average one in EC; 

· Recession in this employment category. 

In addition to these major criteria, there are many additional criteria, which are difficult or impossible to determine quantitatively.  Choice of regions for assistance according to these additional criteria is not linked with need to correspond major criteria. Commission takes into account how the situation in an individual country in relation to unemployment level, industrialization and industrial recession correlates with average indices in EC. Country member of EC also can use as a reference point real factors influencing the level of real economic activity or the level of unemployment. At the same time, additional criteria limiting the number of regions, which can join the group eligible for assistance according to program task 2 is the fact that their aggregate population should not surpass 15 percent of the overall EC population. 

Regarding task 5b the rules determine general criterion: low level of economic development. In addition to this, there are three basic criteria. Regions must meet two of them so that regional conditions fall under the program tasks: 

· High level of employment in the agricultural sector (this level can increase);

· Low income level in agriculture;

· Low population density and/or a clear tendency towards decrease of the population number. 

Indicators are not compared with the average ones in EC for the program task 5b. The rule quotes secondary criteria which permit increase the number of regions covered by the program in case there is a substantiated request submitted by a country-participant (for example, in case of peripheral nature), mountainous regions or regions with unattractive economic conditions, which unfavorably react to reforms of general agricultural policy or experiencing negative outcome from reform of the fishing sector. 

Program task 6 refers only to Finland and Sweden and covers only 0,4 percent of the population of the EC countries. This program was provided by an Agreement of new member-countries. It refers to the regions with the population density below eight persons per square kilometer. 

Real results of classifications and the choice of regions, which are eligible for assistance, see below.

Regions attributable to program task 1 include the whole territory of Greece, Ireland and Portugal, as well as the major part of Spain, Italy, all lands of Eastern Germany, as well as part of wealthy countries, i.e. Belgium (Hainaut) and Netherlands (Flevoland). Regions attributable to program task 2 include territories of all EC countries except Greece, Ireland and Portugal.

Regions attributable to program task 5b less than one tenth of the EC population reside (8.8 percent). This type includes parts of territories of all countries except three which in toto are attributable to the program task 1. As was already mentioned above, the program task 6 includes only parts of Finland and Sweden.

25. A typology of regions of Slovenia*
Slovenia till now preserves zoning which existed prior to 1990. At the same time, Hungary adopted a new approach in the 90-s. In 1993 legislation four categories of zones for regional development is determined: 

· backward settlements from the point of view of socio-economic indicators; 

· settlements located in backward regions (on the basis of socio-economic indicators) but not being underdeveloped; 

· settlements with the level of unemployment above the average country level by at least 1.5 times;

· settlements requiring development parting from the combination of above-named criteria. 

In Slovenia indicators of migration, population growth and age structure are used for identification of “demographically problematic regions”, which at present cover about one fourth of the population of the country (and 55 percent of its continental part). According to a draft low “On assistance to regional development”, three new regional categories are to be determined: 

· underdeveloped regions – two types: (a) regions with per capita personal income tax below 75 percent of the average national level and (b) border regions with negative demographic tendencies. Foe example, negative population indices posted for the period 1981-91; 

· problematic industrial regions – on the basis of indicators which describe industrial structure, industrial production recession and unemployment level;

· other problematic regions – national parks and other regions with a reduced development potential.

26. Classification of Australian regions

In Australia in 1998 National Institute of Economic and Industrial Research (NIEIR)* drafted a paper on the situation in 55 national regions (more fractional division than the states). This research provides classification of regions done on the basis of criteria of real income of the population, economic structure and employment, unemployment rate. Dynamics of these indicators for the period between 1986 – 1996, the influence of Asiatic crisis on the unemployment levels and income of regional population were analyzed. A forecast of changes in per capita gross regional product, unemployment levels till 2004 was provided, as well as main proposals for the regional policy were formulated.

27. Classification of depressed territories*
Classification according to the level of socioeconomic development was constructed on the basis of factor analysis of 48 indicators of living standard, population’s health, health-care and environment, education and social conditions of education. On the basis of final classification the following depressed territories have been determined: the Republics of Tyva, Kalmikia, Kurgan region, the Jewish Autonomous region, the Aginsk Buriatsk Autonomous okrug, the Atlai Territory, the Republics of Adygeia, Dagestan, Kemerovo region, the Komi Permiatsky Autonomous okrug, Novosibirsk, Astrakhan, Orenburg regions, the Republic of Altai, Rostov, Chita Pskov and Ivanovo regions, Primorsky Territory, the Taimyr Autonomous okrug.

