
Part 2. The Real Sector

2.1 Production Macrostructure
GDP Production: Dynamics and Structure
Goods and Services Production

In 2001 the Russian economy is characterized by a high and stable growth rate. According to 2001 totals, GDP rose by 5% compared with 2000, investments in capital assets —  by 8,2 %, and output in the manufacturing sector — by 4,9 %. The rise in the output of goods was ensured by the market for infrastructure services emerged over the period of reform. In comparison with 2000, commercial freight turnover showed a 3,1% in, while wholesale trade grew by 5,2 %, and the output in the sector for communication services grew by 19,9%. While the production of goods grew by 6,5 % per year, the output in the sector for market services rose by by 4,1%.
The development of market for consumer-oriented services is characterized by acceleration of growth in comparison with the prior year. In 2001, retail turnover grew by 10,8 %; the volume of paid services grew by 0,8%. So, in 2001, the retail turnover growth rate exceeded the 1997 pre-crisis rate at 11,4 %.
Against the background of economic growth, an evident asymmetry has emerged in regard to production growth, disposable income, and final demand, which does not allow an unambiguous evaluation of economic performance. With results of 2001 economic activities being undoubtedly positive, the comparison of major social development guidelines shows that the negative impact of the August 1998 recession upon Russian economy has not been eliminated entirely.
While in 1999-2000growth in demand in the household sector was restrained by low purchasing power rate, in 2001 the situation reversed. The 19,8% rise in real wages and the 21,4% growth in real pensions  had a positive impact upon demand activity in 2001. Real disposable income rose by 5,9% in 2001. However, in spite of active social policy, living standard guidelines are still much lower than those of 1997. In 2001, real income accounted for approximately 83,0% as compared to 1997 level. 
Table 1.

The dynamics of major macroeconomic variables in the period 1997—2001 (percent per year) 
	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Gross Domestic Product
	100,9
	95,1
	103,5
	109,0
	105,0

	Base industries goods and services production
	-
	94,2
	104,6
	108
	105,7

	Industry output
	102,0
	95,1
	108,1
	111,9
	104,9

	Base capital investments
	95,0
	93,3
	105,3
	117,7
	108,7

	Agricultural output
	101,3
	86,8
	104,1
	107,7
	106,8

	Freight turnover
	96,6
	96,6
	105,8
	105,0
	103,1

	Retail trade turnover
	104,7
	96,7
	92,3
	108,7
	110,8

	Foreign trade turnover
	101,7
	84,7
	86,7
	129,7
	104,1

	Real disposable income
	106,3
	83,8
	85,8
	109,3
	105,9


Source: Goskomstat, Russia (State Statistics Committee of Russia)

Fig. 1

Change in the real volume of GDP and  gross value - added of  sectors of the economy, as % to the respective period of the prior year.
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Source: Goskomstat, RF Ministry of Economic Development and Trade

Fig.2

Contribution of the economy's sector between 1999 to 2001, by quarters
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The distinctive feature of 1999-2000 consisted in the change in the shares of sectors of the economy. The economic renewal was progressing alongside with positive dynamics of output of goods and services. The positive dynamics of GDP was fixed in II Quarter 1999 and was hence secured by increase in basic industries’ output. When industrial growth of the first half of 1999 compensated for the fall in production in the previous year, the noted tendency towards economic recovery was in place afterwards. The positive contribution of contrsuction and trade to the economic development growth rates enhanced from 2000.
While analyzing the process of economic recovery, we may divide the period in question into the following stages subject to the degree of impact the factors have:

· Active import substitution between late 1998 through eraly 1999 determined by the Rb.devaluation progressing within the framework of relatively low natural monopolies’ prices, a sharp decline in import, and restrained growth in salaries and wages;

· Rise in external demand from the second half 1999 connected with better market prospects for fuel, energy sources and minerals;
· Rise in domestic demand for investment resources t from III Quarter 1999 determined by increase in firms’ revenue;

· Rise in domestic consumer demand from the second half 2000 caused by an active social policy.

At the first stage, consumer-oriented industries, which traditionally proved to focus on the domestic market found themselves in advantageous position. The output of consumer goods rose by 8,7 % in 1999 and exceeded the overall rate of of growth in the industrial sector and the one in the the retail trade turnover. In 1999, the share of sub-sectors of the consumer sector in industrial production growth accounted for 13,2 % against 8,4 % in 1998.
Fig. 3

Dynamics of gross output of light and food sectors between 1999-2001, as % to December of the prior year; the retail trade turnover=1
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In 200-2001, the impact consumer industries had upon production growth remained unchanged resulted from both residual effects of import substitution in relation to light and food industry and of currency devaluation inertia.. The comparison of monthly dynamics of output of consumer goods shows a gradual decline in the gap between the growth rate in light and food industries’ output and dynamics of the retail trade turnover. It was the light industry whose reaction to to changes in domestic market situation was the most notable one. On the one hand, with purchasing power growing, production expansion opportunities are restrained by technical and economic characteristics of the sector’s production capacity. On the other hand, with the ruble exchange rate growing, the industry looses its competitive advantages and yields to import goods pressure. While in the 1st Quarter 2001 the import share in total nonfoods resources accounted for 45,9 %, in the 3rd Quarter it rose up to 51,4 %.
The growth in investment demand appeared to be a characteristic feature of the economic renewal. While financial performance of firms was improving and their savings were growing, the demand for capital goods proved to be increasing from late 1999. This particular tendency intensified in 2000-2001 under the influence of rising demand on the part of export-oriented industries for domestic machine-engineering goods. The output of investment complex grew by one- third over 1999-2001 compared to the 1998 level. Being subject to developed inter-sectoral relations, the production growth in machine — engineering industry and the sector for construction materials ensured growth in the associated industries’ output. The increase in domestic consumption of construction materials had a positive impact upon production rate growth in metallurgical, chemical and timber industries.
The ongoing tendency to growth in demand in the domestic market compensated for relative deterioration of the situation on foreign markets. If compared to 2000, there was production growth in all the industry branches. Negative factors of output dynamics in some industries manifested themselves in production stagnation in the ferrous metallurgy industry and gas industry, which resulted from export reduction, and the decrease in the medical industry output, which was determined by import expansion. Once the output in machine — engineering industry grew by 8,4 % vs. 2000, the output in nonferrous-metals industry accounted for 104,9 % and in oil and gas industry for 107,2 %, and iron-industry output accounted for 99,8 %. The engineering industry share in total industry output growth in 2001 accounted for 35%, as well as iron industry share was 20 %.

Table 2.

The dynamics of gross output within industries, 1998-2001 (in percent)

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Industry
	98,4
	108,1
	109
	104,9

	Fuel-energy industry
	97,5
	101,7
	104,0
	104

	Ferrous industry
	93,5
	111,3
	113,4
	102

	Chemical and timber industry
	95,3
	119,8
	112,3
	104,2

	Investment complex
	92,8
	114,6
	114,4
	106,2

	Consumer complex
	97,1
	108,7
	108,6
	107,8


Source: according to Goskomstat data
Processing Industry Sector

The changes in the state of domestic and foreign market determined major structural changes in production. The distinctive feature of industrial growth in 1999-2001 consists in the excess of processing industry growth rates over those of the mining industry. Processing industry output increased by 38,2 % in comparison with 1998, as well as mining industry output growth accounted for 16,6 %. Since 1999, processing industries’ share in industrial production structure has been rising.

Fig. 4

Change in dynamics of manufacturing and mining sectors, as % to the prior year 
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Investment demand growth offered an additional incentive to the development of intermediate goods industries. 
Fig. 5

Change in the structure of industrual output, as % for the respective period, in comparable prices 
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The rise in capital-making industries’ share in the manufacture structure exerted a positive influence upon total investment infrastructure in national economy. There is an evident growth in output produced in almost each engineering industry. Instrument –making industry, communication industry, heavy engineering industries supplying the market with investment goods for transport, agriculture, oil industry are developing at the top speed. The rise in competitive capacity of domestic engineering industry, if compared to the analogous foreign industries’ price level, facilitated the increase in output of equipment for consumer industries. Ongoing production capacity optimization, restructuring of company’s assets, certification, and mastering new equipment allowed for the increase in output of such machinery as is necessary to substitute imported commuter cars, passenger cars, and electric engines.

Table 3
The Dynamics of Output Production in Engineering Industries (in percent to the previous year) 

	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Total industry


	97
	96
	102
	94,8
	108,1
	109,0
	104,9

	Engineering industries (total)
	91
	95
	104
	92,5
	115,9
	115,5
	107,2

	which totals from:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Railcar engineering
	73
	97
	81,1
	87
	108,9
	107,4
	126,0

	Metallurgy industry
	95
	93
	85,2
	70,6
	91,8
	130,2
	86,1

	Electrical industry
	93
	79
	93,5
	85,7
	127,0
	130,1
	112,6

	Chemical and oil engineering
	96
	76
	95,6
	96,1
	120,7
	119,5
	121,6

	Machine-tool and tool-making industry
	87
	66,6
	84,9
	82,3
	99,6
	111,5
	99,4

	Instrument-making industry
	110
	70
	105,8
	103,4
	140,8
	118,4
	98,0

	Car industry
	97
	100,2
	112,6
	88,5
	114,7
	103,3
	101,7

	Communication industry
	42
	33,5
	123,2
	93,7
	95,7
	330,0
	90,0

	Tractor and agricultural engineering
	64
	59
	91,9
	70,7
	159,3
	148,4
	129,1

	Engineering for light and food industries and household appliances
	65
	
	
	90,6
	115,8
	109,5
	107,1


 Source: Goskomstat of the RF (State Statistics Committee)
However, n spite of all the positive tendencies in the development of engineering industry mentioned above, its share in industrial output production growth rates is much lower than that of raw materials sector. It can be explained both by retrospective development trends and state-of-the market characteristics over the last years.
The rise in consumer demand is reflected in the optimization of the output produced in light and food industries. Goods saturation of the consumer market proves to be steady and entirely corresponds to the paying capacity of the population. The increase in output produced in light industry in 2001 accounted for 5,0 %, and in food industry there was a rise of 8,4 %. But even under such conditions the import share in the total value of merchandize inventory of retail trade turnover has a tendency to rise. One should pay attention to the fact that, while domestic manufacturers are holding strong position in foodstuffs turnover, the situation in nonfoods market is determined by the intensive import expansion. A short-term excess of the light industry output growth rates over the dynamics of textile goods import and nonfoods turnover occurred till III Quarter 1999. Subject to changes in competitive environment and increase in import efficiency, the tendency to ousting domestic goods from the market is enhancing.
Fig. 6

Dynamics of import of textile garments and the output by the domestic light industry, as % to the resopective quarter of the prior year; theturnover of the retail trade with non-food goods = 1 
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Dynamics of import of foof stuffs and output by the national food  sector, as % to the respective quarter of the prior year; the turnover of trade with food stuffs=1 

[image: image7.wmf]0

0,5

1

1,5

2

2,5

I/99

II

III

IV

I/00

II

III

IV

I/01

II

Import of food stuffs

Output by the food sector


The growth rates of the output produced in fuel and energy industries and export-oriented raw materials industries accounted for 104,9 % and 103,6 % respectively. The slowing-down of the growth in raw materials industries reflects the tendency to the decline in physical export. In 2001, the export share in total sales of product accounted for 23,3 % against 32,2 % in the previous period. The tendency is growing alongside with competitive import expansion, which might have a negative impact upon the development of economy guidelines. In 2001, import increased by 18,9 %, when industrial goods output rose by 4,9 %.
Since the second half 2000, the factors facilitating the slowing-down of growth rates in processing industry have strengthened their influence. The exceeding growth in prices of the primary energy resources, real ruble exchange rate growth, and intensive increase in wages determined the competitive environment changes in home market. As a result, since IV Quarter 2000 the slowing-down of income rate growth and final demand industries investments, as well as the decline in physical export have been fixed. Alongside with the given market performance, there have appeared more drastic limitations. The possibility of further output growth has been severely restrained by the performance characteristics of stockholders equities and lack of equipment.
The analysis of manufacturing facilities shows that most part of the equipment can’t be employed in manufacture considering its physical and moral depreciation. Manufacturing facilities utilization differentiates greatly. In raw materials industries characterized by quite a small share of the value-added, capacity utilization proves to be much more intensive than in processing industries. Even within different manufactures of one and the same industry manufacturing facilities are utilized to a different extent. Though active employment of spare manufacturing facilities determined the recovery of economic activity, there are certain limits to capacity utilization.
In general, the demand in raw materials industries can be satisfied by employing available facilities since the quality of raw materials is not a subject to drilling mechanisms. New technologies therein facilitate costs reduction, labor productivity growth, increase in the complementary products output, etc. However, in mining industries the combination of severe depreciation and intensive utilization indicates that the equipment withstands excessive duty.
In processing industries, especially in high-tech manufactures, manufacturing growth potential is determined by the equipment performance and implemented technologies. Severe stockholders equities depreciation in processing industries proves to be a reason for a lower rate of manufacturing facilities utilization as well as an impediment to further output growth.
The correlation between depreciation rates and capital stock age structure displays an insistent need for activation of renewal process. The engineering industry is rated among the worst in respect of production capacity utilization. A long-term investment pause lead to the conservation of engineering industry structure, and within the framework of transition to the investment-based economic growth model, the dearth of equipment and machinery appeared to be a factor limiting output growth in economy. The situation is aggravated by the fact that engineering industry, being inconsistent with market performance criteria, fails to achieve such a sales level as is necessary to make solid investments in re-equipment of own manufacturing facilities.
The change in the dynamics and structure of domestic demand was accompanied by the competition enhanced among domestic manufacturers, as well as among domestic and foreign substitution goods. The situation is getting more complicated under the conditions favorable for growth in consumer and investment goods on the basis of per capita income growth, on the one hand, and decline in competitive advantages of domestic goods price level, on the other. The existing situation entails the slowing-down of growth rates in processing industry, the latter being subject to the investment dynamics and innovation development strategy. Depreciated inventory, old production technologies, and low rates of labor productivity sufficiently restrain the rise in aggregate supply as well as any change in its structure. Under such conditions, foreign manufacturers enlarge their share in the Russian market regarding high market capacity and gradual paying capacity recovery. In the event that domestic manufacturers reduce their investment activity, they might lose their hard-won positions and competitive environment may change.
Oil and Gas Sector

The price range in the world oil market determined oil sector performance in Russian economy in 2001. Since 60 % of total oil production output is exported as crude oil and domestic final sales prices are much lower than those in the world market, world market price appears to be the major factor regulating income and Russian oil production industry financial performance. During the most part of 2001, the world oil market performance was characterized by high prices for oil and oil products, which significantly exceeded the price level of the last decade. During I-III Quarters 2001, average oil basket price in OPEC approached the middle of oil price target zone, established by OPEC at $22-28 US per barrel. OPEC managed to maintain the prices by means of considerable reduction in oil supply. The mechanism of the target price level support could secure the reduction in OPEC’s oil production by 500,000 barrels per day if oil prices fell below $22 US per barrel, and would provide the increase in oil production by 500,000 barrels per day if oil prices exceeded $28 US per barrel in 10 working-days. In IV Quarter, however, there was a dramatic fall in the world oil prices. Bent oil price grew down to $19,4 US per barrel and OPEC average oil basket price fell down to $18,3 US per barrel. The price of Russian oil in the world market averaged $24,4 US per barrel in I-III Quarter 2001, but in IV Quarter it dropped down to $18,8 US per barrel (Table 4, picture 7).

Table 4
World oil prices, 1997-2001 ($ per barrel)

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

I Q
	2001

II Q
	2001

IIIQ
	2001

IVQ
	2001

	Oil price, Brent,Great Britain
	19,12
	12,72
	17,97
	28,50
	25,79
	27,38
	25,30
	19,42
	24,44

	Oil price, Urals, Russia
	18,33
	11,83
	17,30
	26,63
	23,68
	25,39
	24,12
	18,78
	22,97

	OPEC oil basket price
	18,68
	12,28
	17,47
	27,60
	24,42
	25,67
	24,13
	18,33
	23,12

	Average price of oil imported in the USA
	18,50
	12,08
	17,22
	27,72
	24,12
	23,85
	23,04
	17,06
	22,06


Source: OECD International Energy Agency, U.S.Department of Energy. 
The main reasons for the decrease in the world oil prices in 2001 consisted in a dramatic slowing-down of world demand for oil and direct reduction of the latter in some major industrialized countries accompanied by ongoing oil production growth and accumulation of ultimate reserves. The decline in the world oil demand resulted from evident fall in the world economy growth rates occurred in 2001. By International Monetary Fund estimates, GDP annual growth rates fell from 4,7 % in 2000 down to 2,4 % in 2001. With all this going on, GDP decreased at a higher rate in major oil consumer countries. Thus, in the US, which consume more than ¼ of the world total oil output produced, GDP growth rates fell from 4,1 % in 2000 down to 1,0 % in 2001, and Japan went into an economic recession. By the estimates of theUS.Department of Energy, total economic growth rates in OECD countries decreased from 3,3 % in 2000 to 0,9 % in 2001. The terrorist acts committed in the USA on September 11, 2001 stipulated for the decline in demand in IV Quarter entailing, in particular, the reduction in aviation fuel demand and shortening of warm heating season in the U.S. (in comparison with average annual rate).
As a result, by OECD International Energy Agency estimates, the world oil demand growth rates fell from 0,9 % in 2000 down to 0,1 % in 2001, when in North and South America, as well as in OECD countries of Asian-Pacific Region direct decline in demand occurred. The total fall in demand in OECD countries in 2001 accounted for 0,3 %. The most dramatic fall in demand among highly industrialized countries occurred in Japan, it was a decrease of 1,6 % relative to the previous year. There was a decline in demand in the USA, Canada, Mexico, South Korea, Brazil, and India. By estimates of the U.S. Department of Energy, the demand for oil in the U.S. rose by 0,9 % in 2000 but grew down by 0,3 % in 2001. The financial crisis in Argentina caused a detriment to demand for oil in South America. As a result, 2001 became the year of the lowest growth rates of the world oil demand in the period from 1985. By the international Energy Agency estimates, the growth in oil demand in 2001 equaled zero regardless of the countries in post-soviet region (Table 5). 
Table 5

The structure and dynamics of world demand for oil in 2000-2001

	
	Demand

Mln. bbl. per day
	Annual change

Mln. bbl. per day
	Annual change, %

	
	2001
	2000
	2001
	2000
	2001

	World total
	75,99
	0,64
	0,10
	0,9
	0,1

	North America
	24,00
	0,33
	-0,10
	1,4
	-0,4

	Europe
	15,89
	-0,12
	0,08
	-0,7
	0,5

	OECD countries of Asian-Pacific Region
	8,55
	-0,04
	-0,11
	-0,4
	-1,2

	China
	4,88
	0,30
	0,09
	6,7
	1,8

	Post-soviet countries
	3,69
	-0,05
	0,07
	-1,2
	2,0

	The Middle East
	4,52
	0,09
	0,14
	2,1
	3,1

	Other Asian countries
	7,31
	0,10
	0,00
	1,4
	0,0

	Africa
	2,39
	0,01
	0,02
	0,3
	0,8

	South America
	4,77
	0,01
	-0,09
	0,3
	-1,8

	Reference data: world demand exclusive of post-soviet countries
	
	
	
	
	

	OECD countries
	72,30
	0,70
	0,00
	1,0
	0,0

	World total
	47,71
	0,16
	-0,13
	0,3
	-0,3


Source: OECD International Energy Agency.

The decline in the world oil demand was accompanied by ongoing oil production output growth. At this, OPEC countries reduced real oil production (though not to the extent it was supposed to under OPEC agreement) in order to maintain the targeted oil price level in the wold market. According to International Energy Agency estimates, oil production output in OPEC countries fell from 30,80mln. bbl. per day down to 30,16mln. bbl. per day in 2001 or decreased at 0,64mln. bbl. per day. At the same time, a significant rise in oil production occurred outside OPEC, first of all, in Russia, where the growth in oil production rates was the highest. An evident increase in oil production output could be observed in Mexico, Norway, China, and Brazil. Total growth in oil production in non-OPEC countries in 2001 accounted for 0,73mln. bbl. per day. Thus, the reduction in oil production output pursued by OPEC was actually neutralized by the increase in oil supply provided by non-members (Table 6). As a result, the aggregate share of OPEC in the world oil production dropped from 40,1% down to 39,3 % in 2001.

Table 6.
The structure and dynamics of the world oil production in 1999-2001 
(mln. bbl. per day) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001

	World total
	74,20
	76,72
	76,81

	Increment (reduction) relative to the previous year
	-1,40
	2,52
	0,09

	OPEC countries
	29,40
	30,80
	30,16

	Increment (reduction) relative to the previous year
	-1,40
	1,40
	-0,64

	Non-OPEC countries
	44,80
	45,92
	46,65

	Increment (reduction) relative to the previous year
	0,00
	1,12
	0,73


Source: OECD International Energy Agency.
Excessive oil supply in the world market resulted in a drastic growth in its ultimate reserves. By the end of III Quarter 2001, oil reserves in OECD countries had reached the top level in the last five years. Oil reserves growth marked OECD countries in all regions. The high level of oil reserves added to the constraints oppressing oil prices recovery.
The dramatic fall in the world oil prices fostered OPEC members to make a decision dated November 14, 2001, on another reduction in oil production output by 1,5mln. bbl. per day since January 1, 2002. However, OPEC, being concerned with the decrease in its world oil market share, put the implementation of this decision as dependant on non- OPEC oil suppliers for their readiness to total decrease in oil output by 500,000 bbl. per day. In this connection, Russia declared intentions to cut back oil supplies to the world market by 150,000 bbl. per day starting from the beginning of 2002 (in I Quarter 2002). Norway claimed a reduction in oil output by 150,000 bbl. per day (in I Quarter 2002). Mexico promulgated decrease in oil export by 100,000 bbl. per day (also in I Quarter 2002). Oman and Angola also declared a cut back in oil output, albeit to a minor extent (by 40,000 bbl. per day in Oman, by 22,500 bbl. per day in Angola). At the end of December 2001, a meeting was held among OPEC members Ministries to confirm OPEC decision on contracting oil production daily output by 1,500mln. bbl. within 6 months starting from January 1, 2002. Thus, OPEC focused its effort on price stabilization and short-term revenue provision, which is supposed to follow up with further reduction in the world market share.

Fig. 7
International oil prices between 1996 to 2001, USD/barrel 
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Source: International Monetary Fund.

High oil prices observed in the world market in 2000 – the most part of 2001 created extremely favorable conditions for Russian oil sector. Significant increase in output, revenues and investments within oil industry was a distinctive feature of 2000-2001. In 2001, total oil and gas condensate output reached the level of 348,1mln., i.e. grew up by 7,7 % relative to the previous year (in 2000, oil output growth rate was 6,0 %), The production volume of primary oil refinery rose by 3,2 % (in 2000, by2,7 %). Motor petrol production increased by 0,6 %, diesel oil production grew by 2,0 %, and fuel oil production rose by 4,2 %. Unlike 2000, oil production growth was attained mostly by starting up new oil wells, i.e. resulted from the investments made in 2000-2001. Oil production carried out in temporarily shut-in wells that were set in operation in 2001 accounted for 5,7mln. tn., or 23,5 % of total annual oil production growth (in 2000, oil production in temporarily shut-in wells set in operation provided for 68,3 % of total oil production growth). Shut-in wells share in operating well stock went down to 24,3 % at the end of 1999, 22,5 % at the end of 2000 and 21,5 % at the end of 2001. The investment activity kept growing: the volumes of production drilling and exploration drilling for oil rose respectively by 8,4 % and 15,6 % (in 2000, by 67,5 % and 27,8%), implementation of new oil wells increased by 18,6 % (in 2000, by 53,7 %). These showings indicate a real boom period for investments in oil sector.
Quantitative and qualitative characteristics of oil refining also improved to a great extent resulting from the implementation of programs on oil refining capacity modernization. Production capacities employed for primary oil refinery in 2001 accounted for 6,5mln.tn. (in 2000 it was 0,35mln.). The level of oil refining grew from 68,7 % in 1999 up to 71 % in 2000 – 2001. Mineral oil production employing well sinking technologies increased by 12 % in 2000 –2001. The share of lead-free motor gasoline in total output went up from 89,3 % in 1999 to 95,4 % in 2000, and 97,9 % in 2001; high-octane gasoline output increased from 40,3 % to 41,2 %, and 46,7 % respectively.
Table 7

Production, consumption, and export of energy resources in Russia, 1995-2001

	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Oil, mln.tn.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Production
	306.8
	301.3
	305.6
	303.4
	305.0
	323.2
	348.1

	Export, total
	122.3
	126.0
	126.9
	137.1
	134.5
	144.5
	160.4

	Export to non-CIS countries
	96.2
	105.4
	109.8
	117.9
	115.7
	127.6
	137.8

	Export to CIS
	26.1
	20.6
	17.1
	19.2
	18.8
	16.9
	22.6

	net export
	113.8
	117.2
	119.0
	129.2
	128.5
	138.7
	155.4

	Domestic consumption
	150.4
	131.3
	132.2
	125.1
	120.5
	123.0
	124.0

	Net export in % to production
	37.1
	38.9
	38.8
	42.4
	42.1
	42.9
	44.6


Table 7 (cont’d)

	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Oil products, mln.tn.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Export, total
	47.0
	57.0
	60.6
	53.8
	56.9
	61.9
	69.0

	Export to non CIS countries
	43.5
	55.0
	58.4
	51.2
	53.9
	58.4
	66.4

	Export to CIS
	3.5
	2.0
	2.2
	2.6
	3.0
	3.5
	2.6

	Net export
	42.6
	54.4
	56.6
	51.0
	50.3
	61.5
	68.7

	Oil and oil products, mln.tn.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Clear export of oil and oil products
	156.4
	170.0
	173.4
	178.3
	184.5
	200.2
	224.1

	Net export of oil and oil products in % to oil production
	51.0
	56.4
	56.7
	58.8
	60.5
	61.9
	64.4

	Natural gas, mln.tn.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Production
	595.4
	601.1
	571.1
	591.0
	590.7
	584.2
	581.5

	Export, total
	192.2
	198.5
	200.9
	200.6
	205.4
	193.8
	179.3

	Export to non-CIS countries
	121.9
	128.0
	120.9
	125.0
	131.1
	133.8
	130.7

	Export to CIS
	70.3
	70.5
	80.0
	75.6
	74.3
	60.0
	48.6

	Net export
	188.3
	193.9
	196.4
	197.6
	201.3
	189.7
	175.3

	Domestic consumption
	407,1
	407,2
	374,7
	393,4
	389.4
	394.5
	406.2

	Net export in % to production
	31.6
	32.3
	34.4
	33.4
	34.1
	32.5
	30.1

	Totals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oil and gas production, mln.tn..
	842.7
	842.3
	819.6
	835.3
	836.6
	849.0
	871.5

	Net export of oil, oil products and gas, mln. t….
	325.9
	344.5
	350.2
	356.1
	365.7
	370.9
	381.9

	Domestic consumption of oil and gas, mln. t…
	516.8
	497.8
	469.4
	479.2
	470.9
	478.1
	489.6

	Net export of oil, oil products and gas in % to oil and gas production
	38.7
	40.9
	42.7
	42.6
	43.7
	43.7
	43.8


Source: State Statistics Committee, RF Ministry of Energy, State Customs Committee of the RF, IET estimates.
At the same time, unlike the situation in 2000, the increase in domestic demand didn’t lead to the rise in oil and oil product’s prices in the home market (on the contrary, there was a downturn both in real and nominal terms), which was an evidence of some overproduction of oil in the country. The domestic prices for oil in dollars fell from $56-58US/tn. at the beginning of the year down to $49,9US/tn. in December. The petrol price, which reached a peak of $200US/tn. in IV Quarter, 2000, exhibited a pronounced falling tendency during the whole year and till December dropped to $151,1US/tn. As a result, the domestic price for petrol fell below the pre-depreciation level (Table 8). It resulted in the considerable gap between the levels of domestic and world market prices for oil displayed during the whole year. The correlation between domestic oil prices (producer’s prices) and export prices accounted for 33-34% during three quarters. In IV Quarter, due to the fall in world market prices the correlation between domestic and export prices grew up to 40-42%.