In the Council on distribution of productive forces and economic cooperation using the data for the period between 1995-1996 calculations on comparative evaluation of economic and social development of regions were done (B. М. Shtulberg**). At the same time, the following indicators were used: general level of economic development, the level and dynamics of development of major branches of material production, current financial situation of the regions, the level, dynamics and differentiation of personal incomes, employment and the state of labor market, investment activity in the regions, evaluation of environment. For example, according to employment criterion the group of depressed territories includes: Arkhangelsk, Murmansk, Pskov, Leningrad, Bryansk, Vladimir, Ivanovo, Kostroma, Yaroslavl, Kirov, Tambov, Astrakhan, Penza, Kurgan, Perm, Chita, and Amur regions, the Khabarovsk Territory, the Republics of Karelia, Mariy El, Mordovskaya, Chuvash, Kalmyk, Dagestan, Karachaevo-Cherkesk, Udmurt, Tyva and Altai.

According to criteria of real personal income, the group of depressed regions include: Pskov, Vladimir, Ivanovo, Ryazan, Astrakhan, Penza, Saratov, Kurgan, Orenburg, Chita, and Kaliningrad regions, all the republics of Northern Caucasus, the Republics of Mordovia, Chuvashia, Tyva and Altai. 

The above mentioned list of regions to a considerable extent coincides with a corresponding list of regions classified by a criterion of the current financial state, i.e. a certain interdependence of characteristics reflecting different aspects of socioeconomic of regional development.

28. Classification of Russia’s regions for the purposes of regional policy by Lavrovsky*
There is a serious correlation relating to the results of regional classification according to different indicators. Ranking of regions done by different features has one and the same character. Three classification criteria have been used in the research: per capita gross regional product, the level of general unemployment and per capita income. Out of all subjects of the Russian Federation ranked according to gross regional product indicators 13 most depressed regions have been identified. The worst indicators were posted in: The Republics of Ingushetia, Dagestan, Kalmykia, Tyva, the North Ossetia-Alania, Adygeya, Kabardino-Balkaria, Rahachaevo-Cherkessiya, Mariy El, Altai, Tambo and, Ivanovo regions and the Jewish Autonomous region (see table). 

Ranking of regions by different indicators

	Subjects of RF
	Per capita GRP (1996)
	Level of general unemployment end of 1997
	Monthly per capita money income (1997)

	
	Thousand Rb
	Rank
	% of economically active population
	Rank
	Thousand Rb
	Rank

	Ingush Republic
	2785
	1
	52
	1
	291
	1

	Republic of Dagestan
	2903
	2
	22
	5
	322
	2

	Republic of Kalmykia
	4019
	3
	22
	4
	431
	3

	Republic of Tyva
	4620
	4
	19
	9
	
	

	Republic of North Osetia - Alania
	4786
	5
	23
	3
	
	

	Republic of Adygea
	5380
	6
	
	
	473
	6

	Republic of Kabardino - Balkaria
	5584
	7
	17
	12
	479
	7

	Karach-Cherkesian Republic
	5639
	8
	19
	10
	440
	5

	Republic of Mariy El
	5818
	9
	
	
	437
	4

	Republic of Altai
	5964
	10
	18
	11
	
	

	Tambov oblast
	6555
	11
	
	
	
	

	Ivanovo oblast
	6774
	12
	17
	13
	
	

	Yevreyskaya AO
	6972
	13
	25
	2
	
	


Ranking of subjects by the level of general unemployment have demonstrated that 13 identified subjects of the Russian Federation are also “leaders” in this aspect. To be more precise, 10 regions out of 13 identified have the worst figures by this indicator. With respect to money income, out of 13 identified subjects seven have the worst figures (see table). As a result, 5 subjects of the Russian Federation (republic of Ingushetia, Dagestan, Kalmykia, Kabardino-Balkaria, and Karachaevo-Cherkessia) by all three ranking criteria are among the most depressed 13 subjects. Seven more subjects of RF are among the most depressed 13 subjects by any two indicators. Finally, only one subject of RF (Tambov region) is among 13 most depressed subjects only by one indicator (gross regional product). 