Table 8

Domestic prices for oil, oil products and gas, in dollars, 1997-2001
 
(average wholesale prices of production companies, $/tn.)

	
	1997 Dec.
	1998 Dec.
	1999 Dec.
	2000 Dec.
	2001 Dec.

	Crude
	63,1
	16,4
	37,0
	54,9
	49,9

	Gasoline
	169,6
	63,4
	171,9
	199,3
	151,5

	Diesel
	170,0
	52,9
	125,0
	185,0
	158,5

	Black oil
	73,8
	22,0
	46,1
	79,7
	47,1

	Gas, USD. Thos. cub.m. 
	6,6
	2,1
	2,2
	3,1
	4,8


Source: calculated upon Goskomstat data

Total export of oil and oil products increased from 206,4mln.tn. in 2000 up to 229,4mln.tn. in 2001 or by 11.1% (there was a rise in oil export by 11% and in oil products by 11.5%). Within the structure of oil export the share of crude oil export accounted for 70% of total export of oil and oil products. The major part of oil export fell to the share of diesel oil and fuel oil. In 2001, the share of export in diesel oil production was 51.8%, fuel oil’s share was 19.6%, and motor petrol’s share accounted for 12.9%. There was a decrease by 7.5% in natural gas export (mostly resulting from the supply reduction for CIS countries). Most part of energy supply (86% of oil, 96% of oil products, and 73% of gas) was provided for the countries outside CIS.
During I-III Quarters 2001, the growth of physical export volume actually allowed to compensate for some downturn in oil prices in the world market relative to the previous year. Thus, gross revenues received from oil export in January-September, 2001, rose by 3.7% as compared to the relevant period of the previous year in spite of the decrease in world market prices. It allowed for keeping a high level of the oil sector ratio to Russian export (oil and oil product share in Russian export accounted for almost 35% in 2001, 33.2% in 2000).
Alongside with that, owing to the ruble depreciation and high prices in the world market, the decline in light oil products import, which had begun at the end of 1998, continued. At the same time the decline in import slowed down. Thus, motor petrol import in 2001 fell by 27% relative to the previous year (in 2000, by 56%), while the import ratio to total petrol production dropped by 0.4% (compare: in the first half of 1998, i.e. before the depreciation, the import ratio to total petrol production accounted for 8.7%).
The analysis of Russian oil export dynamics over a long-term period shows that in spite of tending to increase, total clear export of oil and oil products still remains much lower than that of the end of 1980-s, the beginning of 1990-s; it fell by 9%, i.e. from 246,3mln.tn. in 1990 down to 224,1mln.tn. in 2001. At the same time, the sharp decline in domestic oil consumption (by our estimates, it dropped from 269,9mln.tn. in 1990 to 124mln.tn. in 2001, i.e. more than twice) resulted in the increase in oil and oil products export ratio to total oil production from 47,7% up to 64,4%. Owing to the decline in clear gas export observed over the last two years, its level in 2001 practically returned to the level of the beginning of 1990-s, albeit the ratio of clear export of gas to gas production is still a little higher than that of the pre-depreciation period (30.1% against 28%).
The total clear export of oil, oil products and gas still remains at a lower level that that of 1990. By our estimates, the ratio of this variable decreased from 407,7mln.tn. of oil equivalent in 1990 down to 381,9mln.tn. of oil equivalent in 2001, i.e. by 6.3%. At that, clear export ratio to the total production of oil and gas grew from 37.3% to 43.8%. From this viewpoint we can declare the augmentation of export orientation in oil sector as compared to the Soviet period, though we should keep in mind that it has nothing to do with the increase in absolute export volume but with the decline in output of carbohydrates resulted from the decrease in the domestic consumption, the downturn in supply for CIS countries, and the degradation of production conditions.
Table 9
Financial Showing in Oil Industry, 1997-2001 (as USD bln.)

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

(11 months.)

	Proceeds from export of oil and petroleum derivatives
	21,09
	13,96
	18,82
	34,89
	31,28

	Profit (balance sheet financial results)
	3,52
	0,60
	6,32
	10,42
	7,64

	Accounts payable outstanding (as of end of the year)
	6,79
	2,41
	1,61
	1,35
	1,09

	Including to the budget
	2,53
	0,66
	0,43
	0,27
	0,13


Source; calculated on the basis of Goskomstat.

The high level of oil prices in the wold market in January-September, 2001, determined the high level of revenues in oil sector of economy. Total revenues (balanced financial account) of oil industry including oil-producing industry and oil-refining industry accounted for $7,64mld US in January-September, 2001. At that, the share of oil industry revenues in total revenues of the Russian industry was 39.5% and the share in the Russian economy, as a whole, was 21.6% (in 2000, the given rates were 40.4% and 27.8% respectively). Oil sector revenues provided a high level of tax revenues for the federal budget and allowed oil production companies to increase their investments and reduce the amount of their accounts payable. By the end of November, the overdue debts of oil industry to the budgets of different levels had reached a low point of 0,13bln.tn. over the last years (Table 9). In IV Quarter, however, the situation in the oil industry got worse due to the fall in oil prices in the world market.

The change in major variables of oil sector development characterizing production, sale in domestic and foreign markets, prices, investment activity, and payments and accounts is reflected in Pictures 8-12.
Figure 8

Oil output, consumption and export in 1990 to 2001, as mln.t.
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Source: Goskomstat, the RF Ministry of Energy, the State Customs Committee, International Energy AgencyИсточник, IET calculations 

Figure 9

Average export prices for oil and diesel fuel between  1996 to 2001, as USD/t. 
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Export of oil and petrolem derivatives in natural and value equivalents in 1997 to 2001, as m.t., USD. Mln. 
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Source: calculated basing on Goskomstat data

Figure 10

Average produce prices for oil and gas in USD equivalent in 1992 to 2001, as  USD/t., USD/c.m. 
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Average producer prices for gasoline and black oil in USD equivalent in 1992 to 2001, as USD/t. 
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Figure 11

Operational drilling for oil and placement of wells in operation in 1996- 2001 
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The oil sector's accounts payable to suppliers  and budgets of all levels in 1996-2001, as USD bln.  
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Figure 12

International oil prices and placement of new oil wells in operation in 1996-2001 
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Source: Goskomstat, the IMF.
The Changes in GDP formation structure in respect of revenues and economic efficiency of the production

The ruble devaluation and the increase in world market prices for Russian export goods effected changes in the dynamics and structure of GDP formation in respect of revenues in 1999-2000. In 2000, total revenues in economy accounted for 1186,8bln.rbl., which is 1.62 times more than those in the previous year. However, in 2001, the situation changed.
The revenue dynamics, as viewed since the beginning of 2001, was marked by gradual slowing down in all economic sectors from 124.5% in January to 92.8% in January-November, while in industry the rates were falling from 104.5% to 83.6% respectively. In January-November 2001, the balanced financial account totaled 1030,7bln.rbl., inclusive of 562,4bln.rbl. in industry. The income rates in industry dropped from 18.0% in 2000 down to 14.1% in 2001. Such a decline in income rates was determined by the increase in production costs resulted from a rise in wholesale prices and physical resources rates, the changes in prices for industrial output being smooth and wages growth rates being higher than those of final product prices. Besides, relative depreciation of the foreign market’s state in respect of some Russian export items also affected the income rates. In the event that the given tendency develops, we will hardly be able to account on the increase in investments. Moreover, it should be noted that, according to the annual totals, the revenue share in total investments allocated for manufacture development has grown. It reflects some changes in priorities and motivation of economic activity. Domestic manufacturers associate prospects for expansion and preservation of the positions they hold in the domestic and foreign markets with technical innovations and re-equipment of the production facilities. Out of total number of innovation-oriented manufactures almost 1/5 manufactures assume physical costs reduction, the decrease in power consumption and replacement of outdated products to be the targets of prospective development, and almost 1/3 aim at the increase in quality and conformity with modern standards. 
If in 2000 the rise in investment demand was based upon the increase in revenues of export-oriented industry’s sector, in the current year the investment revival is fostered by investment and consumption industries and non-manufacturing businesses. Whereas the revenues of fuel industries fell by 17.5% as compared to January-November 2000, and in metallurgy the decrease was twice as much, in the engineering industry the revenues grew by 19.3%, in the construction materials industry they rose by 37.2%, and in the construction industry by 27.5%. The peculiar feature of investment demand consists in its structural shift to engineering industry products, which supported manufacturing equipment production simultaneous with the increase in demand for construction services.
There is no doubt that the tendency to the slowing down of the inflation proved to be a positive factor facilitating business activity.
Output growth and a rise in revenues have provided the improvement in manufacture accounts structure, as well as the increase in tax revenues received by the budget system. The share of clear production tax and import tax in GDP grew by 1.5% as compared to 1998.

Subject to the exceeding output growth rates in the construction and market infrastructure industries, the share of industry in total revenues of all economic sectors fell to 43.6% against 60.4% in 2000. The major point of structural changes in industry gross revenues in 1999-2000 consists in the increase in the latter within fuel industries and raw materials industries. By estimates, the producing industries share and primary processing share in industry revenues rose by almost 35.0%.
Fig.13

Change in the structure of balance financial results across sectors of the economy and the industrial sector between 1999 to 2001, as % to the prior year 

[image: image18.wmf]-10

-5

0

5

10

15

Industrial sector

Electricity

Fuel

Ferrous metals

Non-ferrous metals

Chemicals

Forestry

Machine engineering

Construction materials

Light

Food

Agriculture

Construction

Transport and communic.

Trade 

2000 - 1999

2001- 2000


The sufficiently high level of output profitability in export-oriented producing industries and raw materials primary processing manufactures is determined by the state of the world market. Under the current correlation between domestic and world prices, a considerable part of the revenues received due to the increase in ruble prices for the product, which was sold for foreign currency, turns into income. Last year, owing to the change in prices in the world market, the fuel industry share in total currency revenues transferred to companies’ running accounts dropped to 17.1% against 21.8% in 2000, however, the share of ferrous metallurgy grew up to 18.9% against 6.0%. If in 2000 the two industries shared 27.8% of total currency revenues transferred to running accounts, in 2001, their share accounted for 36.0%. The tendency to the exceeding increase in intermediate goods prices, if compared to final goods growth rates, was developing in the same direction in the domestic market.
Table 10

GDP formation structure relative to revenue source, in % to total

	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	GDP –  total, including:
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0

	Labor compensation, including hidden one  
	45,2
	49,6
	50
	47,2
	40,6
	40,2
	44,9

	Net taxes on production and import 
	11,9
	13,5
	14,5
	15,1
	16,1
	17,1
	16,6

	Gross profit of the economy and gross mixed revenues 
	42,9
	36,9
	35,5
	37,7
	43,3
	42,7
	38,5


Source: Goskomstat, the RF Ministry of Economic Development and Trade

Subject to the current profitability, fuel and metallurgy industries have an opportunity to facilitate intensive investment activity by employing their own funds and exploiting internal and external credit resources.
For processing industries oriented to the home market the situation is less favorable. Whereas the material costs level is high and the profitability is low, the industries are being affected by the deficit in own working capital, which has its impact upon the level of manufactures’ paying capacity and investment activity.
The comparison of structure and dynamics of output rates, investments, and labor displays overall reallocation of resources within a limited number of capital-intensive producing and raw materials primary processing industries. 
It should be noted that in 2000-2001 there was a slight increase in employment within oil producing and oil refining industries, as well as in ferrous and non-ferrous metallurgy. At that, the production was growing against the background of augmented differentiation between remuneration of labor in producing and processing sectors of industry. It resulted in the decline in the remuneration of labor in processing industries and non-manufacturing businesses. Taking into account that processing industries and non-manufacturing businesses employ almost 90% of economically active population and employees’ wages equal 80% of the total income of the population, low paying capacity of the given categories of citizens appears to be an essential factor constraining economic growth rates.
In 1999, the revenues in major economic industries increased almost threefold on the rise of ruble devaluation, while nominal payroll grew by 1.4 times. In 1999, the share of gross income of economy in GDP rose up to 43.1% against 37.7% in 1998, while the share of remuneration of wage earners dropped relatively down to 40.9% against 47.2%. In 2000, income growth rates exceeded wage growth rates by 1.2 times. Under the policy of restrained population income growth and the development of consumption prices as compared to producers’ prices in industry and construction, the share of wage earners’ remuneration in GDP remained at approximately the same level in 2000 relative to the previous year. In 2001, subject to pursuing active social policy, the wage growth rates exceeded income growth rates by 1.3 times. In 2001, the tendency to the increase in remuneration of labor clearly revealed itself within the GDP structure.
The changes in the labor-market situation and growing confidence of the population in new employment opportunities had a positive impact upon social and physiological atmosphere in 2001. During 2001, the number of the unemployed as estimated by ILO decreased by 0,6mln people and accounted for 6,4mln people at the end of the year. The number of vacancies submitted by manufacturers to the employment agencies accounted for 887,000 people at the end of 2001 against 751,000 people in December of the previous year. The burden imposed by the unemployed population on one vacancy was relieved.
GDP: factors and tendencies

External demand
Actual growth rates of real economy sector considerably exceeded the level of planned variables, which had formed the basis of the budget for 2001. The exceeding growth in domestic demand in relation to external demand appears to be one of the main features of the economy development in the current year. The share of domestic demand in the GDP structure rose up to 86.7% in 2001 against 79.6 % in the previous year.
The increase in domestic businesses’ activity allowed for assumption that the GDP growth in 2001 would be within the range of 103-104% other things being equal. However, in spite of the relatively less favorable state of the world market in respect of raw and fuel energy resources, if compared to 2000, the dynamic development of domestic demand served as additional incentive to domestic economy growth. The comparative analysis of the changes in the GDP structure and dynamics in the period of reforms shows that, if the external demand growth revealed itself as a factor compensating for the shrinkage of the domestic market in 1992-1996, in the following years the situation changed.
Figure14

Change in dynamics of GDP, domestic and external demand in the national economy in 1992-2001, in comparable prices, as % to the respective period 
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Source:IET calculations basing on  the data of Goskomstat and the RF Ministry of Economic Development and Trade  

The distinctive feature of Russian economy growth in 1999-2001 consisted in the simultaneous increase in both domestic and external demand. In the course of open market economy development, the influence exerted by external factors keeps growing. On the one hand, almost twofold decline in import, if compared to the pre-crisis period, provided space for intensive expansion of domestic production and rise in the income of goods manufacturers and services producers. On the other hand, export revenues had a strong impact upon the changes in the dynamics and structure of final demand in the economy.
Table 11
The change in the dynamics of GDP performance, by constituents, in % relative to the previous year

	
	1998 г.
	1999 г.
	2000 г. 
	2001 г. 

	GDP
	-4,9
	5,4
	9,0
	5,0

	  Spending on final consumption by:
	-1,5
	-2,4
	7,4
	6,2

	   households
	-2,4
	-4,4
	9,3
	8,7

	   Public entities
	0,6
	3,0
	1,4
	-1,0

	  Gross accumulation
	-28,7
	8,5
	31,9
	17,0

	   Capital assets accumulation
	-11,2
	2,4
	15,0
	6,5

	  Net export 
	111,0
	72,3
	-6,2
	-10,1

	export
	-0,3
	9,4
	8,7
	2,0

	Import
	-11,0
	-15,6
	12,7
	8,6


Source: the RF Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, the RF Customs Statistics of Foreign Trade  

When analyzing the sustainable state of the Russian economy, it should be emphasized that the correlation between external factors, which determined the output growth in 2000 and 2001, was different. If in 2000 the increase in prices for energy carriers and non-ferrous metals in the world market was the major factor of output growth, in 2001, there was a gradual decline in external factors’ effect. Since 2000 the exceeding growth rates of physical import volumes have been fixed again, if compared to the export dynamics and GDP performance. At that, the decline in growth rates of physical export volumes by the end of 2000 could be explained by the state of the world market of raw materials, as well as the intensive import growth over 2001 was connected with purely domestic problems.

The analysis of trading sector development allows us to state that it has failed to make new goods niches for domestic output both in the world and home markets. The increase in domestic demand in 2000-2001 fostered by export-oriented industries was based upon inertial output growth within a rather narrow sector of national economy.
One of the reasons for low competitiveness of domestic products is that economic growth used to be oriented mostly to the increase in the utilization and employment of spare production capacities for production purposes. The fact that no sufficient changes resulted from the employment of new production capacities didn’t allow for successive implementation of import substitution policy and diversification of export flow. Since the beginning of 2000, the enhancing tendency towards increase in import share has been observed within the structure of goods stock in the consumer market and the materials and machinery market. As a result, by estimates of the RF Minestry of Economic Development, clear export accounted for 89.1% in 2001 relative to the level of the previous year. For the Russian economy it is an alarming signal since, as a rule, the decline in clear export results in the decrease in economy growth rates.
Figure 15

Change in dynamics and physical volume of export, import and doemstic demand in 1998-2001, as % to the respective period of the prior year 
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Domestic demand: final consumption
The growth in economy income exerted a considerable influence upon the proportions of final consumption in GDP. In 2000-2001, among all the elements of final GDP usage the accumulation of stock capital was growing at the highest rates. Subject to the increase in business activity, the investment demand growth provided almost ¼ of total physical GDP volume growth. But in reallocation of GDP resources in favor of the investment constituent the tendency towards the decrease in the expenditure share in final consumption of material comforts and services keeps growing.
Table 12.
The structure of GDP usage in 1998-2001, quarterly, % to totals

	
	1999 
	2000 
	2001 

	
	кварталы

	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	I
	II
	III
	 IV 

	GDP, consumed
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Spending on final consumption by
	74,7
	67,9
	61,2
	71,3
	63,6
	62,5
	56,8
	67,0
	64,8
	66,8
	60,3
	65,1

	households
	61,4
	50,6
	46,7
	51,1
	48,1
	45,0
	42,3
	49,2
	49,9
	48,1
	45,6
	49,6

	Public institutions 
	11,1
	14,9
	12,6
	17,7
	13,7
	15,3
	12,7
	15,5
	13,0
	15,9
	12,7
	14,9

	Gross accumulation 
	10,9
	17,9
	24,0
	6,9
	12,0
	16,5
	26,0
	13,1
	16,1
	19,6
	28,3
	22,0

	Gross accumulation of capital assets 
	13,4
	13,9
	15,5
	19,4
	12,7
	16,0
	18,2
	23,4
	14,3
	17,6
	19,2
	17,7

	Net export
	14,4
	14,2
	14,8
	21,8
	24,4
	21,0
	17,2
	19,9
	19,1
	14,0
	11,4
	12,9


Source: preliminary data of the RF Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, Goskomstat 

In 1999, the production was expanding against the background of low consumption demand resulted from a dramatic fall in population’s spending due to ruble devaluation. Real income of the population in 1999 accounted for 72.2% relative to the pre-crisis level of 1997. The current level of solvent demand in the consumption market limited the possibilities of further increase in goods and services production. As a result, the total final consumption spending dropped by 3.5% during the year. In the given situation the successive implementation of governmental policy aimed at the increase in wage and pensions had a positive impact upon the character of economic development. Since IV Quarter 1999 the dynamics of final consumption spending of households is characterized by sustainable tendency towards growing. The shift in priorities of economic policy towards increase in domestic demand was initiated by the changes in the state of the world market.
The increase in economy income gained from the export exerted a considerable influence upon the character and proportions of production and final consumption. The growth potential created by means of intensive investment activities, as well as business revenue growth allowed for solving accumulated social problems. 
Figure 16

Change in dynamics of consumption of GDP across components of GDP between 1996- 2001 in comparable prices, as % to the respective period of the prior year  
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In 2001, with regard to a regular tendency towards an increase in wage and pensions, real income of the population grew by 5.9%. The share of final consumption spending increased by 3.7%, which was fully motivated by a dramatic rise in total for household spending. Almost 3/5th of the 2001 GDP growth ratios are accounted for by the increased consumption spending. The analysis of the Russian economy dynamics as observed throughout the last decade proves remarkably that household consumption spending attained the pre-reform 1991 level under the situation. The share of those raising a lower income that the average for the living wage decreased by 15.0% as compared to III Quarter, 2000. Taking into account the growing income in IV Quarter including the risen public employee payroll ever since December 1, 2001, poverty leveled 24.2% of total population as opposed to 26.9% in 2000.

The dynamic retail turnover growth and the increase in domestic consumer goods output serve as the best evidence of positive changes in living standards of the population. In 2001, final consumption spending growth in households is estimated at the level of 8.1%. If compared to 2000, retail turnover grew by 10.8%. Along with population income rise, the non-foods consumption is rapidly increasing. Retail turnover for foodstuffs rose by 7.4% in 2001 as compared to the relative period of the previous year, and the non-foods turnover grew by 13.7%. While consumption performance is being gradually restored, trade businesses turnover is exceedingly increasing as compared to the retail turnover in food and non-food markets. Intensive consumer demand growth had a positive impact upon the dynamics of retail profitability and investment within the given sector of economy.
The favorable state of the domestic market fostered the motivation for production growth and expansion. The 1999 to 2001 economy revenue growth provided meeting such liabilities as are necessary for timely financing budget expenditures and managing the national debt resorting to no unbudgeted loans in either the domestic or foreign assets markets. The increased investment in stock capital still retains a dominant impact upon production performance. The GDP gross savings share steadily exceeds the level of 2000.
Despite the investment positive dynamics, it still proves insufficient to pursue an active industrial policy, with regard to the technology, reproduction and age structure of stock capital formed. Taking into account the high income concentration common for export-oriented sector and the absence of any mechanisms for inter-sectoral capital flow, it is hardly reasonable to expect any radical changes in structure of stock capital reproduction. The situation within investments sector is affected by the fact that economy needs not only the augmentation of investments but also guidelines for investments strategy aimed at the industries, which traditionally lack competitive production capacities. Industries with production capacities deficit, such as oil refining industry, chemical industry, ferrous and non-ferrous industries, engineering, food and light industries, appear to be most vulnerable. The dearth of a developed mechanism of capital flow and turning savings into investments proves to be a factor constraining economic growth rates.
Figure 17

The shares of gross avings, gross accumulation and investment in capital assets in GDP between 1998 to 2001, as % to result  
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Domestic demand for investments

The distinctive feature of 2001 consists in the exceeding investments growth if compared to GDP performance. the sustainable positive production performance and the increase in external and domestic demand have changed the situation in investment sector. Subject to profitability growth, businesses started up a more intensive allocation of moneys for implementation of investment projects. The investment performance is a striking evidence of contradictive totals for 2000-2001.
The investments growth in 2000-2001 resulted mostly from favorable external conditions for Russian exporters. Consequently, the share of fuel-energy industries and transport in the structure of the investment spending on stock capital reproduction is rising. The investments demand growth revealed that domestic engineering industry is quite incapable of filling in the market with material and technical facilities of high quality. A considerable reason for limited industrial growth consists in the dearth of modern equipment. The rise in competitive import of machines and equipment has become characteristic of 2001, while the tendency to purchasing second-hand technical facilities has been clearly outlined.
Taking into account a poor investment activity of the past, it should be admitted that investments in stock capital do not correspond to the real needs for re-equipment and modernization of production facilities, which affects the efficiency of economy. The problem of restructuring investments in favor of the industries producing goods and services with a higher value added, which are able to provide competitiveness for the Russian economy, has not been solved yet.
The increase in savings in economy aggravated the problem of savings transformation. Under very slow reformation performance within financial sector the share of bank capital in real sector investments remains very small. Manufacturers' own assets are still the main source of investments since the mechanism of inter-sectoral capital flow and accumulation of gross savings for the purpose of development of competitive economic sectors does not work.
The investment performance was affected by low income of the population. The current level of domestic solvent demand in consumption market limited the opportunities for goods and services production to grow. Besides ,the downturn in income growth rates and considerable rise in prices and tariffs for goods and services of natural monopolies began to exert negative influence upon investments activity performance since the end of 2000.
In spite of a favorable combination of competitive prices in the world market and devaluation effect, the investment climate did not change in 2001. The absence of structural reforms did not allow for balancing the cooperation between financial and real economy sectors. The instability of legal field determined high risks and unfavorable business and investment atmosphere. The dearth of legal standard acts, which might guarantee the protection of property rights, perfection of corporative management, facilitation of administrative control over the markets, and a higher transparency of economic operation, proves to be the factor constraining investment activity of both domestic private and foreign capital.
In this situation in 2001, investment activity was formed under the influence of diametrically opposite tendencies. On the one hand, the high investment growth rates and the augmentation of domestic sources of financing have been fixed, but, on the other hand, the estimates show that the capital outflow ratios in Russia have not decreased in 2001.
Under the conditions of economic growth it has become clear that investments management has not been correlated with the dynamic process of restructuring Russian economy. The formation of investment model for the development of Russian economy within long-term governmental strategy for 2000-2001 is oriented towards the elimination of the given negative factors. 
2.2 The situation in the industrial sector

The dynamics of the principal types of demand for the industrial product in the year 2001 

The year 2001 became yet another year of a relatively favorable development of domestic industry after the 1998 default. On the whole the effective demand  and the industrial output were still growing, the non-monetary realization schemes continued to be displaced by other schemes, and the actual financial and economic situation of Russian industrial enterprises was being improved. However during the past year domestic manufacturers were forced to go through three unfavorable periods relating to the problems with sales. The first occurred in January-February when surveys for the first time since the beginning of the year 1999 demonstrated an absolute reduction in the sales of industrial products for money. A slowdown in the effective demand growth began as early an in November 2000, and in three months its growth rate fell by 29 balance points - to -11%. Only in March 2001 the sales growth rate again became positive but did not reach its previous figures. And in May a new slowing of the growth began which resulted in a complete halt in the sales growth in June-July 2001. This was the second period when the problems with sales occurred in Russian industry. As a result, the first half of the year turned out to be the worst period ever for Russian industry after the 1998 default (see Fig.18).

Figure 18
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In the third quarter Russian industry overcame the negative trends that had been growing during the first half of the year. In August the dynamics of the effective demand was reversed in principle: the surveys registered an upward surge in the sales rates. Nothing like this had been seen during the preceding 9 months. The sales rate growth was noted in all the branches except for nonferrous metallurgy. But even there only a slower growth was observed, while none of the branches demonstrated an absolute reduction in the effective demand in August. In September the growth rate of the sales of industrial products for money continued to go up. The balance increased by another 4 points and reached the maximum value for the preceding 11 months. In October the growth rate of the sales of industrial products for money were demonstrating almost no changes. By the end of the year, Russian industry for the third time experienced problems with sales. First, in November, the growth of the sales of industrial products for money was halted. The share of the responses about growing sales for money became the same as the share of the responses concerning lowering sales. At the same time, 71% of the enterprises stated that their volume of sales for money remained as before. A reduction in the monetary demand was registered in all branches except the timber, woodwork, pulp and paper and food industries. As for metallurgy, the chemical, petrochemical and construction materials producing industries, the sales for money demonstrated an absolute reduction. This situation had already been forecasted in September when the surveys reflected the most moderate expectations concerning the growth of this parameter in 2001. In December the negative trends in the dynamics of the sales of industrial products for money became even more pronounced. While in November the responses concerning the growth and reduction of sales were approximately equal in number, in December  the share of the responses stating a lowered effective demand wend up dramatically and became considerably higher than the share of the answers stating that the sales for money had been on the rise. As a result, during the two months the balance of responses fell by 20 points and became negative - the effective demand began to go down. And the rate of sales lowering turned out to be the same as at the beginning of the year when business activity slows down during the New Year festivities. 

The beginning of the year 2002 did not bring any cardinal changes into the actual dynamics of the basic indices characterizing the situation in industry. In January the reduction in effective demand that had begun one month before continued to develop further. The rate of the reduction of this parameter increased by another 4 balance points and reached -16%. This is the worst figure as compared to the three preceding years. The growth of sales for money was preserved only in the electric power industry while in other branches the effective demand was going down. The reduction in sales was especially rapid in the chemical and petrochemical industries, ferrous metallurgy and the construction materials producing industry.  

Despite the obvious slowing or halting of the growth in the effective demand, Russian enterprises were preferring to reduce the volumes of their non-monetary transactions. Throughout the year 2001 the number of the answers reflecting a reduction in barter, bill and set-off operations was greater than those reflecting their growth. This situation was occurring in all branches except the construction materials producing industry. Thus, in July a slight growth in barter was registered. At the same time the month-to-month changes of these indices look more alarming. In the first half of the year the surveys were registering slowing rates of the reduction in barter, bill and set-off operations. In April the balances of the changes of these indices demonstrated the slowest reduction rate as far as these types of transactions were concerned. In face of the falling sales rates this looked quite natural - barter and other surrogates had already helped out Russian industry before. In May the rates of the reduction in the volumes of non-monetary transactions showed a dramatic growth (mostly due to seasonal fluctuations) but later again became slower. The most consistent changes were demonstrated by bill and set-off operations despite the resumed growth in sales for money in August-September. 

The attitude of enterprises toward non-monetary transactions also changed. Before January 2001, there had been a stable prevalence of the answers “above the norm” when estimating the barter volumes. In April 2001 the balance became negative - the enterprises began to feel the deficiency of the barter channels for realizing their completed products that had not been sold for money. The volumes of bill and set-off transactions had been considered insufficient since April 2000 (when this index was first monitored). In July 2001 the insufficiency of the volumes of these transactions reached its maximum. Only the metallurgical enterprises considered their volumes to be excessive. 

On the whole, the volumes of all non-monetary operations in Russian industry continued to decrease. The summary balances of the changed volumes of barter, bill and set-off transactions relating to the sales of products can be obtained on the basis of two questions included in the monthly survey questionnaire of the IET. The first question deals only with the barter volume changes, the second - with the changing volumes of bill and set-off transactions. Let us explore a matrix of contingency M(Xt,Yt) where Xt represents the actual changes in barter demand in survey t, Yt - the actual changes in bills and set-offs, (+) means growing index, (-) decreasing index, (=) no changes:

	
	
	
	Yt
	

	
	
	+
	=
	-

	
	+
	+ +
	+ =
	+ -

	M(Xt,Yt):
	Xt   = 
	= +
	= =
	= -

	
	-
	- +
	- =
	- -


The sum of the elements above the second diagonal of the matrix defines the share of those enterprises that experienced the growth of either both types of demand or the growth of either one of them while the other remained non-decreasing. The sum under the second diagonal defines the share of those enterprises that experienced a reduction either of both types of demand or of either one of them while the other remained non-increasing. The resulting sums are analogous to the answers to the question about the changes of the summary nonmonetary demand: “increased”, “did not change”, “decreased”. Now the calculation of the traditional balances of changes is obvious (see Fig.19). On the whole, the intensity of the decrease of the volumes of non-monetary realization schemes throughout he year 2001 turned out to be more stable than in the preceding year. The balances of changes of this index stayed within the interval -10..-15%, and only in December became lower than -17%. In January 2002 the intensity of the decrease in non-monetary transactions grew even more and resulted in growing forecasts of the changes of such operations. The enterprises signal their preparedness to turn to barter, bills and set-offs once again if sales for money should go down. 

Figure 19


[image: image24.wmf] 

-

20

 

-

15

 

-

10

 

-

5

 

0

 

5

 

10

 

15

 

1/00

 

4/00

 

7/00

 

10/00

 

1/01

 

4/01

 

7/01

 

10/01

 

1/02

 

BALANCES OF CHANGES IN NON

-

MONETARY DEMAND

 

(BARTER+BILLS+SET

-

OFFS)

 

ACTUAL

 

FORECASTED

 

%

 


The matrix approach to the analysis of the results of conjecture surveys makes it possible to evaluate also the interaction of the two types of demand (monetary and non-monetary) at the microlevel. In this case the matrix of contingency between the questions about the changes of the effective demand and the total non-monetary demand is constructed - M(Xt,Yt), where Xt represents the actual changes in effective demand in survey t, Yt - the actual changes in total non-monetary demand, (+) means growing index, (-) - decreasing index, (=) - no changes:

	
	
	
	Yt
	

	
	
	+
	=
	-

	
	+
	+ +
	+ =
	+ -

	M(Xt,Yt):       Хt
	Xt   = 
	= +
	= =
	= -

	
	-
	- +
	- =
	- -


The sum of the elements above the main diagonal of the matrix defines the share of those enterprises where the effective demand replaced the non-monetary demand. The sum below the main diagonal defines the share of enterprises with a reverse replacement - of effective demand by non-monetary demand. On the basis of the extradiagonal sums the replacement index can be calculated which is analogous to the coefficient of the shift in forecasts suggested by Kawasaki and Zimmermann
. The replacement index is calculated as the ratio of the difference between above-the-diagonal and below-the-diagonal elements to their sum and can acquire the values within the interval between–1 and +1. Positive values demonstrate a replacement of the non-monetary demand by the effective demand, negative values - a reverse process. The greater are the absolute values of the coefficient, the more intensive is the replacement process. The changes of the replacement index for the years 2000-2001 (when the monthly data on the dynamics of all types of demand are available) are shown in Fig. 20. The most intensive ousting of non-monetary operations in Russian industry occurred in October 2000. Then non-monetary transactions were replaced by monetary ones in 36% of the Russian enterprises while a reverse ratio was seen in 14%. After that the growth rate of the effective demand began to fall dramatically which resulted in January-February 2001 in an absolute reduction of the sales of the industrial products for money. The replacement index fell by 0.53 points in three months and in January acquired a negative value – the normal monetary demand again began to be replaced in Russian industry by non-monetary transactions. In spring the situation returned to normal though not for a long time: the zero sales growth rates in June-July again dramatically reduced the intensity of the replacement of non-monetary transactions. The August leap in the intensity of sales growth revived the positive trends, and in October the most intensive replacement of non-monetary operations in the whole year 2001 was registered. The negative tendencies in the demand area produced a dramatic fall of this index in November-December. In two months the index fell by 33 points but remained positive, i.e. non-monetary operations were being replaced by normal transactions. In January 2002 the index became negative, just as it had been the year before.

Figure 20
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The share of non-monetary transactions in the realization of industrial products in 2001 displayed a stable tendency for reduction, especially in the first half of the year. As a result, the share of barter, bills and set-offs by the end of the year went down to 20-25%. For cash, 75% of the product is realized (see Table 13). 

Table 13

The share of cash, barter, bills and set-offs in total realization of product in the year 2001 in industry as a whole  (%)

	Shares of
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12

	Cash
	66
	71
	72
	71
	73
	75
	74
	73
	73
	75
	73
	76

	Barter
	16
	13
	12
	14
	12
	10
	12
	11
	12
	11
	11
	9

	Bills and set-offs
	16
	14
	14
	13
	14
	13
	13
	14
	13
	12
	14
	11


Source: Surveys conducted by the IET.

The leader in the ousting of barter is the electric power industry which increased the share of money from 52% in 2000 (September) to 90% in 2001 (the average for that year). The second place, as far as this index is concerned, is occupied by the construction materials industry (a growth from 31 to 57%). It can be noted that the latter value is the worst among the branch-by-branch indices in the year 2001 (see Table 14). 

Table 14

The share of cash  in product sales in  2001 by branches (%)

	Branches
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12

	Electric Power
	85
	91
	90
	90
	87
	97
	94
	82
	95
	91
	95
	88

	Ferrous metallurgy
	74
	74
	84
	84
	85
	79
	64
	76
	68
	86
	82
	89

	Non-ferrous metallurgy
	77
	85
	71
	83
	82
	83
	74
	67
	72
	85
	67
	45

	Chemical and petrochemical
	64
	64
	74
	68
	71
	72
	74
	73
	79
	73
	73
	70

	Machine-building
	62
	69
	71
	67
	68
	71
	71
	70
	76
	72
	69
	74

	Timber, W/W and PULP/PAPER
	65
	67
	66
	64
	70
	63
	68
	69
	61
	64
	62
	69

	Construction materials
	51
	49
	55
	56
	57
	54
	63
	57
	69
	60
	62
	65

	Light
	68
	76
	72
	73
	75
	80
	78
	78
	82
	77
	80
	79

	Food
	81
	72
	68
	76
	75
	80
	77
	82
	76
	79
	79
	84


Source: Surveys conducted by the IET.

Thus, the problem of barter and other non-monetary surrogates which once used to be one of the most burdensome for industry as well as for society as a whole is receding into the past. The industrial growth that has already been going on with varying degrees of intensity for three years is acquiring a more and more normal, “monetary” character. However, for several more years it will probably be impossible to do away completely with barter, bills and set-offs in the turnover of industrial enterprises. And one of the reasons for this is the tremendous industrial potential that has been accumulated in the times of planned economy is still preserved and burdens the enterprises’ management. This can be clearly gleaned from the estimates of the effective demand and production volumes made by the enterprises according to the scale “above the norm”, “normal”, “below the norm” (see Fig. 21). 

Figure 21
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In industry, as far as these indices are concerned, there has always been noted a stable prevalence of the answers “below the norm”. The industrial growth of the years 1999-2001 has not resulted in any drastic changes in the estimates’ ratios. Of course, by now the answers “normal” have become more numerous. In industry on the whole the share of these answers is 40%. But others (i.e. the majority) consider both the demand and output to be insufficient. It can be presumed that it is the insufficient volumes of the effective demand that force the enterprises to resort to barter transactions. To test this hypothesis we are going to apply the data on the estimates of output volumes (effective demand) and the changes in the volumes of barter transactions (actual and forecasted). The question about the volume estimates is put in the questionnaire in the following way: “How do you estimate the current physical volume of production at your enterprise?” The variants of the answer are: “above the norm”, “normal”, “below the norm”. The same wording is used in the question about the estimates of the physical volumes of the effective demand for products.  As possible answers to the question about the changes in the barter demand, the following three variants are offered to the respondents: “growth”, “no changes”, “lowering”. Let us consider two simple loglinear models with linear interactions  between the factors included. The first one estimates the interaction between the estimates of effective demands and the actual changes of barter demand. The second model represents the interaction between the estimates of the volume of production and the actual changes of barter demand. 

As the question about the changes in the barter demand was included in the questionnaire in August 1998, calculations can only be made for a short (as compared to the whole of the surveys conducted by the IET) period which regretfully for most part does not overlap with the times when barter was growing. Only the first few points in the table relate to the last months of the year 1998 when the surveys were registering a slowing barter growth in Russian industry. The models’ coefficients for this period are positive which does not in any way fit our assumption because it means a decrease of barter in face of insufficient monetary demand. However from January 1999 onward the coefficients had acquired negative values and became statistically significant. In other words, since the beginning of a normal (due to sales for money) industrial growth the enterprises have been taking advantage of the barter demand in order to bring the volumes of their production to a normal level. Similar results were obtained when forecasted barter changes were applied in the calculations. In this case the peculiarities of the enterprises’ behavior are expressed most graphically because the calculations include their subjective estimates of demand and output and similarly subjective forecasts (hopes, plans) of the enterprises. 

The peculiarities of the industrial dynamics in 2001

The dynamics of industrial production in the year 2001, just as the dynamics of the effective demand, was of an unstable character. Until the end of last year the enterprises had been maintaining high production growth rates although sales growth began to slow down as early as in November-December 2000. But nevertheless in January 2001 the manufacturers were forced to correct their output rates because there has already occurred an absolute reduction of the sales of industrial products. By March the surveys had registered the resumption of the former high rates of production growth. In April the rates went down, and in May became zero. After the May holidays the output growth rates began gradually to go up, and in September again acquired rather high values. Production had not been displaying such rapid growth for the 6 preceding months. The rates of output growth increased in all branches except metallurgy and the construction materials producing industry. This rapid output growth resulted in dramatically improved estimates offered by the enterprises as regards their output volumes. The share of the “below the norm” answers fell to 56% which represents the best value out of all the 112 surveys conducted since March 1992. In “the worst times” the share of such answers was 91%. 

Despite the dramatic reduction in the sale of products for money, in November the industry continued to boost up its output. Production growth rates increased by several points as compared to October. However in December the enterprises reacted to a reduction in demand. During the month the output growth rate went down in the industry as a whole by 21 balance points. Production growth in December as registered by the surveys occurred only in the electric power, fuel, machine-building, timber, woodwork and timber and pulp and paper industries. In other sectors output was decreasing. 

The effective demand remained in the year 2001 the principal type of demand defining the output changes in industry. This is demonstrated by testing the loglinear models where the interaction between the changes in output and the three types of demand (effective, barter and other non-monetary) was studied. Insofar as the question about the dynamics of the transactions involving bills and set-offs was included in the questionnaire only in February 2002, calculations involving all the three types of demand can be made only for the two past years. Both the data on the actual changes of the indices in question and the forecasted data are tested. In the latter case the analysis is focused on the preferences expressed by the enterprises. 

The first model with the participation of the actual changes of output and demand had a high quality of fitting: the observed significance level on the average was 0.6284 and in some cases reached 0.99. The model’s coefficients were always positive and statistically significant only for the effective demand. The non-monetary types of demand had sometimes positive and sometimes negative coefficients which always (except in February 2001) were statistically insignificant. Thus, Russian industrial enterprises during the past two years have been persistently orienting their output at a normal monetary demand. The surrogate types of demand no longer have any influence over the output dynamics in Russian industry. 

The second model applying the forecasts made by the enterprises had a similarly high fitting quality (on the average 0.5448). The only exception when the significance level went below 0.05 was the period of September-November 2000. As in the first model, the coefficients were always positive and statistically significant only for the forecasted effective demand. Other types of demand do not influence the forecasted outputs of the enterprises. 

As the dynamics of the barter demand for industrial products has been followed by the surveys since August 1998 the influence of the two types of demand (effective and barter) on output can be estimated over a longer period of time. The models utilizing money and barter had a lower fitting quality than those utilizing all the three types of demand. The observed significance level only very rarely and slightly exceeded the threshold of 0.05. The model’s coefficients were always positive and statistically significant only for the effective demand. The coefficient for the barter demand had both positive and negative values and over time tended to lose statistical significance. The values of the latter were lower than the coefficients for the effective demand. Thus, even within the framework of this truncated model the assumption about a “normal” (monetary) character of production in Russian industry cannot be overruled. At least for the past three and a half years Russian enterprises have been orienting their output (both actual and forecasted) toward the effective demand. 

Yet another model capable of demonstrating the peculiarities of the behavior of Russian industrial enterprises connects the forecasted changes of the employment rate (a dependent variable) to the forecasted changes of demand (independent variables). The forecasts of the employment rate to a certain extent reflect the presence of excessive employment in Russian industry. In the year 2001, 10% to 20% respondents believed that the number of the employed was more than enough as far as the expected effective demand for their products was concerned. And this occurred despite the fact that beginning with the second quarter of 1999 positive forecasts of the employment changes have been registered, i.e. the enterprises have been planning to hire more staff. Thus, the enterprises preserve excessive numbers of some categories of employees and insufficient numbers of others needed for manufacturing their vendible products. It is hiring the latter that became necessary for Russian enterprises in the past three years. If this assumption is true the plans for increasing the numbers of the employed must be correlated to the forecasted increases of the effective demand. 

The fitting quality of the model which includes the forecasted changes of the employment rate and the forecasts of all the three types of demand has turned out to be very high. The observed average significance level was 0.7096 for the past seven months and in the past three quarters never went down below 0.9. The model’s coefficients were positive and statistically significant only for the effective demand. The non-monetary types of demand had both negative and positive influence on the forecasts made by the enterprises , this influence always being statistically insignificant. I.e. the assumption about the normal market nature of the plans to hire employees in Russian industry cannot be rejected on the basis of the results demonstrated by the surveys conducted. 

A more lengthy succession of observations on the dynamics of barter demand has allowed us to estimate the effect of the forecasts of the effective and barter demands as seen since the end of the year 1998. Now the model incorporated the forecasts of the changes of the employment rates and the forecasts of two types of demand. The fitting quality in most cases turned out to be unsatisfactory and only on three occasions exceeded the threshold of 0.05. Again, only the coefficients for effective demand were found to be always positive and statistically significant. The forecasts of barter had both negative and positive influence on the forecasts of the employment rate, sometimes were statistically significant and always susceptible to the influence of sales for money. 

The current industrial growth and the high percentage of enterprises with excessive (as compared to the expected demand) capacities have emphasized the question about the quality of the industrial growth. In other words, by means of which particular capacities the production growth has been achieved by Russian enterprises after the 1998 default. If this has been done by utilizing the old machinery installed back in the Soviet times that had been temporarily out of use during the 1990s, then we witness the growing output of clearly non-competitive products. They can be sold, of course, under the conditions of a low exchange rate of the rouble and availability of low-income consumers. But it is quite another matter if the production growth is achieved by utilizing some new machinery. In this case Russian industry increases the competitiveness of its products and to a lesser degree depends on the national currency exchange rate. 

To test the hypothesis on the quality of the post-crisis growth in Russian industry, let us utilize the data on the plans for production changes, actual purchases of machinery and equipment and current production estimates provided by the surveys. The first and the third of the above-mentioned variables can be traced throughout all the monthly surveys conducted by the IET. The question about the actual and expected purchases of machinery and equipment  was included in the questionnaire in 2001 and since then has been offered quarterly. Therefore our calculations will be limited to the past year only. Within the framework of this model we intend to assess the dependence of the planned output changes (a dependent variable)  on the previous actual purchases of equipment and the estimated current output. The presence of a positive connection between the purchases of equipment and the planned output increases would mean output growth at the expense of new equipment and production of more competitive goods. If the planned production increase is defined mostly by the dissatisfaction of an enterprise by the level of utilization of its existing capacities it would mean an increased output of non-competitive products by means of old equipment. 

The estimates of this model were made for the four quarters of 2001, and in the majority of cases the observed significance level was above the threshold of 0,05. The model’s coefficients were always positive and statistically significant for the purchases of equipment. The output estimates always had negative coefficients which were not statistically significant in the first quarter of 2001. Thus the actual direction of the influence of the two factors under study on the productions plans is the same as forecasted. Output growth in Russian industry is based both on the purchases of new equipment and on the utilization of  the machinery that has been temporarily out of use. However insofar as the absolute level of the coefficients of the first factor is higher it can be said that the enterprises nevertheless make plans for increasing their output to a greater extent on the basis of new equipment than on utilizing old machinery. 

The actual financial and economic situation at Russian industrial enterprises 

The financial crisis of 1998 has changed the situation in the Russian industry in principle. For the first time since 1993, the surveys registered an absolute growth of the effective demand and a decrease of barter, and for the first time a prolonged and relatively stable production growth began. And, most importantly, the financial and economic situation (FES) at the enterprises has changed in principle. The share of the answers “satisfactory” became three times higher having increased from 20 to 60% (see Fig. 22). Only 8% of the respondents in the year 2001 were expecting the situation at their enterprises to become worse. And none of the respondents expected any critical deterioration of the situation. 

Figure 22
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The estimates made by the enterprises as regards their financial and economic situation during the independent surveys, in our opinion, has provided the most accurate reflection of their situation. This circumstance is very important under the present conditions in Russia since the official reports submitted by enterprises are not reliable because of intentional or unintentional distortions, and their utilization may result in incorrect conclusions
. The results of one of the special surveys conducted by the IET in 2000 have already confirmed this stipulation
. A quarter of the enterprises surveyed were then able to clearly admit that their official reports (on the whole) did not reflect their true situation, and they knew it for sure. Since in the year 2000 this question was concerned about the full scope of reporting on the part of the enterprises, in the commentaries it was suggested that had this question been formulated in a detailed manner the financial reports of an enterprise would have certainly be characterized as the least reliable. This assumption was fully confirmed during a similar survey conducted in 2001. This time the respondents were asked to estimate the five principal types of an enterprise’s official reports. The results fully confirmed our assumptions: the financial reports turned out to be the least reliable (see Table 15). 

Table 15

Can official reports of an enterprise be applied in the analysis of the actual situation in industry

	Types of reports and branches
	yes, they can be applied
	no, better not
	difficult to estimate

	On output and shipment
	85
	6
	9

	On employment and payroll
	65
	19
	16

	On finances and payments
	44
	27
	29

	    in ferrous metallurgy
	34
	51
	15

	    in the chemical and petrochemical industries
	40
	31
	29

	    in machine-building
	48
	23
	29

	    in construction materials production
	40
	29
	31

	    in the light industry
	50
	29
	21

	    in the food industry
	60
	18
	22

	On capital investments
	66
	10
	24

	    in ferrous metallurgy
	80
	5
	15

	    in the chemical and petrochemical industries
	56
	21
	23

	    in machine-building
	70
	7
	23

	    in construction materials production
	49
	12
	39

	    in the light industry
	68
	6
	26

	    in the food industry
	68
	11
	21

	On stock distribution
	43
	19
	38


Source: September (2001) survey of the IET,  %.

The obvious improvement of the situation in industry that has been occurring since the beginning of the growth in the effective demand and output has cast some doubt on the thesis that barter and other monetary surrogates are beneficial for enterprises because in this way they can avoid paying taxes, take assets out of the control of private creditors and outside shareholders
. As Russian industry has been existing under the conditions of growing effective demand for three years already we can now test several hypotheses about factors that influence the real financial and economic situation at Russian industrial enterprises. 

Firstly, we are going to deal with simple models of the interaction between the actual estimates of the FES and certain separate components of the total demand for industrial products - the effective, barter and other non-monetary types. Testing of the hypotheses of their independence has shown that the actual estimates of an enterprise’s FES do not depend on any changes of barter and other non-monetary types of demand. For these types of demand, the observed significance level during the whole period of monitoring was above the 5% threshold. Thus the actual situation at the enterprises, most probably, is not defined by the dynamics of barter or other non-monetary types of demand for their products. A different situation can be observed in the sphere of the effective demand. The independence hypothesis cannot be applied during almost all those surveys that include the estimates of the FES. The only exception can be represented by the results of the January surveys when the independence hypothesis probably cannot be rejected. But this exception is explained by the seasonal peculiarities of the changes in the sales of industrial products. Every year in January the surveys register a dramatic decrease in business activity, and all the relations between various indices that are traditionally observed during the other periods of the year are disrupted. The tested hypothesis of the independence of the FES simultaneously for all the three types of demand was not confirmed either. The observed significance level was persistently zero. Similar results were obtained also for the model where only the indices of the effective and barter demands were included. 

At the next stage of analysis, the model was augmented by the linear interactions between the main types of demand and the FES. This more complicated model resulted in a better fitting quality. Acceptable significance level values were obtained for the effective demand. A comparison of the two models with the participation of the effective demand (with and without the exclusion of linear interaction) confirmed the feasibility of this more complicated version. The increment of the probability ratio with simultaneously decreasing number of degree of freedom per unit turned out to be considerable.  Thus the hypothesis that the changes of the effective demand influence the actual situation at Russian industrial enterprises cannot be rejected. As far as the barter demand is concerned, the more complicated model turned out to be feasible only in one case (April 2000); in twelve cases the addition of the linear interaction between the changes of barter and the FES was not found to be feasible because only a relatively small improvement of the model’s fitting quality was obtained. A similar situation emerges with the bill and set-off realization schemes. Their interaction with the FES turned out to be necessary only in two cases. 

The coefficients of linear interactions have confirmed the conclusions resulting from the analysis of the models’ fitting quality. Firstly, the coefficients in the model of the interactions between the changes of effective demand and the FES of the enterprises turned out to be always positive and almost always (except in January 2000 and January 2001) statistically significant. Secondly, the coefficients for barter and other non-monetary types of demand are almost always negative and statistically insignificant. I.e., the growth of non-monetary schemes of product realization in a great majority of cases does not improve the situation at the enterprises. Only the effective demand always (during the periods of considerable barterization as well as at the time when monetary transactions prevail) allowed the enterprises to consolidate their real financial and economic situation. 

At the next stage of the analysis we are going to consider the model that simultaneously includes all the three types of demand and the estimates of the enterprises’ real FES which will be treated as a dependent variable. The fitting quality turned out to be very good – the observed significance level was 0.9922-1.0000. The model’s coefficients (see Table 16) were always positive and statistically significant only for the effective demand. For the barter demand they were positive but in the majority of cases statistically insignificant. They were found to be significant only in January and July 2001 when the enterprises were stating that they were no more selling their products for money. I.e., barter had come to “rescue” Russian industry. And besides, for bills and set-offs the coefficients turned out to be negative. Thus, only the hypothesis of a positive influence of the effective demand on the FES of Russian industrial enterprises in 2000-2001 cannot be rejected. 

Table 16

 Estimates of the influence of the changes of the three types of demand on FES in model including simultaneous influence of the factors in question

	Date
	Effective demand
	Barter demand
	Bills and set-offs
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	SE

	4/00
	0.2837
	0.0850
	0.0181
	0.0962
	0.1214
	0.1089

	7/00
	0.4005
	0.0936
	0.0448
	0.1171
	-0.0495
	0.1246

	10/00
	0.3535
	0.1023
	0.1590
	0.1104
	0.0549
	0.1203

	1/01
	0.2019
	0.0896
	0.2449
	0.1187
	-0.0318
	0.1278

	4/01
	0.4298
	0.1025
	0.2200
	0.1404
	-0.1951
	0.1531

	7/01
	0.3785
	0.0943
	0.2618
	0.1306
	0.0171
	0.1274

	10/01
	0.2763
	0.1212
	0.1484
	0.1569
	0.0128
	0.1756


Note. 
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 coefficients estimating linear connection (association) of the ranges of each factor with FES and standard errors are applied here. 

The lengthier chains of observations of barter demand  have made it possible to assess how the FES has been influenced by effective and barter demand since quarter IV of the year 1998. The fitting quality of the model utilizing linear interactions of the effective and barter demands with the actual FES estimates of the enterprises was lower than the fitting quality of the previous model but reliably higher than the 5% threshold. The model’s coefficients for the effective demand were positive and (except for the two January surveys) statistically significant. The coefficients for the barter demand were mostly negative and always statistically insignificant. And again the calculations confirm that the effective demand can be regarded as the sole factor positively influencing an enterprise’s situation.

Now let us turn to the plans and forecasts of enterprises. In this case we are going to test the models where the formation of the expected changes in the FESs (again, the real, not the reported ones) occur under the influence of the forecasted values of changes in demand. The application of forecasted values, in our opinion, must more accurately reflect the enterprises’ own preferences. In this case the harsh market reality in a less definite manner influences the connections under study. 