Thus, one can ascertain that in the circumstances of regional differentiation one and the same regions get at the bottom of the list even if different ranking features are used. 

In order to substantiate this finding regional raking was done with the help of the same approach as above. Again 13 most depressed subjects of RF by the gross regional product were taken. Together with these indicator regional consumer indices of the seven main products was used. 

Second group of regions classified by different indicators

	Subjects of RF
	Per capita GRP (1996),

Rank
	Per capita foodstuffs consumption (1997),  rank

	
	
	

	
	
	Meat
	Milk
	Fish
	Sugar
	Vegetabl
	Bread
	Potatoes

	Ingush Republic
	1
	1
	7
	1
	
	2
	
	

	Republic of Dagestan
	2
	4
	9
	
	
	
	
	5

	Republic of Kalmykia
	3
	
	
	2
	13
	
	
	1

	Republic of Tyva
	4
	
	
	3
	1
	1
	
	2

	Republic of North Osetia – Alania
	5
	
	
	5
	
	6
	8
	7

	Republic of Adygea
	6
	3
	
	9
	
	
	9
	

	Republic of Kabardino – Balkaria
	7
	11
	
	7
	
	
	
	8

	Karach-Cherkesian Republic
	8
	
	
	6
	
	
	
	

	Republic of Mariy El
	9
	
	
	11
	
	
	
	

	Republic of Altai
	10
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	

	Tambov oblast
	11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ivanovo oblast
	12
	12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yevreyskaya AO
	13
	7
	2
	
	
	11
	7
	


By per capita meat consumption the Republic of Ingushetia occupies the last place among the subjects of the Russian Federation, i.e. gets rank 1. The Republics of Dagestan, Adygeia, and Kabardino-Balkaria, Ivanovo region and the Jewish Autonomous region according to this indicator are among 13 most depressed subjects. As a result, out of 13 most depressed subjects by the gross regional product eight subjects are among the most depressed by at least three consumer indicators. Among them are the Republics of Ingushetia, Dagestan, Kalmykia, Tyva, the North Ossetia-Alenia, Adygeia, Kabardino-Balkaria, and the Jewish Autonomous region. For example, the Republic of Tyva took the fourth place from the bottom by the gross regional product. It also occupies “leading” places by the following consumer indices: fish, sugar, vegetables, and potatoes. 

The author thinks that there are reasons to consider that identified 13 subjects serve as a good basis for selecting from their mix subjects for federal assistance. Out of this group seven most poor subjects are selected. Thirteen most poor subjects by the gross regional product cover 3.1 percent of the territory of the country with the population up to 6.2 percent. Out of these thirteen subjects minimum per capita index by GRP amounts to 20.8 percent in relation to the average all-Russia index, and the maximum – 52.2 percent. 

In support of applicability of the described above methodology designed for selecting most depressed territories, the author provides data on extended index of investment attractiveness of a region *. In the group with a low index according to these calculations the following seven subjects were included: the Republics of Kalmikia, Adygeia, Tyva, the Chukotka Autonomous okrug, the Altai Republic, the Jewish Autonomous region, the Ingush Republic. Six out of them comprise the group of the most depressed 13 subjects.

29 Classification of the subjects of RF by their budget relations with the Federal authorities *
With the purpose of describing budget relations between Federal authorities and the subjects of the Federation a number of regional classifications is conducted. 

In the analysis of the balance of financial flows between the center and the regions the following typologies were conducted:

1. By the ration of transfers in the regional budgets and direct outlays of the federal budget (1998). Into classification with indicators below 20 percent got Moscow St. Petersburg, as well as a number of large industrial centers (Cheliabinsk, Lipetsk, and Samara regions, etc.). The higher share is taken by a number of autonomous okrugs and regions of Far East and Zabaikalie. 