At first we are going to assess the model where only effective and barter demands are included. To achieve good fitting quality of the model with the participation of the expected FES changes, the current FES estimated must be entered
, without utilizing any interactions including the participation of this variable. The model’s fitting quality turned out to be exceptionally high: the observed significance levels in the majority of cases were close to 1 (see Table 17). The influence of the barter demand forecasts was found to be stable, positive and statistically significant during the whole period under analysis. The influence of the effective demand forecasts was positive until the second quarter of 2001 but became significant only in late 1998 - early 1999. Nevertheless the influence of the effective demand on the FES was twice as high. Beginning with the second quarter of the past year, Russian industrial enterprises did not mention barter as a means to improve the values of their business activity even in their forecasts.

Table 17

 Characteristics of the influence of forecasted effective and barter demands on the expected changes of the enterprises’ FES 

	Date
	Characteristics of model’s 
fitting quality
	Model’s coefficients

	
	
	effective demand
	barter demand

	
	G2
	df
	Sig
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	SE

	10/98
	152.1469
	127
	0.0636
	0.6007
	0.0867
	0.2799
	0.0850

	1/99
	119.2811
	127
	0.6745
	0.7723
	0.1118
	0.3262
	0.1147

	4/99
	116.4677
	127
	0.7382
	0.8791
	0.0995
	0.0879
	0.1047

	7/99
	87.7935
	127
	0.9968
	1.1099
	0.1187
	0.1401
	0.1001

	10/99
	86.0843
	127
	0.9979
	0.9600
	0.1049
	0.0739
	0.1164

	1/00
	90.4826
	127
	0.9940
	1.0157
	0.1207
	0.2216
	0.1239

	4/00
	130.2608
	127
	0.4034
	1.1752
	0.1122
	0.0998
	0.1122

	7/00
	88.8699
	127
	0.9959
	1.1374
	0.1340
	0.0075
	0.1242

	10/00
	82.7119
	127
	0.9992
	0.8934
	0.1115
	0.0973
	0.1042

	1/01
	88.8818
	127
	0.9959
	1.0020
	0.1197
	0.1041
	0.1170

	4/01
	54.2137
	127
	1.0000
	1.2547
	0.1217
	-0.0341
	0.1154

	7/01
	92.4163
	127
	0.9909
	0.9664
	0.1288
	-0.0269
	0.1187

	10/01
	64.1866
	127
	1.0000
	0.9648
	0.1466
	-0.0085
	0.1438


Note. This table presents: G2 - probability ratio; df - degrees of freedom; Sig - observed significance level; 
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 coefficients estimating the linear connection (association) of the ranges of each factor with FES, and standard errors (SE).

Finally, we are going to consider the models where all the types of the demand function as independent variables. The fitting quality turns out to be very high (see Table 18). The model’s coefficients are positive and statistically significant only for the effective demand. The forecasted values of other types of demand do not statistically significantly influence the expected changes in the FES of Russian industrial enterprises. The coefficients for non-monetary types of demand were sometimes negative.
Table 18

Characteristics of the influence of forecasted effective, barter and other non-monetary types of demand on the expected changes of the enterprises’ FES

	Data
	Characteristics of model’s fitting quality
	Model’s coefficients

	
	
	effective demand
	barter demand
	other non-monetary types of demand

	
	G2
	Df
	Sig
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	SE

	4/00
	153.2533
	396
	1.0000
	1.2206
	0.1367
	0.2838
	0.1702
	-0.0788
	0.1912

	7/00
	107.3261
	396
	1.0000
	1.2025
	0.1648
	-0.0570
	0.2036
	0.3144
	0.2196

	10/00
	117.4724
	396
	1.0000
	0.7667
	0.1388
	0.1697
	0.1717
	0.2761
	0.1920

	1/01
	115.9058
	396
	1.0000
	0.9010
	0.1366
	-0.1445
	0.1743
	0.4545
	0.1939

	4/01
	76.8033
	396
	1.0000
	1.2257
	0.1411
	0.0885
	0.2027
	-0.0040
	0.2262

	7/01
	110.0419
	396
	1.0000
	0.9202
	0.1493
	0.1077
	0.1958
	0.0232
	0.2118

	10/01
	73.9390
	396
	1.0000
	1.0281
	0.1763
	0.2775
	0.2362
	0.0395
	0.2658


Note. This table presents: G2 - probability ratio; df - degrees of freedom; Sig - observed significance level; 
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 coefficients estimating the linear connection (association) of the ranges of each factor with FES, and standard errors (SE).

The evolution of the utilization of finished stock in Russian industry 

In the year 2001 the behavior of one of the most important indices characterizing the situation in industry - the finished stock index - underwent changes that were probably of a decisive nature. For several years previously a sufficiently clear interdependence could be traced: the growing rates of the decrease in the effective demand resulted in the growth of surplus finished stock.  When this decrease slowed down and later the sales began to grow the enterprises changed their estimates to opposite values (see Fig. 23). At the same time the “peaks” of surplus finished stock was becoming lower and lower over time. If the first one registered in September 1992 was +55%, the second (January-February 1994) became +47%, the third (January 1996) - only +28%, the forth (July 1998), finally, went down to the negligible +6%. As for the “downfalls” of effective demand, their differences were much smaller. This has made it possible to assume that the Russian enterprises began to control the state of their finished stock and to prevent extreme overstocking from reaching the extreme degree that had been typical of the first half of the 1990s. 

Figure 23
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The August 1998 default has cardinally changed the situation in Russian industry as a whole, and in particular that regarding finished stock. The basis for this was provided by the growth of the effective demand for the products of domestic enterprises. Virtually in a few months the balance of changes in the sales for money rose from -47% to +9%. As a result, industrial enterprises got rid of their surplus finished stocks and by mid-1999 had the highest ever shortage of stock reserves (-24%). This situation persisted, despite the fluctuations in effective demand growth rates, until  the middle of 2000. Then the enterprises began gradually to increase their stocks and brought them in 2001 to a sufficient surplus level. This level was higher than the surplus of 1998 when  sales of products were declining very rapidly. In 2001 the effective demand, on the contrary, was growing though not so intensively and persistently as in the two preceding years. This has provided the grounds for the second assumption: in 2001 the Russian industrial enterprises began to utilize their finished stocks in the same way as is typical of the manufacturers in the countries with stable market economies, i.e. as a buffer for leveling the leaps in demand and/or supply. In other words, domestic enterprises have acquired faith in the stability of normal (i.e. monetary, effective) growth of the domestic economy. In order to study in detail the behavior of Russian industrial enterprises as far as the utilization of their finished stocks is concerned, the models of stock formation developed by the state-of-the art economic theory can be applied. 

In Western economics, the finished stocks in the warehouses  of industrial enterprises are analyzed from the point of view of economic cycles. By the present time two theoretical approaches to the explanation of the movement of finished stocks have emerged. The proponents of the one believe that the stock cycle is defined by demand shocks, the proponents of the other - by supply shocks
. Shocks are understood as sudden (unpredicted) changes in demand and supply. 

The demand model of stock movement was first suggested by Metzler
 who assumed that the required (desirable) finished stock level is proportional to the expected sales volume.  This means that companies utilize (keep) finished stocks in order to lower the probability of a situation when they might be unable to meet a suddenly increased demand. Then the unpredictable though positive demand shock is compensated at once by decreasing finished stock volumes. This in its turn increases the probability of exhausting finished stocks and makes the enterprises at the next step (the step of decision-making) to increase production in order to restore their stocks. In this case the changes of demand and stock are heterodromal. Stocks are used as a buffer for demand. As a result a finished stock cycle is formed: the investments in stock are negative at the first stage and are positive at the second. 

The second model places an emphasis on expenses. It states that a positive but temporary shock of the production function results in reducing expenses and induces companies to increase their output while the expenditures are low. The additional output accumulates as finished stock and is sold later when output decreases due to temporarily increasing expenses. The company’s sales volume in this case does not change. 

An analysis of the stock formation model suggested by Flood и Lowe
 had led to the following conclusions. Firstly, if an economic cycle is regulated by demand shocks and warehouse stocks act as a buffer there must exist a negative correlation between the changes of demand and the changes of stock. Secondly, the influence of  the stock cycle on the economic cycle depends upon the stability (duration, steadiness) of the demand shock, on the company’s desire to smooth the dynamics of its production, as well as on warehouse costs. If marginal costs are constant and output smoothing does not matter, the warehouse stock cycle enhances the economic cycle. If, on the contrary, marginal costs grow rapidly with the rise in production, the stock cycle, most probably, will smooth  down the amplitude of the economic cycle. 

In the study by Carlson and Dunkelberg
 a wider range of hypotheses is tested as defined by the opening sentences: “The theoretical speculations as to how companies adjust their stocks, prices and employment in response to the changes in market conditions allow a large number of predictions. What happens in reality is subject to empirical studies.” The authors on the basis of quarterly surveys involving small-scale enterprises in the USA and conducted by the National Federation of Independent Businesses have followed the changes of costs and demand for the necessary (desirable) volume of finished stock. The growth of current demand must produce opposite changes of the desirable finished stock volume because companies satisfy some of the demand by the available stock.  Similar consequences must be produced also by the current growth of costs. But if we take the next period of time the connection must be positive. If the enterprises foresee a growth in demand in the future they must designate higher “target” stock volume by the end of a current period and the beginning of the next one wherein the sales growth in question is expected. In this case they will possess higher finished stock volumes by the time when the sales or costs growth is expected. 

Prices can also depend on planned finished stock changes. In addition to the prices growing in response to rising demand and costs, their growth might also be contributed by the desire to increase warehouse stocks because more stock can be accumulated by way of lowering current sales due to increased prices. The dependence of output on demand is similar: with growing demand, output also grows. As for the growing costs, they, according to the traditional theory, must result in decreasing output. And the planned increase of finished stock must stimulate an output growth. 

The survey questionnaire of the IET contains the number of questions sufficient for studying the behavior of finished stock and the factor it is influenced by. Firstly, since September 1992 monthly monitoring of the current estimates of finished stock has been under way. As answers to the question “How do you estimate the current physical volume of finished stock?” the enterprises are asked to choose one of the three following variants: “above the norm”, “normal”, “below the norm”. Secondly, since January 1995 the quarterly questionnaire has been offering the question about the actual changes of the physical finished stock volumes, and since January 1998 – the question about the expected changes. The possible answers are: “growth”, “no changes”, “lowering”. Thirdly, the actual output changes have been followed on a monthly basis since April 1993, the expected changes – since September 1992. The actual effective demand changes have been monitored on a quarterly basis since April 1993, on a monthly basis since July 1995. The expected changes of the sales for money have been registered monthly since October 1995. In August 1998, monthly monitoring of the actual and forecasted changes of barter demand was started, in February 2000 – of other non-monetary types of demand. The question regarding the actual changes of prices was introduced in the questionnaire in October 1994, that about the expected changes – in September 1992. 

Insofar as the behavior (management) of finished stock in Russian industry has not been studied, and besides, this index itself does not enjoy the popularity it deserves either with the analysts or with the enterprises
, we believe that it would be feasible to consider the widest possible range of hypotheses. 

We are going to begin this analysis with studying the influence of current changes in demand and costs as well as expected (later) changes in demand and costs on the actual changes of finished stock. A loglinear model that included linear interactions of factors with the actual changes in the finished stock volumes had on the whole a good fitting quality (see Table 7). The observed significance level in all cases (except for one) was above the 5% threshold. 

Table 19

Characteristics of the influence of demand and costs on the changes of finished stock volumes 

	Date
	Characteristics of model’s fitting quality
	Model’s coefficients

	
	
	Actual demand changes
	Actual costs changes
	expected demand changes
	Expected costs changes

	
	G2
	Df
	Sig
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	SE

	7/97
	141.4008
	156
	0.7927
	-0.0708
	0.0864
	-0.0138
	0.0902
	0.2801
	0.0907
	0.3987
	0.0972

	10/97
	160.3346
	156
	0.3894
	-0.0486
	0.0806
	0.1011
	0.0831
	0.1346
	0.0800
	0.2694
	0.0790

	1/98
	176.7944
	156
	0.1218
	-0.0023
	0.0707
	0.0896
	0.0717
	0.2462
	0.0685
	0.0957
	0.0699

	4/98
	176.3214
	156
	0.1269
	-0.0269
	0.0793
	0.1293
	0.0776
	0.1440
	0.0753
	0.1473
	0.0757

	7/98
	171.1322
	156
	0.1927
	-0.0508
	0.0736
	0.0307
	0.0785
	0.3509
	0.0798
	0.2910
	0.0856

	10/98
	134.1913
	156
	0.8960
	-0.1878
	0.0710
	0.1255
	0.0839
	0.1454
	0.0727
	0.2791
	0.0832

	1/99
	130.5239
	156
	0.9320
	-0.1186
	0.0740
	0.1126
	0.0796
	0.2721
	0.0781
	0.1710
	0.0794

	4/99
	142.3899
	156
	0.7752
	-0.0312
	0.0732
	0.1119
	0.0710
	0.1293
	0.0696
	0.1845
	0.0719

	7/99
	181.4205
	156
	0.0800
	-0.2137
	0.0742
	0.0726
	0.0716
	0.3518
	0.0797
	0.2488
	0.0753

	10/99
	157.5348
	156
	0.4505
	-0.1725
	0.0808
	0.2082
	0.0822
	0.1855
	0.0820
	0.2298
	0.0816

	1/00
	175.3202
	156
	0.1381
	-0.1974
	0.0690
	0.0649
	0.0736
	0.1952
	0.0690
	0.2642
	0.0723

	4/00
	220.2624
	156
	0.0005
	-0.0264
	0.0659
	0.0597
	0.0683
	0.1661
	0.0652
	0.1412
	00651

	7/00
	157.7889
	156
	0.4449
	-0.1781
	0.0765
	0.1392
	0.0816
	0.2704
	0.0886
	0.1868
	0.0851

	10/00
	167.2671
	156
	0.2544
	-0.1237
	0.0768
	0.0178
	0.0840
	0.2820
	0.0831
	0.2284
	0.0843

	1/01
	144.7811
	156
	0.7301
	-0.2098
	0.0679
	0.1077
	0,0748
	0.2919
	0.0697
	0.1490
	0.0720

	4/01
	145.8152
	156
	0.7094
	-0.1162
	0.0718
	0.1442
	0.0722
	0.1665
	0.0695
	0.1978
	0.0699

	7/01
	147.4734
	156
	0.6750
	-0.2257
	0.0735
	0.1072
	0.0765
	0.3997
	0.0837
	0.2694
	0.0742

	10/01
	133.9639
	156
	0.8986
	-0.1740
	0.0871
	0.1441
	0.0832
	0.2602
	0.0861
	0.2113
	0.0795


Note. This table presents: G2 - probability ratio; df - degrees of freedom; Sig - observed significance level; 
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 coefficients estimating the linear connection (association) of the ranges of each factor with the actual changes of finished stock volumes, and standard errors (SE).

The current changes in demand did have the expected signs. They produced reverse changes of finished stock, i.e. the growth of sales volumes in Russian industry is accompanied by decreasing warehouse stock volumes. Thus, demand in part is satisfied at the expense of accumulated stock, while some of the unsold products remains as stock. This mechanism of utilizing stock has become especially obvious lately when the coefficients reached their maximum negative values and turned out to be more and more often statistically significant. Before the 1998 default no significant values of these coefficients were obtained. The current changes of costs have positive but statistically insignificant influence on the changes of finished stock. Consequently, Russian industrial enterprises prefer to use their stock more as a buffer to level off sudden demand changes than as a buffer for smoothing cost changes. Again we wish to emphasize that these conclusions refer to the current changes of demand, costs and finished stock only. 

Table 20

Characteristics of the influence of output, demand and costs on the changes of finished stock volumes

	Date
	Characteristics of model’s fitting quality
	Model’s coefficients

	
	
	Actual demand changes
	Actual output changes
	Expected demand changes
	Expected costs changes

	
	G2
	Df
	Sig
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	SE
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	SE
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	SE
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	SE

	7/97
	140.8559
	156
	0.8020
	-0.2559
	0.0937
	0.3531
	0.0864
	0.1787
	0.0873
	0.3594
	0.0805

	10/97
	178.0193
	156
	0.1094
	-0.1846
	0.0926
	0.3525
	0.0764
	0.1194
	0.0801
	0.2940
	0.0715

	1/98
	191.3076
	156
	0.0286
	-0.2317
	0.0853
	0.3639
	0.0738
	0.2147
	0.0702
	0.1084
	0.0633

	4/98
	188.3887
	156
	0.0394
	-0.1789
	0.0868
	0.2930
	0.0727
	0.1130
	0.0772
	0.2533
	0.0668

	7/98
	163.8651
	156
	0.3172
	-0.1800
	0.0854
	0.3508
	0.0741
	0.3275
	0.0760
	0.3458
	0.0745

	10/98
	145.3716
	156
	0.7184
	-0.3629
	0.0818
	0.5083
	0.0740
	0.1416
	0.0773
	0.2267
	0.0730

	1/99
	143.9276
	156
	0.7466
	-0.1979
	0.0810
	0.1743
	0.0687
	0.2173
	0.0748
	0.2216
	0.0697

	4/99
	143.7626
	156
	0.7498
	-0.2093
	0.0838
	0.4091
	0.0733
	0.0253
	0.0777
	0.1827
	0.0634

	7/99
	173.4077
	156
	0.1615
	-0.4028
	0.0876
	0.4336
	0.0774
	0.2585
	0.0784
	0.3037
	0.0713

	10/99
	167.7357
	156
	0.2464
	-0.2743
	0.0869
	0.3301
	0.0712
	0.1952
	0.0758
	0.2965
	0.0693

	1/00
	155.4751
	156
	0.4968
	-0.3998
	0.0839
	0.3613
	0.0688
	0.2031
	0.0693
	0.2471
	0.0632

	4/00
	224.5139
	156
	0.0003
	-0.0811
	0.0767
	0.2569
	0.0635
	0.1708
	0.0694
	0.1494
	0.0577

	7/00
	177.9549
	156
	0.1100
	-0.2807
	0.0898
	0.4029
	0.0765
	0.1714
	0.0885
	0.3377
	0.0777

	10/00
	175.9442
	156
	0.1310
	-0.2579
	0.0881
	0.3296
	0.0735
	0.2678
	0.0837
	0.2408
	0.0692

	1/01
	187.4343
	156
	0.0437
	-0.2890
	0.0772
	0.2858
	0.0650
	0.2992
	0.0722
	0.1791
	0.0664

	4/01
	168.4937
	156
	0.2337
	-0.1967
	0.0808
	0.2513
	0.0649
	0.1282
	0.0711
	0.2726
	0.0628

	7/01
	177.8322
	156
	0.1112
	-0.2154
	0.0847
	0.1569
	0.0667
	0.3565
	0.0839
	0.3515
	0.0703

	10/01
	161.0161
	156
	0.3750
	-0.3493
	0.1026
	0.3069
	0.0734
	0.3604
	0.0878
	0.2913
	0.0763


Note. This table presents: G2 - probability ratio; df - degrees of freedom; Sig - observed significance level; 
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 coefficients estimating the linear connection (association) of the ranges of each factor with the actual changes of finished stock volumes, and standard errors (SE).

The future changes of demand and costs will have a stronger and predictable by theory influence on the changes of finished stock. If in the next period of time (quarter in this case) Russian industrial enterprises expect the demand or costs to grow, they increase their finished stock. This is quite a market-oriented attitude.

To further pursue the question of which factors are decisive for any changes of finished stock volumes it seems feasible to study a model where output is also included as an independent variable. Since current changes of costs do not influence the changes of finished stock the production changes will be applied instead. It would be logical to assume that this variable must have a positive influence over the dependent variable. But the most interesting conclusion might result from the comparison between the absolute strengths of the influences of the two following factors: output and demand. Under the conditions of economies in transition the influence of demand and output on finished stock characterizes the conditions of reproduction. A stronger (and, naturally, positive) influence of the output changes on stock would mean that warehouses are being filled with products for which there is no demand. If the influence of demand in absolute values exceeds the influence of output then there emerges a tendency that is positive in terms of economies in transition: the products are met by demand, and warehouses perform the role of a buffer. Besides, production falls behind demand and cannot restore the initial stock – if, of course, the enterprises really need it. 

The fitting quality of the model with current changes of costs replaced by current changes of output in most cases turned out to be acceptable (see Table 20). The observed significance level was below the 5% threshold only in 4 of 18 cases, its average value being 0.30. The model’s coefficients had the necessary signs and were statistically significant more often than in the previous model. The coefficients of current changes of demand  were statistically significant  in 17 cases while previously – only in 8. The coefficients of the current changes of output were always significant. The ratio of the coefficients of demand and output was found to be truly interesting. Before the 1998 default the influence of the output dynamics on the finished stock volumes was persistently higher. The stock acted rather as a buffer for surplus production than a buffer for smoothing sudden changes in demand. But since the effective demand coefficients were negative and also statistically significant the stock was also a buffer for demand. After August 1998 the situation has started to change. In the first quarter of 1999 the ratio for the first time began to favor demand: the sales out of stock exceeded the stock replenishment from the output. In the second quarter of 1999 due to high output growth rates (more rapid than the growth of demand) the ratio again began to favor production, but in the second half of the year the situation to a certain extent straightened out - the leading role of production in replenishing the stocks was preserved but became less obvious than before.  In the year 2000 the situation was repeated: in the first quarter the sales were reducing the stock volume at a higher rate than the restocking by production, then later the effect of output increased, but by the end of the year it again dropped. In 2001 the prevalence of output was registered only in the second quarter; in the second half of the year the stock volumes were allowing Russian enterprises to satisfy the effective demand at the expense of their accumulated stock. Thus the manufacturers, encouraged by the sufficiently long period of growth of the effective demand “took the risk” and brought their finished stock volumes in 2001 to such a level that allowed to apply these stocks to quench the sales fluctuations and not only to use them as a “settling tank” for surplus output. 

2.3.Investment processes in the real sector 
of the economy 

Investment trends 

The macroeconomic situation in 2000-2001 was determined by tendencies toward production expansion in all economy sectors and industry. According to expert evaluations of the Fitch international rating agency, Russia is one of most successfully developing countries by macroeconomic indicators. Analysts maintain that the Government has efficiently disposed of the additional revenue received as a result of increased world oil prices over the last two years. The Fitch international rating agency upgraded Russia’s rating in July 2001 from stable to positive (“B”). In December 2001, Standard & Poor’s also raised long-term sovereign ratings of the Russian Federation in the local and foreign currency from “B” to “B+”. 

An intensive investment demand growth has become one of the distinguishing features of Russia’s economic development over the last two years. A sustainable trend observed over the last two years: growth of investments in fixed capital has outstripped movements in GDP and the output of the basic sectors. The share of investments in fixed capital in GDP in 2001 grew to 17.7 percent against 16.8 percent in 2000. This trend benefited from expanded domestic demand due to increased own and raised funds for investment purposes, a decelerated growth rate of producer prices in industry and construction. 

The volume of investments in fixed capital for the account of all sources of financing amounted to 1599.5 bln rubles in 2001, that is 8.7 percent higher than in the previous year. Intensified investment activity in 2001 was accompanied by a growing demand for capital goods and construction services. The volume of work performed by construction companies went up by 9.9 percent compared with 2000, gross output in machine building jumped by 7.2 percent and in construction materials industry – by 5.5 percent. Growth of investments in fixed capital was recorded in all federal districts, except the Central one. 

Figure 24
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Changes in the sector structure of investments in fixed capital

The investment upturn of 1999-2001 was of a structural character, determined by an aggregate impact of the sector, technological and reproduction shifts in the national economy. Redistribution of investment flows was accompanied by a growing share of infrastructure sectors. In 1999-2001 transport, telecommunications and trade accounted, on the average, for ¼ of the total volume of investments in fixed capital against 15 percent in 1992-1996. Increased investment activity in the infrastructure sectors and a growing demand for these sectors’ services are indicative of a economic growth potential, even more so since the investment policy in this sector has been mainly geared toward addressing long-term issues. A trend toward an expansion of the market and the structure of the services provided against tariff containment became a characteristic feature of 1999-2001. This enabled entrepreneurs not only to expand their segments in the services market, but also build certain potential for further development. In the conditions of economic growth, the fact that the infrastructure formed during the reform process proved to be fully utilized by the market, indeed became most significant. 

Figure  25
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In the conditions of economic growth, the investment- in-industry trends were formed under the influence of substantial shifts in the sector structure.

Figure 26
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Signs of investment revival became manifest at the end of 1998. Since the 4th quarter of 1998, the growth rate of investments in industry dramatically outstripped production trends in the sector acting as the key generator of economic growth. The year-average growth of investments in fixed capital in 1999-2001 amounted to 12.2 percent, while industrial output went up by 7.3 percent. Growing investments in fixed capital exerted a domineering influence on production trends and were accompanied by an intensive production growth in all sectors of the investment complex. Production output growth in machine building in 2001 amounted to 50.5 percent compared with 1998, in construction materials industry – 40.0 percent and 27.3 percent in services and construction.

Investment activity triggered off growth of construction materials production. Economic activity revival in the sector is transferred to the sectors and productions geared toward new technologies in construction and, specifically, development of import-substituting product types. It is precisely in these sectors that production restructuring has been accompanied by active production retrofitting on the basis of advanced domestic and foreign technologies, as well as by creation of enterprises with foreign equity. With a changed economic situation and the demand for imported goods plummeting, domestic producers are successfully filling the niches by offering competitive construction materials, price- and quality wise in the domestic market. 

Moreover, changes in the ratio between industrial and civil engineering as well as introduction of new technologies of construction and assembly works exert a significant influence on the trends and structure of construction materials production. 

In assessing the status and prospects of Russia’s economic development, one should take into account that the upsurge of investment activity is largely explained by the market factors. The investment structure was transformed under the impact of a growing demand from the fuel and energy as well metallurgical complexes, whose aggregate share in investments in industry in 2001 exceeded 70 percent.

In fact, the investment demand in 2000-2001 was initiated fully by oil producing industry whose share of investments in industry exceeded 30 percent. Despite the fact that exporters have increased investment expenditure on developing relevant production, however, they exercise great care in investing the uncommitted funds at their disposal in the Russian economy. Thus, a gap between producers (exporters) of energy sources and the bigger part of the rest of the economy is getting wider.

Figure 27
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While 53.3 percent of investments by industry sectors are in the fuel complex, 34.8 percent of this amount going to oil production. Compared with 2000, the share of investments in oil producing industry increased by 2.2 percentage points. However, the ratio between investments in the production and refining sectors of the oil industry is changing with the share of oil production rising. A more conservative trend of investments in oil refining in the current year has resulted in a stabilization of the share of technologies for complete oil refining at the level of 2000. 

Growing oil companies’ demand for investments triggered off an accelerated production rate of equipment for production of hydrocarbon raw materials. Despite an intensive growth of equipment production for oil industry, the inadequate volumes and irrational structure of the output do not allow to overcome a protracted lagging behind of the development well drilling rate. On the other hand, inadequate investments in oil production and related industry sectors are also holding back the production growth rate. 

The changes in the structure of the machine building output were mainly determined by a growing demand of the oil industry sectors, transport and telecommunications. It is precisely in these economy sectors that the highest rates of investment growth in production were recorded in 1999-2001. 

Table 21

Production indices by machine building sectors

	
	Year-average index, in percent
	In percent of the preceding year value

	
	1991-1995
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Industrial sector, total
	87
	97
	96
	102
	95
	108
	109,0
	104,9

	Machine building
	83
	91
	96
	103
	89
	116
	115,5
	107,2

	By sectors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metallurgical machine building
	
	
	93
	85,2
	70,6
	98,1
	130,2
	86,1

	Hoisting and transport machine building
	80
	87
	67
	90
	70
	119
	142
	121,8

	Railway machine building
	85
	91
	98
	81
	87
	109
	107,4
	126,0

	Electro- technical industry 
	77
	90
	86
	85
	86
	127
	130,1
	112,6

	Chemical and oil machine building 
	84
	93
	78
	106
	96
	121
	119,5
	121,6

	Machine tool and instrument engineering
	78
	95
	67
	87
	82
	99,6
	111,5
	99,4

	Instrument engineering
	87
	99,9
	95
	94
	103
	141
	118,4
	98,0

	Car industry 
	87
	94
	100,2
	113
	89
	115
	103,3
	101,7

	Tractor and agricultural machinery engineering
	64
	70
	73
	95
	71
	159
	148,5
	129,1

	Machine building for light and food industry and household electrical appliances
	81
	82
	59
	98
	91
	116
	109,5
	107,1


Source: the State Statistics Committee of Russia

The trends and structure of the capital goods output by machine building sectors reflect the Russian businesses prompt reaction to the changing situating in the domestic market. However, despite an intensive output growth, the outdated material and technical base as well as a low investment activity in machine building proper act as the factors holding back the restoration of a sustainable trend in economic growth. 

The reproductive structure of investments in fixed capital

A trend to increased major overhaul expenditures also exerts a negative influence on the fixed asset reproduction. Calculations reveal that expenditure on major overhauls in 1999-2001, on the average, made up about 20 percent of investments in fixed capital. The high share of expenditure on overhauls bears out the fact that the investment process is geared toward inexpensive and short-term ways of renovating the production apparatus. This results in a demand for technical equipment components which can be easily replaced without long-term investments in fixed capital, that is for the account of operating capital – a specific feature of the investment process in the Russian economy. However, such practices lead to economic and technological stagnation in the long run. The production apparatus created in the previous decades is geared towards production for a closed economy without competition. The issue of renovating the active part of the fixed assets, qualitatively changing the technological level of production and enhancing its efficiency have become highly topical today.

Analysis of production capacity utilization reveals that most equipment, due to its physical and moral wear and tear cannot be employed in production. Capacity utilization varies substantially. Equipment utilization in the raw materials sectors, characterized by a low share of added value, is significantly higher than in the processing sectors. Even within one sector, but at different production facilities, the extent of equipment utilization varies. Despite the fact that active engagement of reserve capacities determined restoration of economic growth in 1999-2001, however, there is a certain limit to equipment utilization.

An increased demand in raw material sectors can overall be met by engaging the available facilities, however, the reserves for expanded output in the processing and especially high tech sectors are determined by the quality of the equipment and the technologies applied. Substantial wear of fixed capital in the processing sectors is the cause of the low utilization level as well as a factor limiting potentialities for further production growth.

Table 22

Utilization level of year-average capacity for producing individual industrial products, in percent

	
	1990
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000

	Oil primary refining
	87
	62
	61
	65
	60
	64
	68

	Coal 
	93
	72
	72
	70
	66
	73
	84

	Cast iron
	94
	70
	70
	73
	71
	84
	86

	Steel
	94
	67
	68
	68
	63
	71
	77

	Finished non-ferrous rolling 
	92
	66
	65
	67
	59
	63
	72

	Commercial iron ore
	98
	84
	81
	81
	81
	90
	92

	Mineral fertilizers 
	75
	50
	46
	49
	47
	58
	63

	Synthetic resins and plastics
	84
	45
	36
	40
	45
	55
	62

	Paint and varnish materials
	74
	20
	17
	17
	15
	20
	24

	Car tires
	91
	43
	52
	62
	59
	69
	71

	Machine tools
	81
	24
	18
	16
	13
	14
	17

	Forge and press machines
	83
	13
	7,8
	7,8
	10
	10
	13

	Tractors
	81
	11
	10
	9,7
	8,4
	14
	19

	Household refrigerators and freezers
	98
	37
	24
	27
	25
	31
	39

	Electrical vacuum cleaners
	82
	19
	13
	14
	12
	21
	20

	Households clocks
	98
	40
	22
	16
	18
	28
	55

	Lumber
	69
	31
	28
	27
	29
	34
	39

	Laminated plywood
	88
	52
	53
	53
	67
	76
	82

	Splint-slabs
	92
	39
	27
	30
	36
	47
	55

	Cardboard
	87
	41
	29
	35
	38
	52
	63


Source: Goscomstat 

With a continuing trend for declining real savings, production growth is of a temporary nature, determined, as a rule, by a higher utilization level of the operational capacities and active engagement of reserve capacities in production due to upgrading and overhauling the accumulated potential. The sector average capacity utilization in oil refining stood at 68 percent in 2000, while the economically efficient level is 80-85 percent. The capacity utilization factor amounted to 53 percent against 43 percent in 1998 in chemical and petrochemical industry due to the favorable conditions in the international market and a higher domestic consumer demand for the sector products. In machine building and metal working the processes of production capacity optimization, improved quality characteristics of individual types of machines and equipment, implementation of advanced scientific and technological developments and new highly efficient technologies supported the positive trends. However, the capacity utilization both in the sectors and in individual production facilities is characterized by critically low values. 

The ratio between the wear and the age structure of fixed assets vividly illustrates a dire need to step up revamping processes. Machine building remains in one of the last places among the industry sectors with respect to the capacity utilization level. The situation is aggravated by the fact that, failing to meet the market quality criteria, machine building is unable to reach a requisite sales volume which would generate funds for massive investments in revamping own production capacities.

The technological structure of investments in fixed capital.

A declining ratio of fixed asset renewal is accompanied by changes in the technological structure of investments in fixed capital. The first stages of the reform witnessed a increasing share of expenditure on construction and assembly works, but since 1995 a growing share of expenditure on machine and equipment purchases has been noted. Increased expenditure on plant and equipment is determined by shifts in the reproductive structure of investments. Expansion of work in enterprise retrofits and overhauls was characteristic of 1999-2001. Spending on plant and equipment went up to 37.4 percent in the total investment volume in 2001 against an average of 22 percent during the 1992-1998 period. 

Table 23

The structure of investments in fixed capital by type, in percent of the total

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001*)

	Investments in fixed capital – total
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Including investments in:
	
	
	
	

	Housing
	16,3
	14,3
	10,7
	10,6

	Buildings (except housing) and structures
	45,1
	41,4
	43,6
	42,7

	Plant and equipment
	29,9
	36,4
	35,7
	37,4

	Other
	8,7
	7,9
	10,0
	9,6


*) Preliminary data from the Ministry for Economic Development 

Source: Goscomstat 

Over the last two years, investment activity has been determined not only by the scale of the funds used, but also rationalization of resource flows used for reproduction of fixed capital. In a changing market situation, the enterprises are geared toward expanding their position in the domestic market both by enhancing competitiveness of their products compared with domestic like goods, but also by intensive development of import substituting production. Investment activity motivation is also changing. With financing resources severely limited, investment decisions are determined by the tasks of improving product quality and their compliance with modern standards, expanding a product range as well as the technological aspects of cost cutting.

In the structure of investments in equipment, expenditure on purchasing technological lines and complexes for manufacturing new products amounts to about 10-15 percent, while the main part is spent on purchases of individual installations. It should be emphasized in this connection that such investment structure, determined by the financial constraints, leads to a conservation of outdated technologies, failing to contribute to manufacture of competitive high tech products. 

With a revival of investment demand, one can observe an anticipatory growth of machine building compared with the trends in industrial production. This testifies to a fairly flexible and prompt producer response to a changing situation in the domestic market. 

The issues of financing investment expenditure

The share of investments in fixed capital in GDP grew to 17.7 percent in 2000 against 14.1 percent in 1998. Insofar, increased investment activity of enterprises against the backdrop of continued shrinkage of budgetary financing of investments has been characteristic of the last three years. Own funds of enterprises remain the key source of financing investments in fixed capital.

Anticipatory growth of investments in fixed capital in 1999-2001 was accompanied by increased profitability of the economy. In 2000, the profitability of products in the economy as a whole grew to 18.9 percent and of the assets – to 7.8 percent. An improved financial position of the enterprises and a growing effective demand became the factors which stimulated an increased share of the accumulation fund in the sources of financing investments in fixed capital. In 1996-1998 profit accounted for less then ¼ of enterprises’ own funds used for investments, however, its share surged to 50 percent in 2000-2001. 

Table 24

Product profitability by key sectors of the economy and industry, in percent

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001*

	Total for the economy
	6,3
	8,1
	18,5
	18,9
	9,3

	Industry
	9
	12,7
	25,5
	24,7
	14,1

	  Including:
	
	
	
	
	

	Electric power generation
	14,1
	12
	13,7
	13,5
	8,2

	Fuel
	13,1
	15,7
	44,5
	51,1
	27,9

	Including:
	
	
	
	
	

	Oil producing
	14,7
	17,6
	57,9
	66,7
	34,2

	Oil refining
	9,4
	12,5
	32,1
	34,5
	20,6

	Coal
	2,3
	0,4
	0,7
	3,2
	

	Ferrous
	3,6
	10,3
	28,2
	25,6
	10,8

	Non-ferrous
	11,4
	33
	57,4
	51,6
	24,0

	Chemical
	4,3
	9,7
	22,3
	17
	9,6

	Machine building
	8
	10
	17,4
	14,1
	10,8

	Forestry
	-5,5
	5
	23,9
	16,5
	9,8

	Construction materials
	5,6
	5,2
	8,6
	9
	7,5

	Light
	-1,5
	0,9
	9,5
	7,2
	6,8

	Food
	8,4
	12,8
	13
	10,1
	7,7

	Construction
	11,2
	6,8
	9,2
	9,7
	8,9

	Transport
	6,8
	10,6
	27,3
	17,2
	16,0

	Telecommunications
	27,4
	29,4
	33,6
	30,7
	24,2

	Trade and public catering
	2,7
	2,6
	4,9
	18,5
	16,9

	Wholesale trade in products 
	2,3
	4,9
	5,8
	3,5
	24


*Computed on the basis of preliminary data

Source: Goscomstat 

It is noteworthy in this connection that the structure of sources forming investment funds of enterprises has undergone change in the conditions of economic growth. Over the last few years a practice become widespread of non-designated use of the amortization fund for consumer purposes. Productive changes in the economy and an economic growth revival required changing the mechanism of investments in fixed capital reproduction. 2000-2001 witnessed an increased share of amortization deductions in the structure of financing sources. 

The Government’s further distancing from the capital market became one of the key factors. Investments of Government-run enterprises in the total volume of investment expenditure in the national economy amounted to 23.1 percent in 2001, having dropped by 17 percentage points compared with 1993. Almost 3/5 of investment expenditure was formed by the enterprises and entities with private or joint stock type of ownership. Changes in favor of the non-government sector of the economy were accompanies by a decline in the share of government investment expenditure in the budgets of all levels. The share of budgetary expenditure of all levels on investments in fixed capital dropped in 1993-2001 from 5.4 to 3 percent of GDP. The budgetary funds accounted for a mere 20.0 percent of the total investments in fixed capital in 2001. It should be emphasized that the shrinkage of budgetary financing was accompanied by a change in the functions of the budgets of all levels in investment program financing. In 1999, the federal funds accounted for 37.6 percent of the budgetary sources of financing, however, their share dropped to 28.0 percent in 2001. Government capital investments, financed for the account of the federal budget in 2001, totaled .0.41 percent of GDP, or 2.2 percent of the total investments in fixed capital. Most of government capital investments were allocated to resolve topical social issues without alternative sources of financing.

Though own funds of enterprises still retain a dominant position, the share of raised funds among sources of investment financing is gradually growing. The ratio between own and raised funds varies substantially by sectors of the economy and industry. Overall for the economy, less than half investments in fixed capital in 2001 were financed for the account of enterprises’ own funds. However, own funds account for ¾ of investment expenditure for the reproduction of fixed assets in such highly profitable complexes as fuel and energy and metallurgy. Production profitability in these complexes significantly exceeds this value for the economy as a whole and industry, they generate almost 1/3 of gross profits in the economy and 3/5 – in industry. High concentration of revenues in the export-oriented sectors significantly impacts on the nature of investment activity in the processing sector of the economy. Given that the profitability level in machine building and construction materials industry is substantially lower than the average values in industry, the potentialities of financing investments programs for the account of own funds are limited.  In the investment complex as a whole, approximately 1/3 of expenditure on the reproduction of fixed capital is financed for the account of raised funds. Taking into account the high cost of credit resources and the irregular nature of fund transfers from the budgets for financing investment expenditure, the trend, manifested over the last few years, to a dwindling share of investments in this complex in the total volume of investments in the national economy, becomes understandable. The same factors explain a low investment activity in the consumer sector of the economy. Food industry, with highly competitive domestic products and quick payback of investment projects, is characterized by an expanding participation of loaned capital. At the same time, with a potentially high demand for credit resources, the low production efficiency in light industry is an obstacle to attracting investments. 

A high level of risk, lack of transparency of the recipients’ financial activity and mechanisms of collateral security, as well as inadequate legal protection of such kind of transactions are stalling crediting of investment projects in the real sector of the economy. Enterprises prefer to raise external investment resources in the form of mutual crediting. This type of investment financing ensures about 11 percent of all investment spending in the economy.

Table 25

The structure of investments in fixed capital by sources of financing,
in percent of the total

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001*)

	Investments in fixed capital – total: 
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	According to the sources of financing::
	
	
	
	
	

	Own funds
	60,8
	53,2
	52,4
	46,1
	48,7

	Among them:
	
	
	
	
	

	 Profit (accumulation fund)
	13,2
	13,2
	15,9
	23,4
	24,9

	Borrowed  funds
	39,2
	46,8
	47,6
	53,9
	51,3

	Among them: 
	
	
	
	
	

	Budgetary funds 
	20,7
	19,1
	17
	21,2
	20,0

	including:
	
	
	
	
	

	Federal budget
	10,2
	6,5
	6,4
	5,8
	5,6

	Budgets of RF subjects
	10,5
	12,6
	10,6
	14,4
	13,0


*)Preliminary data 

Source: Goscomstat 

The role of bank loans in financing the Russian economy is very insignificant. Under high risks, the credit and banking services sector exercise restraint toward investment projects in the real sector of the economy. It has been pointed out in literature on many occasions that one of the causes of the banks’ aloof policy is related to the specifics of the formation of the credit institutions system, specifically, to the absence of investment banks proper. Operations in the short-term market play a dominant role in the activities of credit institutions with the share of long-term credit investments amounting to less than 5.0 percent. With a gradual deceleration of inflation in 2000-2001, the commercial bank loans got significantly cheaper, however, even in this case no noticeable demand for bank loans from the real sector is observed. In the structure of the sources of financing investments in fixed capital, the share of bank loans amounted to 3.1 percent in 2001 against 4.2 percent in 1999 and 4.5 percent in 1997. Continued high risks determine a trend toward a declining share of foreign investments in fixed capital in the total volume of investments in the Russian economy: from 6.6 percent in 1999 to 4.3 percent in 2001.

With the dominant role of own funds of enterprises and entities in the structure of financing sources preserved, it seems premature to define the existing situation as an “investment boom”. 

Firstly, in a sustainable growth of gross national savings due to the favorable external economic conditions, the mechanism of transforming these savings into investments in the real sector practically are not functioning. A comparison of the tendencies in savings, gross accumulation in fixed capital and investments in the real sector of the economy reveals that net savings retain a negative trend. Reproduction of fixed capital continues to be financed mainly for the account of amortization funds. It should be emphasized, insofar, that utilization of these funds alone for investment purposes ensures a simple reproduction at best, since an anticipatory growth of prices for investment goods and construction works acts as a factor limiting reproduction of the production apparatus. 

Secondly, underdevelopment of investment financial institutions, the capital market and the instability of the legal environment render the process of raising borrowed funds and bank credits more complicated. In fact, a mechanism of inter-sector capital flows had not been formed in the economy, which makes investment activity at the level of enterprises, sectors and regions more complicated. In the conditions of economic growth it has become evident that investment management is not coordinated with the dynamic processes of Russia’s economy restructuring.

And thirdly, experience shows that with savings reserves created, adoption of investment decisions requires a lot more caution and rationalization of investment fund flows. A lack of long-term development policy and activity prioritization acts as a factor reducing incentives for long-term investments.

Foreign investments

2001 was characterized by a more dynamic, than in the preceding period, process of attracting foreign investments. As a result of 9 months of 2001, foreign investments in the Russian economy are estimated at $9,721 million, which is 23.2 percent higher than a similar indicator in 2000. Upgrading of Russia’s sovereign credit rating positively impacted on the investment climate. As of end-September 2001, the accumulated foreign capital in the non-financial sector of the Russian economy without taking into account the agencies for monetary and credit regulation, commercial and savings banks, including ruble-denominated investments translated into US dollars, amounted to $34.4 billion. 

Table 26

The structure of foreign investments in the Russian economy

	
	Total, USD mln
	Direct
	Portfolio
	Other

	
	
	USD mln  
	 In percent of the total
	USD mln 
	
	USD mln  
	 In percent of the total

	1997
	12 295
	5 333
	43,38
	681
	5,54
	6 281
	51,09

	1998
	11 773
	3 361
	28,55
	191
	1,62
	8 221
	69,83

	1999
	9 560
	4 260
	44,56
	31
	0,32
	5 269
	55,12

	2000
	10 958
	4 429
	40,4
	145
	1,3
	6 384
	58,3

	2001
(9 month)
	9 721
	2 920
	30
	292
	3
	6 509
	67


Source: Goscomstat.

In the structure of foreign investments made in the Russian economy in January-September 2001, the highest growth was observed in portfolio investments which went up 5-fold against the same period of the preceding year. A similar indicator for other investments is estimated at 39.2 percent. The direct investment volume declined by 7.4 percent in January-September 2001 against January-September of 2000. 

Despite an overall trend of growing investments in the Russian economy, a sum total of foreign investments annually made in the country has been below the pre-crisis level over the last few years.

With portfolio investments significantly rising, most foreign investments in the Russian economy are other types of investments (67 percent) formed mainly for the account of trade credits, credits extended by foreign governments against the guarantees of the RF Government, as well as the loans secured from international financial institutions – the World Bank, the IMF, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 

The World Bank’s total investments in the Russian economy amount to $20.5 bln. The Bank’s investments in the country’s economy rose in 2001 by 5 percent compared with the preceding year. In 2002-2005 the Bank intends to take step in support of the Government program for improving the demographic situation in Russia, the projects in the health care area, projects for enhancing competitiveness of Russia’s economy (development of financial institutions, infrastructure, copyright protection, personnel training) as well as environmental programs. The World Bank currently makes investments in Russia in the projects related to the fuel and energy complex, agriculture and environmental protection. 

Figure 28
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The World Bank’s total investments in the Russian economy amount to $20.5 bln. The Bank’s investments in the country’s economy rose in 2001 by 5 percent compared with the preceding year. In 2002-2005 the Bank intends to take step in support of the Government program for improving the demographic situation in Russia, the projects in the health care area, projects for enhancing competitiveness of Russia’s economy (development of financial institutions, infrastructure, copyright protection, personnel training) as well as environmental programs. The World Bank currently makes investments in Russia in the projects related to the fuel and energy complex, agriculture and environmental protection. 

Industry continues to account for the main part in the sector structure of foreign investments in the Russian economy raised in January-September 2001. Foreign investments channeled to the Russian economy during 9 months of 2001 totaled $3,755 mln, which is 13 percent higher against the same period of the preceding year.  

Figure 29
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With the absolute investments in industry growing, a drop in its share is determined by higher growth rates of foreign investments in the other sectors of the Russian economy. Thus, foreign investments in trade and public catering during 9 months surged 2.1-fold and in general commercial activity – by 3.6 times. A growing share of these areas in investments testifies to a certain shift of foreign investors’ interest to the sectors generating quick paybacks. 

In early November 2001 an announcement was made about the Russian-US New Economy Fund (NEF) being set up – a venture fund specializing in investments in the information and science-intensive technologies in Russia. A high entrepreneur interest in this market will enable the Fund to invest over $100 million in the Russian companies in the coming three years. According to the Fund’s founders, the most promising are investments in science-intensive and telecommunications technologies. 

The Bank’s of Russia reduction, of the minimal amount of the charter capital for foreign banks’ subsidiaries being set up in Russia will have a beneficial effect on attracting foreign investments to Russia’s banking sector. The minimal amount of the charter capital Russian banks and their subsidiaries being set up has been made equal, established at 5 million euro (earlier it amounted to 10 million euro in the ruble equivalent for foreign banks).

Out of the aggregate direct investments, 19.5 percent was channeled mainly to transport in 2001 (21.4 percent in 2000), 12 percent to food industry (18.5 percent in 2000), 19.2 percent to trade and public catering (18.9 percent in 2000), 10 percent to fuel industry (10 percent in 2000), 6.5 percent to machine building and metal working (4.4 percent in 2000). 
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Out of the aggregate direct investments, 19.5 percent was channeled mainly to transport in 2001 (21.4 percent in 2000), 12 percent to food industry (18.5 percent in 2000), 19.2 percent to trade and public catering (18.9 percent in 2000), 10 percent to fuel industry (10 percent in 2000), 6.5 percent to machine building and metal working (4.4 percent in 2000). 

The sector structure of foreign investments in industry in 2001 is characterized by a lower concentration in the mining sector.

The structure of foreign investments in industry in 2001 corresponds to that of their total volume, characterized by a smaller share of direct foreign investments against the backdrop of growing volumes of other investments. Thus, in 2000 the share of direct investments in industry in the total investments in this sphere amounted to 39.1 percent, portfolio investments stood at 1.4 percent and other at 59.5 percent, but in January-September 2001 the share of the former dropped to 31.8 percent, of the second and the third group went up to 3.4 percent and 64.8 percent, respectively. 

Table 27

The sector structure of foreign investments in industry in 1999-2001

	
	In USD million
	In percent of the total
	In percent of the same period value in the previous year

	
	1999
	2000
	9 mon. 2001
	1999
	2000
	9 mon. 2001
	1999.
	2000.
	9 mon. 2001.

	Industry total, including:
	4876
	4721
	3755
	100%
	100%
	100%
	3,8%
	-3,2%
	13,0%

	Fuel
	1700
	621
	591
	34,9%
	13,2%
	15,7%
	-9,5%
	-63,5%
	39,4%

	Metallurgy
	928
	1094
	1148
	19,0%
	23,2%
	30,6%
	79,5%
	17,9%
	53,7%

	Machine building and metal working
	395
	470
	404
	8,1%
	10,0%
	10,8%
	н/д
	19,0%
	12,2%

	Food
	1415
	1786
	1038
	29,0%
	37,8%
	27,6%
	-3,7%
	26,2%
	-17,6%

	Wood processing and pulp and paper
	193
	257
	176
	4,0%
	5,4%
	4,7%
	н/д
	33,2%
	-3,8%


	Other sectors
	245
	493
	398
	5,0%
	10,4%
	10,6%
	-70,5%
	101,2%
	13,4%


The most direct investments in industry in January-September 2001 (54 percent) went to the fuel and food industry (24.6 and 29.4 percent, respectively). The share of metallurgy and food industry constituted 66.7 percent (38.6 and 28.1 percent, respectively) in the structure of other investments in industry.  

2001 witnessed continued differentiation of the Russian regions in volumes of foreign investments in the economy of the RF subjects. For example, the volume of foreign investments attracted to the region’s economy in 2001 doubled in the Sverdlovsk oblast. Most active in the Urals market are European and US investors. Foreign investments flow mainly to metallurgy, processing and foods industries.  

$293.8 million of foreign capital were invested in the economy of the republic of Tatarstan during 9 months of 2001, which is 5.3 times more than in the same period of 2000. 

Funds from 107 countries were invested in Russia’s economy in January-September 2001 (from 108 countries in 2000 and 96 countries in 1999). The leader is the USA with 12.6 percent, followed by Switzerland with 9.8 percent of the total volume.  

Figure 31
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As a result of 9 months of 2001, the leaders in the total volume of accumulated foreign investments are the USA, Germany, Cyprus, France and Great Britain with a 70 percent share (73.1 percent in 2000). The top five investor countries also account for 64.5 percent of direct investments (69.3 percent in 2000), 90.7 percent of portfolio investments (48.4 percent in 2000) and 77 percent of other investments (76.1 percent in 2000). 

Table 28

Foreign investment inflows from the key investor countries to the Russian economy in 2000-2001
	Country
	Accumulates as of 
	Invested in USD million

	
	End of 

2000 
	October 1, 2001 
	Key investment areas
	2000 
	9 months of 2001

	Total
	32 005
	34 418
	
	
	10 958
	9 721

	USA
	7 030
	5 547
	Total
	1 594
	1 226

	
	
	
	Including:  industry
	690
	457

	
	
	
	Transport and telecommunications
	647
	367

	Germany
	6 529
	5 951
	Total
	1 468
	793

	
	
	
	Including: food 
	195
	149

	
	
	
	Telecommunications
	383
	n/a

	
	
	
	Finance, credit, insurance, pension insurance
	102
	34

	
	
	
	Management
	297
	-


Table 28 (cont’d)

	Country
	Accumulates as of 
	Invested in USD million

	
	End of 

2000 
	October 1, 2001 
	Key investment areas
	2000 
	9 months of 2001

	Cyprus
	4 230
	5 452
	Total
	1 448
	1 874

	
	
	
	Including: food
	257
	137

	
	
	
	Transport
	171
	103

	
	
	
	Management
	381
	-

	France
	3 353
	3 749
	Total
	743
	938

	
	
	
	Including: machine building and non-ferrous metallurgy
	235
	100

	
	
	
	Management
	250
	-

	
	
	
	Agriculture
	10
	n/a

	Great Britain
	2275
	3 367
	Total
	599
	845

	
	
	
	Including: construction
	15
	14

	
	
	
	Trade and public catering                      
	n/a
	500

	The Netherlands
	1436
	2 423
	Total
	1231
	914

	
	
	
	including:  food
	636
	363

	
	
	
	Transport
	276
	165

	
	
	
	Finance, credit, insurance

Pension insurance 
	82
	n/a

	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Goscomstat 

The largest investments in industry came from Switzerland during 9 months of 2001 (21 percent of all investments in industry) with their largest chunk going to chemical and petrochemical industry (59.3 percent), ferrous metallurgy (52 percent) and the fuel industry (17.8 percent).

Compared with 2000, the structure of accumulated investments by key investor countries underwent changes related to the growth of direct investments share and shrinkage of the share of other investments, while the relevant indicator of portfolio investments has remained unchanged. Thus, 51.6 percent of the investments accumulated by the end of September 2001, were direct ones with 49.6 percent attributed to the 10 major investor countries. 

An exception is the USA where the share of direct investments in their aggregate accumulated investments in the Russian economy in 2001 contracted by 5.1 percent. The biggest changes in the structure of accumulated investments in 2001 were observed in the investments coming from Great Britain, where the direct investments share wen up by 10.7 percent with the other investments shrinking.