2. By the balance  (by the volume of financial assistance) in per capita (1998).

3. By the balance (including the volume of direct Federal outlays) in per capita (1998).

4. By the balance (including the volume of extra budgetary funds) in per capita (1998).

	Results of the second round of 1996 presidential elections
	Regions – stable donors
	Regions – donors in some years
	Regions – stable recipients

	Share of votes cast for Yeltsyn above average all-Russia Level
	Saint-Petersburg city, Republic of Tatarstan, Krasnoyarsk krai, Kaliningrad oblast, Leningrad oblast, Moscow oblast, Perm oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast, Tomsk oblast, Tyumen oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Yaroslavl oblast, Khanty - Mansi AO, Yamal - Nenetsian AO.
	Moscow city, Republic of Kalmykia, Republic of Komi, Vologda oblast, Irkutsk oblast, Nenetsian AO.
	Ingush Republic, Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria, Republic of Karelia, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Republic of Tyva, Primorsky krai, Khabarovsk krai, Arkhangelsk oblast, Ivanovo oblast, Kamchatka oblast, Magadan oblast, Murmansk oblast, Novgorod oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Taymyr (Dolgano- Nenetsian) AO, Komi-Permyak AO, Koryakian AO, Chukotka AO, Evenk AO.

	Share of votes cast for Zyuganov above average all-Russia level
	Republic of Bashkortostan, Udmurt Republic, Belgorod oblast, Volgograd oblast, Voronezh oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Omsk oblast, Orenburg oblast, Samara oblast, Ulianovsk oblast
	Krasnodar krai, Stavropol krai, Vladimir oblast, Kirov oblast, Kursk oblast, Novosibirsk oblast, Ryazan oblast, Saratov oblast, Smolensk oblast,.
	Republic of Adygea, Republic of Altai, Republic of Buryatia, Republic of Dagestan, Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Republic of Mariy El, Republic of Mordovia, Republic of North Osetia - Alania, Republic of Khakasia, Chuvash Republic, Altai krai, Amur oblast, Astrakhan oblast, Bryansk oblast, Kaluga oblast, Kemerovo oblast, Kostroma oblast, Kurgan oblast, Oryol oblast, Penza oblast, Pskov oblast, Rostov oblast, Tambov oblast, Tver oblast, Tula oblast, Chita oblast, Yevreyskaya AO, Aguinsky Buryat AO, Ust’ - Orda Buryat AO.


These three classifications divide the subjects into those that contribute (donor) to the federal budget and those that receive from the federal budget. With an allowance for direct expenditure of the Center and receipts into extra budgetary funds the picture somewhat changes. For example, with an allowance for direct Federal expenditure considerably decreases the number of donor subjects (down from 62 to 35). Classification by the balance including extra budgetary funds is conducted for only 67 regions due to a lack of data. Nevertheless, on the basis of the available typologies one can construct a complex typology, which would have demonstrated the balance of flows (regions-donors and regions (recipients) with an allowance and without it for different parts.

As an additional one, a typology by the political preferences in regions-donors and regions-recipients is provided, which analyses these two marked types of regions.

The authors tried to check by applying this classification whether the financial situation of a regions becomes a factor influencing the political preferences of the electorate. The classification has demonstrated that the link between these two aspects is rather indirect. Although among the recipient regions there are more “communist” oriented subjects. Among donor regions there are more “democratically” oriented subjects. 

2) A number of simple typologies is constructed in order to analyze fiscal capacity of regions.

1. By the level of tax collection in the federal budget (1998). 

2. By the share of “cash” money in taxes on average between 1996 and 9 months of 1998.

3. By a ratio of tax receipts to GRP (1997).

4. By a ratio of tax receipts to payroll fund (1997)).

5. By the level of diversification of tax receipts structure to the types of taxes (1998). In this case regions are divided into six types according to tax variance. 

6. By the level of diversification of industrial (1998). Here are seven types according to variance indicator.

7. The share of federal budget in tax receipts in the subjects of Federation (1998). 

As in the first part of research dedicated to the balances of financial flows between the Center and the regions, here also all classifications are simple and come to general typologies. 

The majority of indicators characterizing tax receipts and their structure, etc. is determined by a whole set of very different factors. In particular, reasons for regional differences in the tax burden on GRP have both objective and subjective character. The former include its structure, the latter include tax policy conducted by the regional and local authorities. It is also noted, that an increased share of individual taxes in the whole tax  volume is characteristic of economically underdeveloped regions with a weak diversification of the economy. An important factor which determines an increased share of branches of the economy in tax receipts is their regional specialization.