Figure 32 [image: image58.wmf]The foreign investments structure by the key investor countries 

in January-September 2001

74,2%

25,8%

45,0%

90,5%

13,2%

25,3% 

72,9%

53,9%

9,5%

86,0% 

68,3% 

0,5% 

1,2% 

1,1% 

0,03%

0,8% 

8,4% 

23,3% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Germany 

USA

Great Britain

France

The Netherlands

Cyprus

direct investments

portfolio investments

other investments


Foreign investors, while displaying interest in investing in the Russian economy, at the same time point out the need to enhance legislative guarantees, market transparency as well as getting opportunities for obtaining information about the condition of the Russian enterprises. 

To enhance Russia’s investment attractiveness, some amendments to the current legislation were adopted to come into force as of January 1, 2002. The Code of Corporate Conduct has also been elaborated.  

Thus, for example, the RF Government approved, in November 2001, the Law “ On Incorporating Amendments and Amplifications in Part II of the RF Tax Code, Revocation and Incorporation of amendments in Some Other Legislative Acts of the RF”. The draft Law changes the system of taxation in executing Product Sharing Agreements (PSA). Specifically, separate Chapter 24 “Taxation System in the Execution of PSA” is expected to be included in the “Tax Code”, which will allow to ensure stable working conditions for the investors while ensuring the interests of the State. If the procedure of paying taxes and charges as well as the time limits for submission of tax returns changes during the term of a PSA, the payment of the taxes and charges shall be effected pursuant to the legislation in effect on the moment of signing the Agreement. Additionally, this draft Law provides for recovery of VAT under PSA within shorter time periods compared with the norm of effective legislation, and also specifies the composition of reimbursable costs. The value of already signed contracts which the regime of the Law “On Product Sharing Agreements” has been applied to, is about $30 billion.

Federal Law “On Investment Funds” N 156-FZ of November 29, 2001 is designed to attract investments in the real sector of the economy. The Law introduces uniform standards of regulating relations in the collective investment area and removes some hurdles to placing uncommitted funds in organized capital markets. It establishes specifics of creating and a legal status of joint stock companies in the investment sphere, licensing of the activity of joint stock investment funds, liquidation thereof and other issues. It regulates the issues of creation and operation of unit investment funds, specifically, establishes requirements to management companies, specialized depositories, assessors, agents for placement and redemption of investment units. It specifies the procedure for placement and redemption of investment units of unit investment funds, calculation of investment unit value. It also establishes the procedure for calculation of the net asset value of investment funds, requirements to asset composition, disclosure of information about the activities of investment funds and management companies, as well as the powers of the Government agency regulating the securities market in the sphere of the activities of the professional participants to the collective investment system.

2.4. Russian Agrifood Sector 

General performance

Growth in the Russian agricultural production continued for the third year round. According to preliminary estimates its 2001 index amounted to 106.8% pulling up the 1999-2001 average to 106.2% (while in the 5-year period preceding the reforms it was slightly over 100.1% (Figure 33)). The major contributor to this growth was crop production (e.g. grain output was up 30%). Favourable weather conditions have surely been an important but not the single factor thereof. 

Figure 33

Change in the Russian agricultural output (1985-2001)
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Source: State Committee for Statistics of the Russian Federation.

The 2001 food production index equalled 108.4% (107.1% in 2000).

Growth in the agrifood sector continues along with notable increase of imports being a sign of narrowing price advantages of basic domestic food products. In other words, the import substitution drive is fading. Given expanding imports the rise of population’s real disposable incomes by 5.9% is only a partial explanation for the agrifood sector’s recovery. The country seems to clear up its specialization in the international division of labour after the ruble devaluation: in some food segments it becomes a net importer, in other - a stable exporter. The expansion of exports is the second by importance (after the restoration of the population’s purchasing power) factor of agrifood production growth.

The restructuring of Russian agriculture goes on. The share of large farms is growing, external investors continue to actively invest in agricultural production, the amount of bank credits to agrifood sector is up 6 fold. The restructuring of agricultural producers’ debts in the second part of 2001 will help the sector to get rid of failed farms. An unconditional collection of agricultural producers’ former debts started by some regional authorities and the growth of direct foreign investments in the Russian agriculture will foster farm restructuring as well.

As to the agrarian policies, a remarkable progress has been achieved in creating the legal basis for agriculture’s development. First of all, it applies to land legislation. Besides that, in 2001 agrarian policies concentrated on two major problems: the restructuring of agricultural producers’ debts and protection of domestic agrifood markets. Budget policies in the sector remained actually unchanged.

Agricultural production

In 2001 the crop structure of cultivated lands changed: larger areas were planted in grains and smaller - in sunflower (Table 29). This is a natural result of higher grain profitability. The expected introduction of 20% export tariff on sunflower seeds could also count as well as the need to return to normal crop rotations neglected in regions-sunflower growers for several years. The introduction of tariff quotas on raw sugar import didn’t help to enlarge sugar beets plantings.

Table 29

Areas planted in basic agricultural crops, million ha

	
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Grains
	54,7
	53,4
	53,6
	50,8
	46,8
	45,9
	47,6

	Sunflower
	4,1
	3,9
	3,6
	4,1
	5,5
	4,6
	3,8

	Sugar beets
	1,1
	1,1
	0,9
	0,8
	0,9
	0,8
	0,8

	Potatoes
	3,4
	3,4
	3,4
	3,3
	3,3
	3,2
	3,3

	Vegetables
	0,8
	0,7
	0,7
	0,7
	0,8
	0,8
	0,8


Source: Social and economic situation of Russia, corresponding years.

The grain crop in 2001 is estimated at 85 million tons net weight including 47 million tons of wheat. This volume is below the 1991-1995 average gross output and the 1997 record crop but fully covers the country’s demand for grain. According to the traditional balance about 5-7 million tons could potentially be sold to foreign buyers but experts fear that poor development of export delivery infrastructure (sea ports capacities, shortage of railroad cars, etc.) will constrain sales. Growth was observed in production of almost all grains except for corn (its gross output fell nearly 2 fold), buckwheat, rice and millet. The output of fodder crops is up (that of legumes - by 50% and that of barley - by 40%) evidencing recovery in the livestock sector. The growth of gross output of grains is due to higher yields (up almost 1/4) rather than larger planted areas.

The output of potatoes and vegetables grew as well (by 2.6% and 5.5% respectively).

The output of sugar beets was up 3.5% despite contraction of planted areas. Still, the latter shows that the introduction of tariff quota on raw sugar imports failed to encourage sugar beets production.

The gross output of sunflower seeds fell by 1/3 due to both smaller planted areas and lower yields. It was below the annual average for the pre-reform 5-year period demonstrating the still persisting extreme reactions of producers to market fluctuations (in stable economies similar drops in output are usually due to natural disasters). 

The production of flax fiber notably increased (by 13%) and nearly regained the 1994 level.

In 2001 areas planted in winter crops enlarged by 10% as compared to the previous year. The fact potentially raises expectations for next crop since winter plantings are most productive.

Livestock and poultry breeding performance was far less successful. Still, the trend in livestock numbers was most positive of all the reform years. Cattle numbers continued to decrease although at a slower pace. The number of sheep and goats stabilized. Poultry and pig numbers grew by about 4% and 1.4% respectively. The output of basic livestock products was slightly up (Table 30). Poultry production demonstrated  unprecedented growth rates - in agricultural enterprises they were as high as 20%. 

Table 30

Production of basic livestock products as % of the previous year

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Livestock and poultry, live weight
	96,2
	89,8
	104,0
	100,2

	Milk
	97,6
	96,6
	99,1
	101,8

	Eggs
	102,7
	100,5
	102,9
	102,9


Source: Social and economic situation of Russia, corresponding years.

As sales in livestock sector grow faster than production, one can assume that greater share of output is marketed while barter and shadow turnover are losing ground
. Livestock productivity grows in line with decreasing number of animals.

In the coming season the supply of feeds will be better than in the previous year and, besides, prices for coarse grains fell notably. Both these factors can serve the basis for improving livestock productivity.

Agricultural enterprises are the major contributors to growth in livestock and poultry production. Private farmers’ engagement therein is minor while household farming is shrinking as economy stabilizes. As a result the share of household plots in the gross agricultural output decreased.

Food industry

Food industry continues to grow for the third year round. Dynamics of selected foods’  production change (Table 31). The production of vegetable oils fell after being record high in 2000. This drop might be a response to overproduction: in 2001 smaller areas were planted in sunflower.

Production of basic meat and milk products continues to grow, and its pre-crisis
 level has been restored. 

Good grains crop triggered growth in flour and groats production that was declining a year ago.

It’s noteworthy that growth rates in meat and milk industry (over 10%) are well above those of milk and meat sales by agricultural producers (3.7% and -1.1% respectively). Moreover, the official statistical data do not include output of small food enterprises, and thus the actual growth in meat and milk processing may be even higher. This is an evidence that the increase of respective production volumes results from expanding use of imported raw inputs. Since the after-devaluation price gap is shrinking (Figure 34) hopes for substituting domestic meat and milk for imports vanish.

Table 31

Production of basic food products as % of the previous year

	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2001 в % к 1990

	Meat 
	84,4
	112,4
	104,0
	18,1

	Sausage
	93,2
	113,2
	111,8
	52,0

	Butter
	93,2
	101,4
	100,6
	32,0

	Whole milk products
	99,0
	110,1
	109,6
	32,4

	Vegetable oils
	112,8
	174,4
	90,1
	105,2

	Sugar powder
	182,2
	86,5
	108,1
	174,3

	Flour
	107,1
	94,3
	99,0
	56,9

	Groats
	85,3
	99,5
	105,3
	33,4

	Macaroni
	132,6
	96,0
	108,5
	72,2

	Margarine 
	182,2
	120,7
	108,8
	61,2

	Canned meat
	169,0
	82,7
	106,4
	5,7


Source: Social and economic situation of Russia, corresponding years.

Figure 34

Average consumer prices for selected domestic products as % of prices for imported products, June 2001
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Production of agricultural inputs

The growth in agricultural inputs production became slower and tractor building even dropped. This is a sign of shorter agrarian sector’s demand for domestic inputs. There are several reasons for that. First, in 2001 the system of federal leasing was reorganized and purchases of agricultural machinery were notably reduced. Second, domestic agricultural machines began to lose their price advantage over Western machinery, the import of which respectively grew. Besides, large external investors in the agrarian sector prefer imported machinery and equipment, have financial resources for buying them and don’t need state leasing. The share of such vertically integrated agrarian holdings in the Russian agriculture steadily grows. Accordingly, the demand for domestic agricultural machinery declines. The after-devaluation price gap did not last long enough to reorganize this sector as well as others.

Table 32

Production of agricultural inputs as % of the previous year

	
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Tractors
	148,3
	137,2
	78,8

	Tractor ploughs
	99,9
	170,8
	113

	Tractor seeders
	в 2,3 р.
	166,9
	122

	Tractor cultivators
	69,4
	165,9
	118,5

	Grain harvesters
	188,5
	в 2,2 р.
	174,3

	Tractor mowers
	109,7
	100,4
	547

	Mineral fertilizers
	124,9
	106,2
	106,9


Source: Social and economic situation of Russia, corresponding years.

Production of mineral fertilizers was up 6.9%, their export - 7% while in 2000 the latter grew slower than production. Since Russian agricultural producers actually do not use imported fertilizers, this trend evidences lower rates of application growth in 2001. Still, the application of mineral fertilizers expanded, especially in the production of most profitable crops (e.g. in the production of grains it was up 5 fold)
.

Situation on agricultural and food markets

Domestic markets

In 2001 the situation on domestic agrifood markets was shaped by higher population’s real disposable incomes (up 5.9%) and trends in import supplies.

Higher population’s incomes enlarged food consumption. In 2001 the turnover of retail food trade was up 7.4%, that of food service - 8.6%. In the preceding years real incomes grew faster than retail food sales. The reversal of this trend can mean that smaller volumes of food fall out of statistically recorded turnover (e.g. the ones sold by street vendors, produced and consumed by households, etc.).

The growth of incomes resulted in bigger demand for such income elastic items as meat and milk products. It almost attained the pre-crisis level: the per capita consumption of meat amounted to 98% of the 1998 level and that of milk products - to 92%.

Retail sales of other income elastic food products in January-September 2001 grew as well: those of confectionery - by 9.9% as compared to the corresponding period previous year, of dry milk, cream and mixes - by 16.2%, of sausage - by 4.2%, of margarine products - by 13.3%, of fruits, berries and grapes  - by 9.0%.

The rise of retail prices for meat products (by 28.5% as compared to December 2000) exceeded the inflation rate (consumer price index was up 18.6%). Their real growth shows that demand expands faster than supply. The rise of retail prices for milk and eggs was below the inflation rate.

According to supply and utilization balances for meat and milk products (Figure 35 and Figure 36) in 2001 the share of their imports in the total supply became bigger. Moreover, the imported volumes were even larger than in 1998. In 10 months 2001 the share of imported meat in its total supply amounted to 37.5% as compared to 30% in 10 months 2000 and was 36.7% above the corresponding 1998 indicator. The trend in supply of milk is similar: the share of imports therein in 2001 was 10.3% as compared to 7.3% in the two preceding  years and exceeded the 1998 level by 9.5%.

Figure 35

Supply of meat and meat products, million tons
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Source: Social and economic situation of Russia, January-November 2001.

Figure 36

Supply of milk and milk products, million tons
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Source: Social and economic situation of Russia, January-November 2001.

The structure of consumer demand for meat products is changing: the demand for sausage and other processed meat items relatively falls while that for unprocessed meat grows. The Institute of Nutrition of the Russian Academy of Medical Sciences finds this to be a sign of better population’s food ration.

Despite the introduced restrictions on raw sugar import, the domestic sugar market remains saturated. The inefficiency of import quota became obvious already in the first half of the year. Although restricted by 3.65 million tons annual tariff quota and 30% customs duty on volumes bought in excess of the quota, the raw sugar imports in January-November 2001 were 23.5% above the corresponding 2000 level (when supplies were regulated only by import duty). Imports of white sugar within the same period fell by about 13.5% most likely due to the imposed high duties: 30% in the first half of the year and 40% beginning from July 1, 2001. Low rates of retail prices’ growth prove that domestic sugar market is saturated.

Situation on the grain market was shaped by the volume of beginning stocks and the envisaged state interventions. During 7 months 2001 grain prices’ growth equalled inflation rate. Their fall really started only in August (bringing them below the corresponding 2000 level) when harvesting was in full swing and the output could be already estimated.

The grain market entered new 2001/2002 marketing year with large beginning stocks. According to the Russian Grain Union’s data their total volume in agricultural, procurement and processing enterprises as of July 1, 2001 was above the corresponding 2000 level by 63% (in agricultural enterprises - by 38%). Large beginning stocks and good new crop conditioned drop of domestic prices for grain that transmitted into lower prices for flour.

Purchase interventions undertaken in November 2001 did not have the anticipated effect on grain prices (Figure 37).

Sharp drop in domestic output of sunflower seeds given steady demand for them and smaller world production triggered growth of domestic purchase prices. According to the EFKO company data they continued to rise in September-November, i.e. during the period of harvesting and supply of the new crop to the market. By the end of November they amounted to 8 thousand rubles (US$ 263) per ton, by the end of the year - to 9 thousand rubles (US$ 300) per ton (the level corresponding to the world prices). High domestic prices will entail cut in export sales that won’t exceed 50 thousand tons. The bulk of produced sunflower seeds will be processed inside the country.

Figure 37

Prices for wheat (3 during the period of grain purchase interventions (November 14-21, 2001), rubles per ton
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Source: Grain Union’s Herald, 2001, No. 20, 22, 23.

Figure 38

World and domestic prices for sunflower seeds, US dollars per ton
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Source: EFKO htpp://analitic.efko.ru/fact.php3?art=14&sec=1&ord=-1&old=-1

An additional factor supporting domestic prices for sunflower seeds was the growth of prices for sunflower oil both on the Russian and the world markets. In November 2001 sunflower oil was sold on the domestic market at US$ 690 per ton while the world price for it ranged from US$ 550 (Ukraine) to US$ 615 (Europe).

Foreign trade

The process of agrifood import substitution is fading. Growth in the Russian agrifood sector continues along with restoration of agricultural and food products’ import. In January-September 2001 its value was 25.9% above the corresponding 2000 level due primarily to larger volumes of import supplies. Growth of agrifood export was slower - only 10.4% to be attributed to the increase of both volumes and prices. 

In 2000 the negative balance of agrifood foreign trade was record low for the recent 10-year period: -5.7 billion dollars. However, if the growth of import supplies continues one can hardly expect this trend to persist in 2001 (Figure 39).

Figure 39

Russia’s agrifood exports and imports in 1994-2001
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Source: Customs statistics of RF foreign trade.

Russia remains large net importer of raw meat. In 2001 meat imports were rapidly restoring after the lifting of restrictions thereon connected with the unfavourable veterinary situation in some countries in 2000 (Table 33). Volumes of fresh and frozen meat imported in January-September exceeded the 2000 annual total. At the same time imports of processed meat products decreased. Probably, Russia will manage to retain its competitive advantages in this segment of the market.

Imports of poultry in January-November 2001 were record high - 1241.3 thousand tons (up 8% as compared to the previous reform period record in 1997).

Table 33

Imports of basic agricultural and food products in 1996-2001, thousand tons

	
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	Jan-Nov 2001

	Beef
	448,9
	618,1
	419,5
	531,4
	282,3
	788,6*

	Pork
	303,9
	308,9
	282,0
	444,4
	212,9
	

	Poultry
	754,4
	1146,6
	814,5
	236,0
	687,2
	1241,3

	Butter
	112,8
	169,7
	79,6
	34,3
	45,4
	125,9

	Sunflower oil
	174,2
	322,1
	232,0
	300,0
	149,5
	165,6

	Wheat and meslin
	2058,8
	2143,0
	1095,2
	4547,1
	2631,3
	881,3

	Wheat flour
	720,4
	386,9
	216,1
	124,2
	126,8
	н.д.

	Raw sugar
	1696,1
	2519,2
	4060,2
	5773,9
	4546,6
	5056,3

	White sugar
	1436,0
	949,9
	385,1
	125,7
	271,4
	242,8

	Citrus fruits
	443,8
	570,1
	541,9
	379,6
	472,2
	474,3

	Coffee
	25,1
	27,8
	4,9
	9,1
	20,3
	19

	Tea
	118,5
	158,2
	150,2
	161,1
	158,3
	140,1


* - all meat.

Source: Customs Statistics of RF foreign trade, data of the RF State Committee for Statistics.

Other basic contributors to 2001 import growth were butter, cacao products and fish (Figure 40).

In recent years the situation on the world market of coffee was characterized by low prices. In 2001 they continued to drop as output largely surpassed consumption. Some producers will probably fail to sustain this “natural selection” and will withdraw from the market. However, these developments didn’t influence the dynamics of Russian coffee imports: in 2001 they were up only 11.6%, although given the low world prices one could expect higher growth rates.

The import of white sugar was constrained by high customs duties, on the one hand, and by disadvantageousness of purchasing raw sugar under tariff quota - on the other. In 11 months 2001 sugar imports fell by 13.5% (Figure 40). However, there was no deficit of white sugar on the domestic market and even some stocks accumulated. Home-produced sugar substituted for the imported one.

Figure 40

Imports of basic food products in January-November 2001 as % of January-November 2000
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Source: RF State Committee for Statistics.

Relatively good crop and successful harvesting in 2000/2001 marketing year laid the basis for expanding exports and reducing imports of grain. In January-November 2001 the latter was 62.1% below the corresponding 2000 level, while exports of wheat and meslin grew 2.6 fold. As a result the negative balance of trade in grains in the first 9 months of the year shrank by 88%. The expansion of export deliveries led to the overloading of ports’ and railroad capacities. Thus, supplies to foreign markets are constrained by the poor development of transport and storage infrastructure. Good grains crop in the recent years helped to build domestic stocks of flour and to expand its export by 23.3% as compared to 9 months 2000.

Markets of the EU countries became more attractive for Russian grain exporters after the decision to lift a special import tariff on grain originating from Eastern Europe and delivered by railroad or through Mediterranean, Black and Baltic Sea ports came into effect. Beginning from November 2001 the corresponding import duty on wheat was reduced from 10.39 EUR per ton to 0.39 EUR per ton, that on barley and rye - from 20.37 EUR per ton to 10.37 EUR per ton.

Table 34

Exports of basic agricultural and food products in 1996-2001, thousand tons

	
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	9 months 2001 as % of 9 months 2000

	Frozen fish
	89,3
	186,7
	301,3
	229,6
	290,6
	120,4

	Wheat and meslin
	359,9
	543,3
	1523,7
	650,8
	419,0
	278,8

	Barley
	195,2
	1300,0
	346,9
	99,7
	539,4
	239,9

	Sunflower oil
	42,7
	25,8
	34,5
	30,8
	194,8
	60,8

	Sunflower seeds
	1779,0
	1049,2
	1107,2
	312,1
	1114,9
	39,3

	Vodka, decalitres 100% alcohol
	29525,2
	1327,5
	475,7
	683,3
	563,7
	134,5


Source: Own calculations based on Customs Statistics of RF foreign trade.

In the first half of 2001 Russia remained a net exporter of sunflower seeds. Still, their exports notably fell (by 60.7%) and exceeded imports 61.4 fold as compared to 96.8 fold in the previous year (Table 34). This drop is due to the seasonal shortening of  stocks and relatively small sunflower output in 2000.

Given the above mentioned unfavourable ratio of domestic and world prices for sunflower oil, its import became more competitive as compared to home production and grew by 22.7% (Figure 40). Besides, its structure changed as a result of larger purchases of less expensive palm and soybean oils that increased by 72.7% and 64.5% respectively. Exports of sunflower oil, on the contrary, fell by 39.2% which is quite natural (Table 35). As a result, Russia lost its status of net exporter of this item. In 2001 imports were 25% larger than exports while in 2000 the latter exceeded imports by 23%.

In January-November 2001 the major contributors to imports’ growth were non-CIS countries (Figure 41) that accounted for the bigger share of supplied meat and meat products, fish, citrus fruits and tea. The CIS countries’ sales to Russia largely consist of butter, vegetable oils, grain, cacao products, alcohol and alcohol-free beverages.

Figure 41

Geographic structure of some food items’ imports in January-November 2001, %
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Source: RF State Committee for Statistics.

Agriculture’s financial performance and budget support to the agrifood sector

The agriculture’s financial performance was determined by the positive development trend in the past two years and the start of restructuring debts to the budget. Some segments of the agrarian sector became quite profitable (e.g. the profitability of grains in some regions amounts to 400%). Together with the substantial tax privileges it makes agriculture attractive for investors. Capital comes from external industries, e.g. fuel and energy. Vertical holdings continue to develop in the sector. Adoption of the new Land Code will intensify this process and encourage further inflow of capital to agriculture in the near future.

In 2001 investments in agriculture’s fixed capital increased more than 4 fold as compared to 1997 (Figure 42). In the post-crisis years they grew faster than investments in food industry and the general economy.

Figure 42

Fixed capital investments, 1998=100%
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Source: RF State Committee for Statistics.

In the first half of 2001 direct foreign investments in the primary agricultural production grew by 1/3 (i.e. by 5 million dollars). The major part of them came from Panama being actually a repatriation of Russian-origin capital rather than real foreign investments.

The outcome of implementing the program of subsidizing interest rate on bank credits to the agrifood sector for the first full year round was the boom of respective credits. They grew 6 fold as compared to the previous year (which was not the worst one in this respect) while the total amount of bank credits in 2001 was up only 2 fold. The envisaged budget spendings on subsidizing the interest rate (1.3 billion rubles) were funded in full. 212 banks granted credits amounting to 16.5 billion rubles to over 8 thousand agrifood enterprises. The major creditor was “Sberbank”
 that has never before been engaged in crediting the agrarian sector (53% of the total amount of subsidized credits, or 3% of the bank’s credit portfolio), then follow “Rosselkhozbank”
 (7%), Alfa-Bank (4%, or 1.4% of the bank’s credit portfolio) and “Vozrozhdenie”
 (3.2%, or 10% of the bank’s credit portfolio)
. “Rosselkhozbank” actually distributed in the form of credits 1 billion rubles received from the budget (accounting for 6% of the total subsidized credit). Other banks conducted normal banking operations: accumulation of deposits and investment of funds in the form of credits to agriculture.

In 2001 the financial performance of agricultural producers continued to improve. In the first of the year the share of loss-making farms declined by 0.4% while the total profits amounted to 14.1 billion rubles (by the end of the year the Ministry of Agriculture estimates them to reach 20 billion rubles, or 6 billion rubles above the corresponding 2000 indicator).

On the other hand, the sector actively gets rid of failed producers. By the end of 2000 bankruptcy proceedings were initiated against slightly over 1 thousand agricultural enterprises and private farms, by May 2001 - against 26.1% more agricultural producers (totally they account for 25.7% of bankruptcy proceedings in the country)
. The restructuring of debts will accelerate the process.

Nominal budget outlays for the agrarian sector grow since 1999. However, in 2002 their share in the total federal budget expenditures is smaller (Figure 43).

Figure 43

Federal budget expenditures on agriculture
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Source: RF Laws “On 2000 federal budget”, “On 2001 federal budget” and “On 2000 federal budget”.

Besides, the amount of federal funds actually received by agriculture is below the budget provisions. In January-September 2001 the federal financing of the sector  equalled 13.8 billion rubles which is only 63% of the respective amount envisaged in the budget for this purpose. This is quite a low level (as compared to financing of other budget items) resulting from the fact that the Ministry of Agriculture worked out funds’ allocation schemes only in April-July 2001 and some of them were adopted as late as November.

In January-September 2001 the share of federal budget in the total budgetary expenditures on agriculture amounted to about 30% as compared to 24% in the previous year. Thus, the federal government regains its positions in regulating the agrifood sector.

Due to the seasonal nature of agricultural production the total amount of budget spendings is not the only thing that matters - equally important is their distribution by months (Figure 44). It’s essential for agriculture to get budget funds before seeding.  Meanwhile, in 2001 they reached their maximum in May and June. At the year start the financing was scarce and fell again in July. However, by the beginning of harvesting (in August) the sector received a large share of budget funds. Better financing in October-November is due to the adoption by that time of funds’ allocation schemes under many programs.

Figure 44

Federal budget expenditures on agriculture by months, %
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In 2001 the types of budget support to agricultural producers remained actually the same as in the preceding years. Financing of soil fertility improvement was prioritized. Crop and livestock production development programs also received almost the full amount of envisaged funds. However, most types of state support are not efficient. Among them is the currently prioritized program of compensating producers’ expenses on mineral fertilizers. Special studies showed that it doesn’t help to improve producers’ performance.

Budget funds are still used to compensate a part of agricultural producers’ spendings on seeds of grains and oilseeds despite their being the most profitable crops. The reasons for that are very doubtful since the marginal product in grains and oilseeds production fully covers the marginal cost of purchasing elite seeds, and thus producers are quite able to pay for them themselves.

All the mentioned programs of supporting agricultural producers were preserved in the 2002 budget.

Agrarian policies

Land issues

The most remarkable achievement of 2001 agrarian policies was the adoption of new RF Land Code by the State Duma.

The fate of this law is rather dramatic: its various versions were being discussed in the State Duma since 1996 but only now the adoption of a more or less sound document became possible. Contrary to the common notion there was a Land Code in the country adopted back in 1990. When the new Russian Constitution was enacted, this Code turned out to be quite obsolete and many of its provisions were annulled by the 1993 President Decree. Still, the Code remained in force and together with other normative acts regulated land relations in the country. And what's more, the then operative legislation declared the existence of private land ownership in the country (including agriculture) and permitted to conduct basic land transactions except for farmland mortgage (that was prohibited by the 1998 Law on mortgage). It's essential to keep all this in mind when assessing the true importance of the new Land Code: the document doesn't signify a revolutionary legitimisation of private land ownership in Russia but is a step towards comprehensive and complex land legislation adjusted to the new stage of the country's social and economic development.