	Implemented tasks
	Share of ‘money in taxes

	
	Above 60%
	40 – 60%
	Less than 40%

	Overfulfilled
	Saint-Petersburg city, Krasnodar krai, Stavropol krai, Moscow oblast, Astrakhan oblast, Volgograd oblast, Novgorod oblast, Kaluga oblast, Kaliningrad oblast, Tula oblast, Republic of Altai, Ingush Republic, Nenetsian AO. 
	Khabarovsk krai, Primorsky krai, Vladimir oblast, Ryazan oblast, Irkutsk oblast, Rostov oblast, Magadan oblast, Murmansk oblast, Vologda oblast, Novosibirsk oblast, Belgorod oblast, Voronezh oblast, Leningrad oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast, Kirov oblast, Yaroslavl oblast, Tver oblast, Amur oblast, Saratov oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Tambov oblast, Republic of North Osetia - Alania, Udmurt Republic, Republic of Mordovia, Republic of Karelia, Komi - Permyak AO.
	Altai krai, Chita oblast, Arkhangelsk oblast, Kursk oblast, Ivanovo oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Kemerovo oblast, Republic of Khakasia, Republic of Buryatia, Evenk AO.

	Underfulfilled
	Moscow city, Lipetsk oblast, Samara oblast, Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Koryakian AO, Taymyr (Dolgano- Nenetsian) AO, Aguinsky Buryat AO.  
	Krasnoyarsk krai, Oryol oblast, Smolensk oblast, Pskov oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Bryansk oblast, Tomsk oblast, Perm oblast, Tyumen oblast, Penza oblast, Kamchatka oblast, Orenburg oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Republic of Tyva, Republic of Adygea, Republic of Bashkortostan, Republic of Kalmykia, Republic of Tatarstan, Republic of Dagestan, Ust’ -Orda Buryat AO, Khanty - Mansi AO, Yevreyskaya AO.  
	Kostroma oblast, Omsk oblast, Kurgan oblast, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria, Republic of Mariy El, Republic of Komi, Chuvash Republic, Chukotka AO, Yamal - Nenetsian AO.


30. Regional typology according to the level and dynamics of budget security of the population*
It is worth noting, that for the period 1992-1995 in the absolute majority of regions either a fall in budget security took place or the level of budget security remained stable. Only in eight regions the index growth was above the 10 percent, out of which only in Moscow and the Komi Republic this level was originally high (above 120 percent of the average all-Russia level). Regional differentiation by the criteria under consideration remains high.

	Budget security:
	Tendencies:

	
	Growth (growth above 10%)
	Stability (within 10% adjustment)
	Decline (decline by more than 10%)

	High (more than 120% of the average all-Russia index)
	Moscow city, Republic of Komi.
	Irkutsk oblast, Kamchatka oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Primorsky krai, Khanty - Mansi AO, Yamal - Nenetsian, Taymyr (Dolgano- Nenetsian) AO, Evenk AO.
	Murmansk oblast, Samara oblast, Kemerovo oblast, Omsk oblast, Tyumen oblast, Magadan oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Khabarovsk krai, Republic of Karelia, Republic of Kalmykia, Republic of Tatarstan, Republic of Bashkortostan, Republic of Altai, Republic of Buryatia, Republic of Tyva, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Nenetsian AO, Ust’ -Orda Buryat AO, Aguinsky Buryat AO, Koryakian AO, Chukotka AO.

	Average (from 80% to 120% of the average all-Russia level)
	Saint-Petersburg city, Vologda oblast, Moscow oblast, Lipetsk oblast.
	Arkhangelsk oblast, Kostroma oblast, Yaroslavl oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Perm oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast, Tomsk oblast, Amur oblast, Kaliningrad oblast, Republic of Mariy El, Republic of North Osetia - Alania.
	Novgorod oblast, Oryol oblast, Belgorod oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Republic of Mordovia, Republic of Adygea, Yevreyskaya AO, Komi - Permyak AO. 

	Low (less than 80% of the average all-Russia level)
	Novosibirsk oblast, Stavropol krai.
	Leningrad oblast, Bryansk oblast, Vladimir oblast, Ivanovo oblast, Kaluga oblast, Ryazan oblast, Smolensk oblast, Tver oblast, Tula oblast, Voronezh oblast, Tambov oblast, Astrakhan oblast, Penza oblast, Rostov oblast, Kurgan oblast, Orenburg oblast, Krasnodar krai, Altai krai, Republic of Dagestan, Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria, Republic of Khakasia. 
	Kirov oblast, Kursk oblast, Volgograd oblast, Saratov oblast, Chita oblast, Chuvash Republic, Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Udmurt Republic. 


The second typology was constructed as analysis of the level of budget independence of the subjects of Russian Federation. As indicators characterizing budget independence of the regions the following one were selected:

· share of federal budget receipts in regional income;

· the share of transfers in “conditionally net” regional income;

· share of taxes placed in the regional budget;

· security of regional expenses by its fiscal capacity;

· conditional balance of financial flows per person.

As a result of the research, regions were divided into nine types: leading donors, donors, problematic donors, conditional donors, low subsidy recipients, moderate subsidy recipients, subsidy recipients, high level subsidy recipients, “privileged republics” (see table).

Classification of the subjects of Russian Federation by 
the level of their budget independence

	Type of region
	Regions 
	Share of receipts from the federal budget in regional income, %
	Share of transfers in “conditionally  net” regional income, %
	Share of taxes entered in regional budget, %
	Regional income security by fiscal capacity
	Conditional balance of financial flows per person, thousand Rb

	Main donors
	Moscow city, Saint-Petersburg city, Yaroslavl oblast, Nizhny Novgorod oblast, Samara oblast, Sverdlovsk oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, Khanty - Mansi AO, Yamal - Nenetsian AO.
	3-15
	0
	50-60
	1,4-1,8
	Above 300

	Donors
	Vologda oblast, Murmansk oblast, Moscow oblast, Ryazan oblast, Belgorod oblast, Lipetsk oblast, Ulianovsk oblast, Perm oblast, Chelyabinsk oblast, Irkutsk oblast, Republic of Komi. 
	10-25
	0
	55-65
	1,2-1,6
	250 –  300

	Problematic donors
	Arkhangelsk oblast, Leningrad oblast, Vladimir oblast, Smolensk oblast, Tver oblast, Tula oblast, Kirov oblast, Voronezh oblast, Kursk oblast, Volgograd oblast, Saratov oblast, Rostov oblast, Orenburg oblast, Tyumen oblast, Tomsk oblast, Kaliningrad oblast, Krasnodar krai, Primorsky krai, Khabarovsk krai, Udmurt Republic.
	20-30
	0-15
	60-70
	1,1-1,4
	70-200

	“Relative” donors
	Novgorod oblast, Bryansk oblast, Ivanovo oblast, Kaluga oblast, Kostroma oblast, Tambov oblast, Novosibirsk oblast, Omsk oblast, Amur oblast, Chuvash Republic, Republic of Khakasia. 
	30-35
	15-20
	65-75
	1,05-1,15
	0-70

	Recipients getting small subsidies
	Pskov oblast, Oryol oblast, Astrakhan oblast, Penza oblast, Kurgan oblast, Chita oblast, Stavropol krai.
	40-45
	15-25
	65-75
	0,9-1,05
	0 – -50

	Recipients getting moderate subsidies
	Kemerovo oblast, Sakhalin oblast, Altai krai, Republic of Mariy El, Republic of Mordovia, Republic of Buryatia, Yevreyskaya AO.
	45-55
	25-30
	75-80
	0,65-0,8
	-50 –

-180

	Subsidized recipients
	Kamchatka oblast, Magadan oblast, Republic of Adygea, Republic of Kabardino-Balkaria, Karach-Cherkesian Republic, Republic of North Osetia - Alania, Nenetsian AO, Taymyr (Dolgano- Nenetsian) AO.
	45-75
	20-35
	75-80
	0,4-0,9
	-180 –

-700

	High-income recipients 
	Republic of Kalmykia, Republic of Dagestan, Ingush Republic, Republic of Altai, Republic of Tyva, Komi-Permyak AO, Evenk AO, Ust’ -Orda Buryat AO, Aguinsky Buryat AO, Koryakian AO, Chukotka AO АО. 
	65-85
	35-65
	80-90
	0,1-0,4
	-500- -6000

	“Preferred” republics
	Republic of Karelia, Republic of Tatarstan, Republic of Bashkortostan, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia).
	1-12
	0 – 3
	85-100
	0,9-1,1
	-70 – +90


The type ‘leading donors” comprises two capitols, a number of regions of the European part of Russia, as well as oil and gas producing Khanty-Mansiysk and Yamalo-Nenetz okrugs. It is worth noting, that the majority of regions were placed among “problematic and conditional donors”, which in essence are transitional types among regions-donors and regions-recipients. There is not a single region (oblast) among high level of subsidy recipient. This type includes national republics and the majority of autonomous okrugs.
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