In fact, three drafts of the Code were introduced to the State Duma. First, the old version worked out by the Agrarian faction back in 1996 with multiple amendments introduced later. Once it has already been vetoed by the President. This version was obsolete at the very moment of its initial introduction. And these were not substantial limitations on agricultural lands' transferability that mattered - after all, they could have been abrogated in time, - but the imperfection of the document itself: it was poorly written in legal terms, didn't solve all the problems of land legislation, could not be reasonably amended afterwards and, thus, in time had to be replaced with a new Code. Second, the bill worked out by the Right Forces Alliance faction. By now, this Code is most complex and up-to-date, corresponding to the world trends and at the same time reflecting land transformations that took place in the country during the reform years. Finally, the third bill worked out by the Government. This is a compromise version, although the compromise is attained not by averaging the first two versions but by incorporating the basic provisions of the second version and by laying aside the most serious drawbacks of the first one for further examination. In other words, the Government version accepted the logic of draft Code proposed by the Right Forces Alliance but excluded from it issues relating to agricultural lands' transferability.

The adoption of Land Code in its current version signifies a great progress in terms of politics. All the previous attempts to pass progressive land legislation failed voted down by the agrarian and communist opposition in the State Duma. The passage of the Code by the Duma evidences a new balance of political forces in the country. Moreover, it sends a positive signal to economic agents. Though private land ownership in the country has long been legitimated (as we have mentioned above), virtually both business and officials were temporizing as continuous debates on land legislation made the situation unstable and acquired property rights were not guaranteed. So, this is the first important role of the adopted Code.

Its second role is purely legal: it creates a legal basis for regulating land relations and brings together numerous laws that served this purpose earlier. The procedure of acquiring and transferring land property titles is thus simplified, opportunities for rent seeking therefrom are largely eliminated, owners’ rights become better protected.

We find that the Code has two basic shortcomings.

First of all, it is primarily targeted at regulating land relations outside agriculture. At present about 2/3 of farmlands and only 6% of urban lands have been privatized. Agricultural lands were subject to large-scale land reform (here we do not speak of its qualitative outcomes) while lands in cities and towns were not. The major part of urban land belongs to municipal authorities that withhold from selling it since land property is an important source of local budgets’ receipts and a good mechanism for manipulating economic entities, to say nothing of rent seeking in the process of allotting land plots. The new Code's adoption doesn't change the situation: the permission to sell and to buy land in cities (by the way, already being in force) will by no means make city authorities do it at their own will. Thus, the new Code just preserves the existing status quo in the urban land problem. In these circumstances the only way to solve the collision is to adopt an efficient law on enforcing the Code that will establish the procedure of privatizing land in cities.

The second problem unsolved by the Code is the determination of lands' category. Beginning from the Soviet period a category of land is determined by the fact of its allotment to some specific use. For example, agricultural lands are lands allotted to farming. Given the state land monopoly it was then logical and operational. But when land is privately owned, plots are no longer allotted - instead, they are acquired by means of civil transactions (purchase, inheritance, etc.). Formally, according to the above mentioned rule the fact of purchasing a plot of agricultural land discontinues its belonging to lands for farming category. But none of the three proposed versions of the Land Code revised the obsolete system of lands classification and this is going to be a notable hindrance to land relations development in the country. An up-to-date land zoning is needed and the solution of this problem could have become a subject of another, auxiliary law that was also passed this summer - the law on land management. But this law is far from being adequate to present requirements.

The year end witnessed extensive debates on farmland transferability law. By now 4 drafts of the bill are introduced to the State Duma, the government’s concept has been discussed at several forums.

On the whole, the concept is quite a liberal document taking into account existing land practices in the agrarian sector, giving full scope for further development and lifting some ungrounded and needless restrictions.

In particular, the document deprives regions of the right to set their own restrictions on land property disposal. This provision is already included in the Land Code but there is a danger that it will be once again brought up for discussion when examining the new land law. The government concept defines it as a principal one. This is important since different regional land regimes enlarge transaction costs of agrarian holdings often operating on the territory of several regions.

The second merit of the Concept is the virtual lifting of skill requirements to land property owners. Practice shows that such requirements pose financial rather than qualification barriers to potential land owners and from the point of view of society as a whole are an additional feeder for corruption.

The right of foreign individuals and legal entities to own agricultural land is restricted in few cases. To our mind, given the permitted land ownership by legal entities, any restrictions of personal foreigners’ rights become a fiction since they are easily evaded. Thus, the choice between respective permission or ban is actually the choice between social and psychological appeasement of population (that is known to be generally against foreigners’ land ownership) and the international rating of the country
.

Still, we find that the most serious bottleneck of the government’s Concept is the virtual abolition of land share tenancy practice. In case an owner of a land share wants to rent it, he’ll have first to parcel out his physical land plot. To our mind, this will  become a dramatic hindrance to land transfer in agriculture that at present goes on primarily in the form of land share tenancy.

The large scale of agricultural production in Russia conditions accumulation of a great number of land shares in one hands (a person or a legal entity). This accumulation can be attained by either purchase or rent, the latter being spread much wider. In both cases the existing practice of conditional shares has advantages. It presumes that an owner of such a share has the absolute right to parcel out a physical land plot, but until he does that the location of his plot is not specified. A land share is a sort of option to be sold, purchased, rented, inherited, etc. This mechanism enables an entity wishing to acquire a large land area for agricultural production to accumulate the needed number of shares and only then to apply for parcelling out a land plot (or several plots). As a result the problem of land plots’ consolidation (that is inevitable in case of acquiring physical plots
) is evaded. Consolidation requires time and funds and thus can avert potential investors from the agrarian sector.

The second advantage of renting a share over renting a physical plot is its preferability for the share owner making him more willing to rent out. In case a share is rented, the tenant can get the corresponding land plot that is most suitably located (consolidated with other rented or purchased plots). After the term of the rent is over, the share owner may wish to parcel out a plot for his own needs. If the location of formerly rented plot doesn’t suit him, he can return it to collective land use and to parcel out another plot. In case the location of a rented plot is specified once and forever, its owner may not wish to rent it out or its location may not suit the potential tenant and he will refrain from renting.

One more shortcoming of the government concept is the setting of upper limits on individual and corporate land ownership. The alleged reason for that is the need to exercise antimonopoly control. But, first, ownership of land doesn’t presume market monopoly; second, limits on land ownership will have no antimonopoly effect given the lack of limits on land tenancy; third, these limits will be hard to control and will become one more source for corruption.

Taxation in agriculture

At the end of December 2001 the President of the Russian Federation signed the Federal Law "On introducing amendments and supplements to Part II of the RF Tax Code and to some other RF legislative acts on taxes and duties". This document authorizes the transition to single agricultural tax, the rationality of which has been debated in the agrarian establishment and the RF Legislative Assembly for several years. Farm producers will now have to pay a special single agricultural tax that replaces the bulk of former taxes and duties and the amount of which depends on land area. Land is appraised on the basis of cadastre values. The single agricultural tax incorporates all taxes (except VAT, personal property taxes, various duties and excises) and transfers to the Pension Fund. The newly set tax period is three months.

In fact, this tax basing on land area in hectares is a sort of presumptive tax. In the world the latter is usually levied on small enterprises. There are few small producers in the modern Russian agriculture. It's true that up to one half of gross (but not commodity!) agricultural output is produced in individual household plots. However, the absolute majority of them are legally not subject to taxation. The share of private farmers in the sector's gross output is only 7-8%. Besides, the most productive private farms are relatively large cultivating thousands of hectares and employing dozens of workers. The basic agricultural producers are large-scale enterprises. Moreover, the number of very large farms incorporated in agroholdings (controlling hundreds of thousand hectares) in the past 2-3 years notably grew. Now they will also pay the new single tax.

Since Part II of the Tax Code does not envisage any profit tax exemptions for agriculture, this tax is also included in the single tax. The amount of single agricultural tax is based on the previous period performance, i.e. it includes tax that agriculture should have (but legally did not) pay on profits actually received in 2001. As a result farms that were most profitable last year will now bear the heaviest tax burden.

Moreover, the new law doesn't treat "agricultural entities of industrial type (poultry, greenhouse, fur farms, livestock complexes, etc.)" as agricultural producers despite their being the most intensive ones. This means that beginning from 2002 their tax burden becomes much heavier since they start to pay profit tax and lose social and road tax privileges.

The federal legislation doesn't enumerate "industrial enterprises" - this work is to be done by legislative bodies of the Federation's constituent members. Since inclusion into such a list deprives a farm of noticeable tax privileges, this procedure becomes a rather powerful tool for influencing large agricultural enterprises. By the way, it came up quite in time: in recent years the effectiveness of pulling such strings as commodity credits, leasing arrangements and other subsidy mechanisms in regions greatly diminished and now they are being replaced with the "tax bludgeon".

One more provision of the law also causes concern. It states that the single agricultural tax is imposed on "agricultural land being owned, possessed and (or) used" (i.e an agricultural producer has corresponding titles to land). In other words, rented land areas are not subject to taxation. But nowadays most agricultural producers rent farmland by renting land shares. Land shareholders are not agricultural producers: they are either employees, or pensioners, or rural social workers, renting their shares to farms. This means that all land rented in the form of shares gets exempted from taxation and an agricultural enterprise pays the single tax only on owned or used land areas the share of which is relatively small. 

And finally, the rational for establishing a 3-months tax period is arguable. In case the law-makers really wanted to improve taxation in agriculture, they would have proposed to change the payment period for all taxes rather than to introduce the single agricultural tax to be paid every 3 months. It's a common knowledge that agricultural production is seasonal. Producers get major money receipts in the second half of a year after the crop is harvested and marketed. In the first half of a year they primarily spend their funds. Thus it would be most adequate to collect the bulk of taxes (or the single agricultural tax) at the end of a marketing year. (By the way, this is the case in Ukraine - the only country of the world (except Russia) applying the single agricultural tax). The transition to 3-months period of tax payment in agriculture doesn't improve the situation in this regard and the reasons for altering the traditional monthly period are not clear.

In other words, the special regime of taxing agriculture creates new problems for the agrarian sector rather than solves the existing ones. Thus we dare suppose (and hope) that it won't be effective for long.

Regulation of agrifood markets

The key novelty of market regulation policies in 2001 were grain interventions.

In 2000 in the Program of social and economic development of Russia till 2010 the Government declared its intention to begin interventions on the grain market. At the end of the year the conference headed by Prime Minister approved the program of developing grain production in the country that also incorporated intervention provisions. It was decided to use the receipts from selling raw sugar import quotas (the tender was held in November) for funding the interventions. In other words, grain market interventions no longer raise doubts and therefore since the corresponding Government Resolution was adopted in summer 2000, their procedure rather than expediency is being discussed.

Indeed, the 2001 crop was rather good and prices were consequently falling. It could seem that in this situation state interventions on the grain market are quite justified: it's reasonable to support grain producers when prices slide down. But this is so only at the first glance. Grain was and continues to be one of the most profitable agricultural products. Lower prices will probably reduce profitability of grain production but not to the extent to make it low-profit and threatening the economic well-being of grain producers.

One more argument in favour of interventions is the seasonal nature of grain production. Farms usually have to sell the harvested crop in autumn. Statistics show that by December most agricultural enterprises have no grain stocks. Traders are thus the ones who benefit from higher spring prices. An attempt to more equally distribute returns from marketing grain between producers and traders is quite an acceptable explanation for state purchase interventions. However, they were carried out only in November and therefore benefited grain market operators rather than agricultural producers.

Besides, a purchase intervention irrespective of the way it's carried out supposes the purchase of grain by the state at the intervention price. In case the market price is below the intervention one, these purchases help to raise it up to the set level (the level of intervention price). In case the market price is higher nobody will sell grain to the state. It's obvious that given such a system there should be a guarantee against an unconstrained inflow of imported grain to the domestic market. Otherwise, the grain purchased by the state will be replaced by the imported one, the desirable growth of price won't be attained and the whole operation will lose sense. That's the way the mechanism of minimal guaranteed prices worked in the EU: a variable import tariff on the regulated product was imposed in line with the intervention price. Nothing of the kind is envisaged in Russia: the mechanism of grain interventions is worked out by the Ministry of agriculture, import tariffs are in charge of the Ministry of economic development and there are no coordinated tactics in this domain. It’s fortunate that the intervention price was set at a relatively low level and thus didn’t encourage penetration of Kazakhstan’s grain to the Russian market.

Actually interventions were carried out within 6 days in November. Wheat # 3 was purchased although all experts asserted that the price for fourage wheat (# 4) experienced the deepest drop. The intervention price interval was set at 2300-2700 rubles per ton depending on the region. 250,200 tons of wheat were bought to the total amount of 675.3 million rubles (or 33.76% of the 2 billion rubles allocated for this purpose). Only 3 companies sold grain to the state and did it expectedly at the maximum price and from the stocks that had been built long before the interventions started. Thus, these efforts didn’t really influence grain producers.

It’s still not clear what the state will do with the purchased grain. In any case, its sale on the market won’t affect prices and will only help to return the funds spent on purchase and storage.

Input  subsidies

In 2001 the most successful effort in this respect was the support of seasonal credit to the agrifood sector. The program of subsidizing interest rate on bank credits to agrifood producers (initiated during 2000 harvesting) was continued. Two thirds of the Central Bank’s refinancing rate as of the date of the credit’s granting are reimbursed within the limits of funds envisaged for this purpose by the law. We have already underlined the successfulness of this program (see the financial performance section). Back in March 2000 the state Russian Agricultural Bank (“Rosselkhozbank”) was formed for granting soft credits to agricultural producers. But it started to perform these operations only in September 2001. In compliance with the government Resolution by the end of the year the bank is to spend 1 billion budget rubles on crediting harvesting works. According to preliminary estimates the bank succeeded in doing that. But as different from other banks engaged in commercial crediting of the agrifood sector, it distributed budget funds. There is a danger that in case budget transfers to this bank are enlarged, it will start to compete with commercial banks and the process of extending normal bank credits to the agrifood sector that is currently underway will be hindered.

In June the government adopted Resolution “On improving leasing activities in the agrifood sector”. The need for revising the federal leasing program became evident long ago and we continuously wrote about it. Still, the recently taken decisions aggravate the problem of input supply even more. The Resolution envisages creation of State Unitary Enterprise “Rosagroleasing” whose authorized capital will accumulate all budget funds allocated to leasing support. The former “Rosagrosnab” monopoly is replaced with a new one inheriting all the existing problems. However, the transfer of authorities from one organization to another requires time and seems to be the cause of an actual failure of the leasing program in 2001.

In June the government at last took the long needed decision “On the rules and terms of restructuring agricultural enterprises’ and organizations’ bad debts in 2001”. It sets the rules of restructuring agricultural producers’ debts to the federal budget and non-budget funds as well as fines and penalties imposed on them. In case the terms of restructuring the principal debt are met and the current payments are made in time, all fines and penalties as of January 1, 2001 are written off. This scheme detriments agricultural producers who have settled the principal amount of debt and owe only penalties and fines. Still, we find that this decision will have a strong effect on the agrifood sector’s performance in 2002.

Foreign trade regulation

The regulation of agrifood foreign trade in 2001 remained actually the same as in the previous year: stronger trade protectionism on the one hand and taxation of exports - on the other.

Import duties on caramel and starch were raised. The RF Government Commission on foreign trade protective measures found that the import of these items to Russia (primarily from Ukraine) detriments Russian producers.

As a result of excessive prices for sugar quotas at the 2000 tender, the market position of its winners was worse than that of importers buying sugar in excess of quotas. The government extended sugar import regulation and introduced seasonal 45% (but not less than 0.16 EUR per kilogram) import duties on white sugar beginning from July 2001 till the end of the year and seasonal 40% (but not less than 0.12 EUR per kilogram) import duties on raw sugar beginning from November till the end of the year. In 2002 the tariff regulation of white and raw sugar imports is going to become more rigid. Despite the failure of sugar quota tender sale in the previous year, in 2002 such a tender will be held again. The customs duties on importing both white and raw sugar are set at 40% (but not less than 0.12 EUR). Seasonal duties will also be raised - to 50% (but not less than 0.15 EUR).

Import duties on rice were also elevated from 5% to 10%. Rice does not play an important role neither in the structure of domestic grain production, nor in the food ration of Russian consumers, nor in agriculture’s returns in the major producing region (Krasnodar kray). Respectively, protection against its import is not prioritized.

In 2001 the Customs tariff law was slightly amended in order to simplify collection of customs duties by unifying (reducing) their rates on narrow sub-items. Of all the agrifood products these innovations will be applied only to fruits. Import duties on sunflower, soybean and rape oil will be, on the contrary, elevated. Only the specific component of new import duty on the above oils will grow - from 0.09 EUR per kilogram to 0.14 EUR per kilogram for packed oil and to 0.10 EUR per kilogram for unpacked.

In December non-tariff restrictions were introduced on import of ruminants, their embryos, bone beef, mutton, sub-products and other raw products from ruminants originating from Austria and Finland due to phytosanitarian problems.

The regulation of agrifood export remained rigid. In order to secure raw inputs supply to domestic fat and oil industry given their shorter home output, in April 2001 export duties on sunflower seeds were doubled (from 10% but not less than 15 EUR per ton to 20% but not less than 30 EUR per ton) and those on soybeans and rapeseeds - raised to 20% but not less than 35 EUR per ton. This decision can hardly be called economically reasonable. At the end of 2000 the price for sunflower seeds on the Russian market started to noticeably grow. The basic factors thereof were the rise of world prices for this crop and the seasonal shortening of domestic stocks entailing shorter exports. In the first half of 2001 sunflower oil stocks on the domestic market were 34% over the corresponding level of 2000. In view of the above stronger export restrictions seem unjustified.

In 2002 the list of agrifood products subject of export taxation will include mustard seeds: its exporters will have to pay 10% (but not less than 25 EUR per ton) customs duty.

Short-term outlook for agrifood sector development

The situation in Russian agrifood sector in the coming years will be shaped by two opposite trends.

Agrifood sector’s performance in 2001 is still good, but already the next year will be much harder. First, given the current trends the effect of import substitution will be completely exhausted and it will become clear what Russian products have real comparative advantages on the world market. Second, the initiated restructuring of debts will induce a wave of bankruptcies in agriculture. The clearing of the sector of inefficient producers will eventually bring positive results. But at the initial stage it will rather entail production drop. Besides, the lack of more or less sound rural development policies is likely to increase social tension in regions where many agricultural producers go bankrupt.

At the same time good sector’s performance in 2001 laid a certain basis for improving the situation in 2002. Larger areas were planted in winter crops that given favourable weather can result in bigger next crop. Better financial performance of agricultural producers enabled them to improve their technical level. The restructuring of agriculture’s debts may lead to further deepening of banks’ involvement in financing the sector and to a wider spread of financial leasing.

The balance between these two trends will be determined by external factors: weather conditions, macroeconomic indicators (first of all, the growth of real disposable incomes of population), situation on the world markets of raw materials, etc.

The structure of agricultural production will shift to large holdings while household farming will gradually become less important as macroeconomic situation improves. The progress of vertical integration will imply capital inflow in the agrifood sector although in the near future nominal investments in the primary production won’t be large.

Despite the active negotiations on Russia’s acceptance to WTO, the agrarian protectionism will strengthen. Due to errors in market regulation additional corrective practices will be introduced rather than inefficient ones will be discontinued. For example, since the RF Ministry of Agriculture started the meat production development program and buys meat breeding animals abroad, one can expect higher import duties on all meat items in the coming years. The non-efficient sugar market regulation will be continued. Thus, Russia can get into “a vicious circle of protectionism”.

2.5. The sphere of science and technology 

The past year can be characterized as demonstrating every sign of stabilization in the sphere of science and technology. During that year certain minor changes took place in the management and structure of the government executive bodies responsible for the development of the activity in science and technology. A new person was assigned to the post of the Minister of Industry, Science and Technologies, as well as the Council on Science and High Technologies was set up under the President of the RF to ensure prompt discussion of the problems in the sphere of science with the President of the country. 

The replacement of the former Minister resulted in a change of some of the priorities. Firstly, the support of the innovation activity will, most probably, become stronger. Secondly, there exists a high probability that an auditing of the State Scientific Centers (SSCs) will be carried out and the creation of the Federal Centers for Science and High Technologies (FCSHT) will be speeded up. Finally, there has almost been put a stop to the initiative which was one of the priorities for the former Minister - that of “codification of knowledge”. 

At the present time in the country there are 58 functioning SSCs, and during the past year they underwent a routine certification. Initially the SSCs had been created for the purpose of preserving the most important research structures and directions for research, and this status, as a rule, was granted to institutes with unique and large-scale experimental base. By now it has become clear that this status has become somewhat obsolete because there is no more any vital need for urgent salvation of scientific centers. However to acieve a well-grounded decision concerning the future of the SSCs it is necessary not only to analyze their scientific results (which is done regularly) but also to evaluate the economic effectiveness of their activity. There exists a generalized estimate made by the Ministry of Industry, Science and Technologies according to which to every rouble from the budget the SSCs earn additional 7 roubles. This is an evidence that the SSCs are existing and developing mostly due to their inner resources where not the least role is played by sub-leasing their premises. 

The SSCs can be replaced by new structures, and there are several possible schemes for their transformation, one of which is to create such centers on the base of the FCSHTs involving a more in-depth integration of  science, education and industry. The FCSHTs are replicas of MSTCs only acting in a new legislative environment and on the basis of a new,  revised list of priorities in the sphere of science and technology. The status of a federal center means a corporate-type conglomerate of higher educational establishments, research institutes, industrial entities and design bureaus oriented at developing and distributing new technologies in different branches of science. In fact they are corporations engaged in research and industrial production, the foundation of the industrial sector. After a two-year-long discussion of the FCSHT concept, in November 2001 one such center was finally established on the basis of the All-Russian Center for Science and Research on the problems of civil defense and extraordinary situations of the MES of the RF.  Though the first FCSHT has come into being, there are still quite a few problems yet unsolved. Thus, there is no definition of the legal term “federal center”, and the notion is not quite compatible with the provisions of the Civil Code. The FCSHTs have not received any state guarantees for their activity though their status entitles them to receive additional budget financing (similar to the programs of SSCs). Finally, the FCSHTs so far have not been coordinated with state orders in the sphere of science and large-scale development projects in science, technology and industry. 

The striving to economize as far as the state funding is concerned has not always been well-grounded which in some cases resulted in curtailing certain studies that are considered to be of primary importance in the rest of the world. Thus, while revising the content and the mechanisms of selecting and financing for the federal targeted programs, cuts were made on a number of important directions for research, including the program “Human Genome”. Besides, from now on there is going to be only one grant recipient on each of the themes (while the themes have been merged to a considerable degree). At the same time it has not yet been specified in detail who and in which manner is going to conduct an expertise and on the basis of which criteria. The new approach in fact encourages monopolism in science and is especially severe toward the regional centers of science. Today only a tiny part of the whole government budget on science (as compared to the base funding level) is being spent on the programs, and economizing could have been done by changing the ratio between basic and competition-based funding. However in practice the structure of funding was still being shifted toward further increase in the relative share of the costs of maintaining the network of research organizations and administrative structures while the share of competition-based funding was being continually reduced and the allocations for the government research funds were being kept at a constant level. 

The institutional changes in 2001 were negligible and were primarily concerned with science in the academic and educational spheres. On the whole, the number of organizations in the sphere of science and technology grew 0.7% and, according to preliminary estimates, reached 4176. The growth rate was approximately twice as low as in the preceding year. The highest growth rate was seen as regards research institutes, including those in the system of the RAS. At the same time, the research entities that had been found inefficient continued to operate. 

The focus of attention, almost throughout the whole year, was placed on the RAS - and not only because that was the year when its President and Presidium were reelected. The RAS has preserved most of the features characteristic of its predecessor, the Soviet Academy of Sciences and has become poorly adjusted to the framework both of the existing legislation and of the altered economic reality, and this has triggered a discussion on the necessity of its institutional reformation. 

During the year 2001 the Academy was trying to demonstrate that its function is to be not only the country’s main expert on science matters but also the main coordinator of the development of interaction with branch sciences and the promotion of the innovation activity, the integration of science and education, attracting the young into the sphere of science, and some other initiatives. Some of these measures revealed the crisis of authority within the RAS rather than contributed to its consolidation. Thus, in May 2001 an event took place that which stirred a strong negative response on the part of the academic community and foreign academic and charitable organizations. The Presidium of the RAS approved the Decree (Order) “On the Plan of the Measures to Be Taken by the RAS in Order to Prevent Inflicting Damage on the Russian Federation” which soon was replaced by another document - the resolution of the Presidium of the RAS No 175 of June 19, 2001 “On Improving the Activity of the Research Institutions of the RAS in the Area of International Cooperation in Science and Technology and Protection of Intellectual Property” wherein the original stipulations if the first resolution were to a considerable degree softened and shortened. The essence of the initial action can be boiled down to the following: scientists were to be obliged to submit to the directors of the institutes full information about their international contracts and grants, to provide the information about future applications and submit their copies, to report on all foreignners’ visits to laboratories, to submit reports on the results of research-oriented visits abroad, and, finally, to submit to the institutes’ administration copies of all articles to be published abroad. 

In response to indignant comments the RAS offered some explanations as to the purpose of the resolution in question and also that it was to be applied only to the works involving the development and application of dual-purpose technologies. It is true that this practice as regards the works in question is acceptable all over the globe; however it applies to specialized national laboratories, not to universities which are counterparts of our academic institutions. Besides, the initial document was formulated in such a way that it was difficult to guess that its application is limited only to dual-purpose technologies. Today, after a new resolution has been approved, the question seems to have been settled.  

The necessity for institutional transformations has become vital also for the research activity of higher educational establishments, especially after the recent changes in the active legislation. At the present moment, from the legal point of view, the research institutes attached to higher educational establishments has found themselves in a dubious  situation: though they are included in the list of research organizations their organizational and legal form as well as the legal status are not defined. Therefore the research institutes and research divisions at higher educational establishments cannot be accredited as research organizations and thus have no right to enjoy the privileges granted to such organizations. Perhaps one of the natural legislative solutions could be for the state higher educational establishments to create unitary enterprises that are both to finance and to carry out research activity. The situation might also become better regulated after research universities and university complexes are created. However so far many research institutes have joined higher educational establishments as their structural subdivisions thus having discontinued their former status of separate legal entities and pursuing their activity on the basis of a mandate issued by the rector. But this situation is very often inconvenient for both the research institute and the higher educational establishment itself.  This collision sets obstacles in the way of research activity at higher educational establishments. At the same time research activity is becoming increasingly important in the system of accrediting higher educational establishments. In the year 2001 the criteria in the system of state accreditation of higher educational establishments shifted toward strengthening the role of research activity. The threshold indices for budgetary and extrabudgetary funding to be provided for research and development per unit (per capita) of  the faculty staff and consequently for the establishment in question to be classified within a certain category (university, academy or institute) were increased. 

Funding the research activity at higher educational establishments was not among the state’s priorities. While the plan of funding provided for the RAS has been overfulfilled, that of funding the research at higher educational establishments through the Ministry of Education, on the contrary, has not been fulfilled as planned. The distribution of budgetary funds by Ministries as envisaged for the year 2002, again, is not favoring the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Industry, Science and Technologies. And the research activity of Moscow State University whose funding is entered in the budget as a separate item is planned at 76% of the level of the year 2001. On the whole, the year 2001 saw a continuing reduction in the share of the funding on research in the budget expenditures.  It was 1.84%, while the budget for the year 2002 is envisaging only 1.5%.

The cuts in budgetary funding have influenced the changes in the structure of the sources of financing in the sphere of science. The share of budgetary funding has been decreasing having reached, according to preliminary estimates, the figure of 48.7%, while the share of the enterprising sector has not changes, and the share of foreign sources has been increasing. Today, according to the results of sociological surveys, the share of foreign funding in the budgets of successfully working is at least 25%. In this respect Russia is a unique country if compared to  the developed countries in the West and the former socialist states of East Europe. The growth rate of the foreign funding for Russian science during the past 5 years has been unprecedented, and now Russia has the highest share of foreign participation in the total amount of funding in the sphere of science. Russia, with her 17% of foreign funding in the total spending on science, has left behind the UK – the absolute leader, as far as the share of foreign funding is concerned, among the developed Western countries with her 16.8%, and all the East European countries (Hungary, Czechia, Poland) where this share varies between 1.5% and 5%
. As for the actual volume of the foreign funding provided for Russian science, it is even higher because due to the peculiarities of statistical reporting this index is underestimated approximately by 20-30%.

The share of industry in financing Russian science today is, according to preliminary estimates, 16.4%, while in the developed countries of the world it varies between 50% (Great Britain, France) and 73% (Japan). At the same time, in 2001 domestic charitable funding emerged which was distributed on the principle of competition-based allocation of grants through specially created foundations. These funds so far have not been large but the tendency itself of such sources to be appearing at all seems important. 

The state research funds – the RFFS and the RHRF – represent the most efficient (as of today) mechanism of distributing budgetary financing. Besides, now there exist certain areas where their activity has become indispensable  because they are carrying out the functions that used to be performed by other agencies. This has to do primarily with the promotion of publishing, support of electronic libraries and the development of telecommunications. In 2001 the RFFS allocated $ 4 mn for the creation and maintenance of an electronic library that has provided for scientists a free-of-charge access to full versions of the best foreign and Russian journals and databases on all areas of fundamental science. For RHRF, the support of publishing projects comes second after providing the financing for grants covering individual and collective research. Owing to the activity of both these funds, the scope of certain publications has almost reached the former “Soviet level”. These programs are developing in the situation of dramatically reduced allocations on the part of the RAS for  subscriptions to be submitted by libraries. However in the year 2002 the situation might become more complicated because in accordance with the new Tax and Customs Codes any purchases of literature on science – both Russian and foreign – are subject to a 20% VAT which in fact would mean a reduction in the volumes of literature to be purchased. 

On the whole, because of the scarcity of the funds allocated to these two organizations (both the RFFS and the RHRF are still receiving a total of only 7% of the budgetary financing on civil science on the item “Fundamental research and assistance to the progress of science and technology”) they are unable to support many important directions of research or finance the renovation of the material base of science.  Besides, after the approval of their new statutes, the former scheme of distributing financing has become problematic. Now the funds are federal institutions under the government, and they provide competition-based financing of research projects and other activities conducted by research organizations. This in fact means an expansion of the administrative rights of their directors to select the staff needed for carrying out projects and to manage the financial assets allocated by the funds. The notion “research collective” has in fact been replaced by that of “organization”. 

In the year 2001 the maximum size of a RFFS grant for a group of researchers under 10 persons was 150,000 roubles, the medium-sized grant – 80,000 roubles. In the RHRF the maximum size of an individual grant was 50,000 roubles, that of a collective grant – 150,000 roubles. And only slight increase has been planned for the year 2002: the size of the RHRF grants is to be 60,000 and 170,000 roubles, respectively. 

As for foreign programs and funds, the support provided by the ICST (International Center for Science and Technology) alone for the civil projects of the former MIC scientists in the year 2001 was 335 million dollars which is six times as much as the budgets of both the RFFS and the RHRF put together.

The financing priorities of the foreign organizations are undergoing a change, and the most obvious shift today is toward supporting joint research. According to experts’ estimates, nowadays one third of all fundamental studies in Russia is done in the form of joint projects with foreign partners. Besides, those programs where support is provided to certain particular categories of scientists (women, university researchers, researchers from the provinces, young researchers under 35 years of age) have been actively developing. 

At the end of the year 2001, a survey was conducted among the foreign research foundations most active in the territory of Russia as an attempt to specify what is the main contribution of these foundations to the support of Russian science. It was found that 53% of the respondents believed that their support was most for young researchers who thus were able to stay in the sphere of science. Then, as 47% of the respondents thought, they had helped mainly in the commercialization of Russian products and technologies. Finally, 13% said that they had contributed to the formation of research infrastructure by promoting telecommunications, providing an access to foreign periodicals, replenishing libraries and financing purchases of new equipment needed for research. At the same time there was a question as to how the researchers in the West and Western science in general had benefited from the foundations’ activity. Here, the answers are obvious. Three main lines of benefiting for the West are as follows: they had acquired an access to unique and previously unpublished data, they obtained interesting results by participating in joint projects, and, finally, they were granted an access to specific geographical areas (this concerns primarily zoologists, botanists, specialists on the sciences on the Earth).  

Among the issues that have been recently discussed by the funds is the possibility and feasibility of implementing the program of “repatriation” of Russian scientists who emigrated from the country by offering them special grants for resettling and working in Russia. Such experience has already been accumulated by some developed countries, for example Great Britain and Canada where the sphere of science has begun to feel the negative effect of an outflow of most talented researchers to the USA. However in those countries the necessary financing is allocated not by funds but by the governments who are well aware of the importance of a “critical mass” of bright scientists for the economic and general cultural development of any country. At the same time there is no single answer to the question as to the efficacy of such initiatives. True, the progress of science depends not only on the presence of “stars” or high salaries of scientists but also by a host of other factors, among them - the availability of well-developed infrastructure of research and innovation activity, incentives for industry to support science, a positive attitude toward science on the part of society.   

In the sphere of tax regulation on the whole there have been a number of positive developments. Thus, there are grounds to believe that the lowering from January 1, 2002 onward of the profits tax and the inclusion of the cost of research and development in the total product cost will have a positive effect on the development of innovation activity in the sphere of small-scale high-technology business, as well as will stimulate industry to make larger investments into fundamental and applied research. 

Besides, in February 2001 the Decree of the Government of the RF (No 91 of February 2, 2001) “On the Utilization by Research Organizations of a Part of their Profit Left at their Disposal on Carrying On and developing their Research and Development Work” was approved. This Decree contains a list of the themes for research that are subject to this privilege. Unfortunately they are formulated in such a broad manner that almost any work can be classified as belonging to this list. At the same time the Ministry of Industry, Science and Technologies was to develop the regulations for issuing to research organizations the resolutions as to the consistency of their research and development works to the approved list, but no deadline for the task was specified in the decree. Thus, despite the fact that the idea itself is expressed in the Decree is positive, so far it has remained inactive. 

The lack of government financing in the sphere of science was compensated for in the year 2001 mostly by foreign sources and to a certain degree - by the financing provided by industry and the budding private sponsors. As a result, the average salary level in the sphere of science went up and became, according to preliminary estimates, 116.2% of the average wage level in the economy. Thus, in 12 out of 30 main branches of the economy the wage level was lower than in science. This financial stabilization, in its turn, influenced the employment in the sphere of science.  

From the point of view of quantity, the situation with employment is no more so acute as it used to be two years ago.  Moreover, there has been a further growth in the number of those employed in the sphere of science and technology. According to preliminary calculations, the number of those employed in the sphere of science and technology in the year 2001 grew to 916,200, having increased by 0.6% as compared to the level of the year 2000 and by 5% as compared to the level of the year 1999. The increment in the number of the employed was created mostly by an inflow of the young, including those who had completed their postgraduate studies. The share of postgraduate students who complete their studies with a defended thesis has reached a record of 30% which is the highest figure for the past decade. As for the absolute number of postgraduates who have completed their studies and of new dissertants, it was also by 12.9% and 26% higher than the preceding year’s level. Today Russia is the leader by the number of dissertations defended in every 10,000 researchers: for Russia this figure is about 450, for the USA - a little over 200. 

Despite the growing interest toward acquiring science degrees, the share of researchers has been gradually decreasing. Today this category amounts to about 48% of the total number of those employed in science, while in the year 1992 this index was 70.5%. This decrease is in part justified because more marketing and legal services have emerged as well as divisions dealing with commercialization of the results of research and development.

As far as employment is concerned, the problems in today’s science relate not so much to an outflow of researchers as to a disrupted reproduction structure and dramatic aging of the research staff. In November at the general assembly of the RAS it was officially admitted that Russian science has become “the most elderly” in the world. True, at the present time the share of researchers under 40 years of age is 12% - a figure the smallest ever.    

An outflow of researchers, mostly of young and  early middle age (30-40 years) is still continuing though a “pendulum migration” has become dominant when people work abroad for a certain period of time (on the average about 3 months in a year), being engaged mostly in experimental studies with Western equipment, and then process and analyze the results in Russia. Destruction of the experimental base of science has in fact resulted in a situation when Russia can host mostly theoretical studies. 

As for a long-term stay abroad, by now a stable scheme of the emigration of young people has been gradually forming. The experience of the previous generations of “the emigrating young” has shown that the most rational is to get a higher and postgraduate education and to defend a dissertation in Russia and then to go abroad at once to occupy a “postdoctorate” position for which there is no analogue in Russian science. As a result, the number of young Russian researchers occupying “postdoctorate” positions is continually growing leaving behind the growth rates of the numbers of students and postgraduates who go abroad to complete their education. It is unlikely that in the next two or three years this outflow will be limited by external factors, such as external market capacity. The USA and Germany – the principal “consumers” of Russian researchers – are planning to considerable increase their quotas which is conditioned both by the development of high-tech industry and by the predicted demographic slump. 

The programs of supporting the young were continued in the year 2001, and the number of the initiatives in this sphere is growing. Thus, a presidential decree is being prepared on initiating another new program according to which young scientists will be allocated grants of a total of 40 million roubles. The most active supporters of the young are the Russian Academy of Sciences, the Ministry of Education of the RF and the Russian Fund of Fundamental Studies. 

One of the most successful, from the point of view of effectively attracting the young into the sphere of science, current initiatives remains the President’s targeted program “Integration” which will be continued in the years 2002-2006 although in a somewhat new edition. It is expected that the brunt of supporting innovations will be borne by extrabudgetary sources. Besides, such measures as allocating to the young (under 35 years) special grants to cover their participation in academic conferences, including those held abroad, and creating jobs at the laboratories of academic and branch institutes and innovation structures for young students and postgraduates and doctorants from higher educational establishments. The latter seems to be an attempt to apply the “postdoctorate position” mechanism which is popular in the West. So far the pattern of creating such jobs have not been fully elaborated. Thus, jobs are created “or the period of the project”, i.e. on the average for one year, and the Program does not specify what will happen to these jobs after it is over. Certain doubts are also associated with the fact that again science as such is identified with academic organizations, and no attempts are made to support the creation of similar jobs at higher educational establishments which would have been more promising in the situation of an institutional reform. 

Domestic businesses have also been expanding the forms and scopes of their support for young researchers. One of the most actively operating structures is Vladimir Potanin’s Charitable Fund. The purpose of this program is to find young people who are not only studying well but also possess leader’s and organizer’s traits. In addition to scholarships, grants have been allocated for the development of research and methodology at the departments and chairs with the largest numbers of scholarship-receiving students, so, as result, support is given to the strongest groups engaged in research and education.   

However to restore the personnel  reproduction structure only to support the young is not is not enough. A similarly important factor is the ability to conduct research at a state-of-the-art level which can be provided only when adequate equipment and infrastructure are available. However in 2001, just as in the preceding years, no consistent policy aimed at improving the material base of science was conducted. The average age of the equipment applied in research today is 16 years, and less than 12% of equipment are 1 to 5 years old. In 61.8% of organizations in the three past years a certain renovation of their equipment was under way, where budgetary funds comprised only 10% of the total expenditures on this item
. Higher educational establishments in the past 10 years received no budgetary financing for replacing their obsolete equipment applied in education and research. At the present moment certain hopes are associated with the development of the program “Electronic Russia”, as well as with the approval of the proposal not to impose the VAT on imported research equipment and hardware for which there are no domestic analogues. This will make it possible to allocate more funding for purchases, considering the fact that the assortment of Russian research equipment to a large extent is no rival for that produced in the West.  

Because of the poor material base of research and the absence of modern infrastructure, the results of research and development work are to a certain extent predictable. According to the “Science Citation Index” (SCI) published by the American Institute of Science Information, the citation index of Russian scientists has gone down. To a certain degree this can be explained by the fact that work has been mostly curbed in a number of promising areas, especially those that involve high costs (molecular biology, nuclear physics). At the same time the number of publications, especially with foreign co-authors, has grown. But this is most probably a reflection of the “pendulum migration” phenomenon and an increased support through funds where the success of an application depends on a largest possible number of foreign publications. By the “gross” index of the number of publications co-authored with foreign colleagues Russian research groups have reached the level of developed countries. Thus, according to SCI, 33.7% of all publications in journals are co-authored with foreign colleagues. By way of comparison, French researchers publish 40% of articles with foreign co-authors, American – 20%. 

Another index of good results, as far as applied works are concerned, is commercialization of the results of research and development works. In 2001 the connection between science and the development of technologies remained weak enough, and the demand on the part of industry decreased. As of March 2001, the share of innovation-active enterprises among large and medium-sized ones had been reduced to 3.1% of their total number. In the year 1999 the number of innovation-active enterprises was twice as much (6.2%). Thus, now the innovation activity level is approximately 10-12 times lower than it used to be in the USSR in the 1980s, and 15-20 times lower than in the developed Western countries. The rate of infrastructure development has become slower, now new sources of financing appeared. The most effective sources of support for innovations have remained the state funds - the Fund for encouraging small businesses in the sphere of science and technology (“Fond Sodeistvia”) and the Russian Fund for Technological Development (RFTD). However this activity is disastrously small-scale, as, for example, the budget of the “Fond Sodeistvia” is only about 1.5% of the state budget allocated for civil science. The annual volume of the sums distributed by the RFTD is also moderate and comprises about 20 million dollars - considering that is one of the few funds existing in the country which supplied resources for the development of interdisciplinary innovation projects. Among foreign investors of high-technology businesses the leading role belongs to the EBRD and the USA Administration
. In particular, they are the principal investors for Russia’s venture industry, but this can also be regarded as a drawback because at the present time high technology venture business in Russia strongly depends upon foreign sources and is oriented mostly at loans, with a very small part of the assets being invested in the shares of developing technological companies.  As for Russian sources, the Venture Fund created last year was to receive from the state 100 million roubles but in reality only a sum of 50 million roubles was allocated, with a considerable delay. This, in its turn, delayed the development of regional venture funds. Only as late as in October 2001 the creation of three regional funds - in Moscow, Dubna and Tomsk - was announced. 

The development of Center for Innovation Technologies (CIT) was approaching in the year 2001 a certain landmark: it had already become obvious that among their participant firms not all were efficient, and therefore the problem of attracting small-scale businesses to the CITs had been replaced by that of excluding therefrom ineffective enterprises. One of the possible solutions currently suggested for the CITs set up at higher educational establishments is to transform the former into education/research/innovation complexes according to the international technopark model. The Ministry of Education is planning to allocate targeted funds for establishing 13 such complexes because so far the CITS attached to higher educational establishments have been only modestly successful. One can speak only of singular instances of positive experience achieved by certain higher educational establishments in some regions. 

At the present moment the sphere of commercialization of technologies does not possess either the necessary “critical mass” of financing from different sources or the infrastructure which has resulted in a slowdown of innovation activity. Besides, several more factors should be taken into consideration. Firstly, the number of development projects possessing a commercial potential has to a certain extent been exhausted. Secondly, small-scale businesses no more have that easy access to the material and intellectual property previously accumulated by their parent research-and-technology organizations which used to be open to them in early and mid-1990s. At the same time the problem of regulating the rights for intellectual property created fully or in part at the expense of budgetary resources has not yet been solved. 

The results of the year 2001 have shown that the sphere of science is still too far from being one of the priorities for the state policy; nevertheless is developing, and some positive trends have appeared. Firstly, at least the situation as regards manpower is no more deteriorating, and the personnel structure is to a greater extent compatible with the market conditions which have become an unavoidable environment for science. “Brain drain” is no more a one-way process and is resembling more and more not an outflow of manpower but rather its mobility. Secondly, a constant process of looking for and creating new institutional forms is under way. Cooperation between sectors in becoming closer, a reform of the RAS has been outlined. Thirdly, the sources for financing science are becoming more diverse. Fourthly, the information support of research has considerably improved, the Internet servicing and a system of electronic libraries are developing. Finally, the legislative base of the sphere of science is gradually developing, as well as its fitting into the common legal space of the country. 

2.6. Foreign economic activities

Pursuant to the World Trade Organization's annual report, the quantum of the world trade grew by only 2% in 2001. In 2000, the trade growth accounted for 12%. The slowdown of the world trade operations reflects the general tendency for deceleration in growth, which became even more pronounced after September 11. The WTO experts had revised their original projections downward. In May 2001, the WTO still expected a 7% increase in the world trade operations. It is possible to identify three factors that have triggered off the reduction of the world trade turnover, i.e. the plunging US imports, the declining demand in Western Europe, and the general downturn of the world high technologies market.

According to the Bank of Russia, the volume of Russia's foreign trade in 2001 amounted $156.5 bln., reaching its peak level in the past 10 years.  As compared to 2000, the scope of foreign trade operations had grown by 4.1%. The export balance of trade accounted for $49.7 bln., being 18% down on the 2000 index. In 2001, Russian exports reached $103.1 bln. (a 2.3% reduction), and the imports accounted for $53.4 bln. (an 18.9% increase). 

Figure 45
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Data source: the Goskomstat of Russia.
Foreign trade relations between Russia and non-CIS states

Russia's principal trade partners are those foreign states that do not belong to the coalition of newly independent states. In 2001, the share of non-CIS states in the RF foreign trade turnover accounted for 82%, including 86% of exports and 73% of imports.

The total volume of trade between Russia and non-CIS states in 2001 amounted to $128 bln., showing a 4.3% growth against 2000. The expansion of trade should be attributed to a significant boost in the imports value, which exceeded the 2000 index by 28.1% and amounted to $40.3 bln. 

Exports continued to grow during the first six months of 2001 and by the period end exceeded by 5.7% the index of the respective period in 2000. However, in July the curve went downward. As a result, in 2001 Russian exports to non-CIS states dropped by 3.9% against 2000 and accounted for $87.7 bln. 

The reduction in exports value was caused by the fall of average contract prices for many of the exported Russian commodities. Most seriously affected by the drop of export prices were nickel (31.9%), iron ore (12.7%), aluminum (10.6%), potash fertilizers (10.5%), and copper (8.4%). 

Figure 2
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Table 35

Average export prices for basic commodities (USD per ton)

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Crude oil
	100,6
	108,2
	133,5
	118,6
	74,2
	100,8
	175,0
	154,9

	Natural gas, thousand m3
	72,8
	80,1
	84,2
	88,6
	66,3
	53,5
	87,5
	105,2

	Fossil coal
	33
	36,2
	38,8
	35,7
	27,3
	16,6
	26,4
	29,4

	Iron ore
	19,6
	23,1
	26,7
	23,9
	21,5
	15,1
	15,8
	13,7

	Nitrogen fertilizers
	80,9
	119,8
	128
	90,3
	60,5
	38,3
	58,3
	62,2

	Potash fertilizers
	69,7
	71,9
	77,2
	79,8
	87,4
	86,4
	87,0
	76,9

	Lumber, m3
	53
	58
	59,4
	57,5
	50,5
	43,4
	43,5
	45,5

	Newsprint paper
	291,5
	591,8
	473,7
	383,4
	398,9
	358,3
	397,4
	425,4

	Pig iron
	112,8
	130,4
	136,8
	124,3
	108,5
	68,3
	85,4
	87,1

	Ferroalloys
	832,7
	1090
	1114
	818,9
	733,8
	560,3
	631,0
	601,4

	Copper
	2042
	2550
	2143
	2102
	1655,0
	1429,7
	1658,3
	1470,8

	Nickel
	5973
	8057
	7272
	6733
	5148,4
	5236
	8949,4
	5652,9

	Aluminum
	1029
	1519
	1500
	1402
	1349,4
	1145
	1343,2
	1175,7


Data source: the Goskomstat of Russia.
In Europe natural gas prices remained very high during the first six months of 2001. Despite a significant reduction of these prices during the second half of 2001, the average annual export prices for Russian natural gas exceeded the 2000 prices by 14.5%. Prices for some other commodities also turned upward (i.e. nitrogen fertilizers, newsprint paper, etc.).

Last year, fuel and energy remained high on the list of most important items of Russian exports to non-CIS states. The reduction, against the previous year, of average export oil and oil product prices was set off by the growing exports of these commodities by 8% and 15% respectively, including the expanding exports of other products of the fuel and energy complex. As a result, the aggregate value of fuel and energy exports remained at the level of 2000, and the share of said commodities in the total exports to non-CIS states went up to 56.2% as compared to 54.0% in 2000. 

Table 36

The dynamics of the volume of staple exports to non-CIS states

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Crude oil, mln.t
	95,4
	96,2
	105
	110
	117,9
	115,7
	127,6
	137,1

	Oil products, mln.t
	39,1
	44
	53,4
	56,9
	51,2
	47,8
	58,4
	68,3

	Natural gas, bcm
	110
	122
	128
	120
	125,0
	131,1
	133,8
	131,9

	Fossil coal, mln.t
	17,7
	21
	20,3
	18,9
	18,6
	22,0
	37,3
	42,1

	Iron ore, mln.t
	9,8
	11,4
	7,8
	8,2
	10,1
	7,6
	9,1
	10,8

	Ferrous metals, mln.USD
	4371
	5646
	6208
	6018
	4464,1
	3885,8
	4957
	5422,8

	Aluminum, thou.t
	2301
	2250
	2616
	2693
	2790,4
	3113,5
	3173
	3070,8

	Copper, thou.t
	451
	467
	524
	533
	550,3
	532,9
	642,4
	592,2

	Nickel, thou.t
	124
	153
	166
	220
	214,1
	211,1
	196,8
	188,0

	Plant and equipment, mln.USD
	3200
	5314,5
	5554,2
	5598,7
	5760,5
	5953,6
	6825
	7405,6

	Mineral fertilizers, mln.t
	13,1
	16,2
	15,1
	14,4
	15,9
	18,8
	19,9
	21,1

	Lumber, mcm
	13,5
	17,9
	15,4
	17
	19,8
	27,5
	30,6
	37,1


Data source: the Goskomstat of Russia.
Metals and metal products rank second in significance among Russian export commodities. Their share in the total exports to non-CIS states continued to decline in 2001 and accounted for 15.3% (in 2000 it made up 18.0%, and in 1999 - 22.2%). The exports value of metals and metal products fell by 18% due to the reduction of both average prices and trade volume. The export volume of ferroalloys dropped by 12%, of rolled stock - by 23%, of copper - by 8%, of nickel - by 5%, and of aluminum - by 4%. Pig iron made the only exception in this group of commodities: its exports grew by 63% due to the increasing volume, and by 8% due to the increasing prices. 

The export of plant and equipment went up by 10%, and the share of these commodities in the total exports to non-CIS states accounted for 8.6% against 7.5% in 2000. 

Chemical products made up 6.8% of exports to non-CIS states (in 2000 their share was 6.7%). As compared to the previous year, the value of these exports remained practically unchanged. The actual exports of natural fertilizers grew by 6%, and the exports of synthetic rubber went up by 4%. The exports of ammonia declined by 5%, and of methanol - by 9%. 

The upward tendency in the exports of wood and pulp-and-paper products, which crystallized in 2000, remained stable. The exports value grew by 6%, and the share of these commodities in the total exports to non-CIS states made up 5.0% (in 2000 it accounted for 4.5%). The volume of lumber exports rose by 22%, the volume of plywood exports grew by 5%, and pulp exports went up by 4%. The supply of lumber and newsprint paper did not undergo any significant changes. 

Figure 47

The commodity composition of Russian exports (%)
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The value indices of Russian exports still remain firmly linked to the primary markets conditions and follow the fluctuations of the fuel prices. Since the fuel market conditions are unlikely to change drastically in 2002 (on the contrary, the average oil and gas prices are expected to go below the 2001 level), the exports may be expected to decline.

Russian imports, by contrast to exports, were demonstrating a steady growth. In 2001, the imports from non-CIS states accounted for $40.3 bln., or a 28.1% increase as compared to the relevant period in 2000. Following a slight deceleration in the 3rd quarter, the imports escalated in October, reaching the record level since August 1998. The principal driving force behind this process was the growth of the real incomes of individuals, which in October rose by 9.7% as compared to the same period the year before. The growth of imports was impeded by the slackening of the ruble position, whose real value appreciation has recently started to lose momentum. 

Russian imports from non-CIS states have grown in almost all of the commodity groups, including the two staple articles - plant and equipment, as well as food products and primary goods for their manufacture, whose share in the total imports made up 61%. 

Figure 48

The commodity composition of Russian imports (%)
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Plant and equipment held the top position in the imports from non-CIS countries in 2001. Their share in the total imports from said countries amounted to 37.2%, as compared to 36.3% in 2000. The imports of food products and agricultural resources grew against 2000 by 34%. The purchases of chemical products in 2001 rose by 30%, and their specific share in the total imports from non-CIS countries insignificantly decreased to 19.9%. Within that commodity group, one should mention the mounting imports of pharmaceutical products, which have risen by 43.1%.

Table 37

The dynamics of the volume of staple imports from non-CIS states 

	
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Piping and tubing, thou.t
	631
	367
	385
	239
	154,1
	366,6
	269,8
	282,2

	Plant and equipment, mln. USD
	10696
	12804
	10172
	13511
	12789
	7881,7
	8028,0
	11201,8

	Pharmaceutical products, mln. USD
	1184
	969
	1083
	531
	1198
	763,0
	1089,6
	1559,7

	Textile and knitwear, mln. USD
	861
	511
	298
	313
	211,9
	89,0
	105,7
	242,2

	Footwear, mln. pairs
	41,7
	26
	45,8
	15,4
	2,9
	1,2
	2,8
	7,7

	Freshly frozen meat, thou.t
	358
	506
	540
	694
	595,8
	806,8
	340,4
	716,2

	Freshly frozen poultry, thou.t
	496
	824
	748
	1117
	814,1
	234,8
	677,1
	1334,2

	Raw sugar, thou.t
	1081
	1166
	1680
	2511
	3002,9
	5774,2
	4546,6
	537,4

	Alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages, mln. USD
	695
	1017
	379
	700
	390,4
	145,6
	170,3
	240,0


Data source: the Goskomstat of Russia.

At the end of 2001, the surplus of trade with non-CIS countries accounted for $47.5 bln., or by 20.8% less than during the same period the year before. The reduction of the trade surplus to the record minimal value over the past two years was caused by a significant deceleration of the exports growth accompanied by the ever-increasing imports.

Foreign trade relations between Russia and CIS states

The year 2001 marked the tenth anniversary of the Commonwealth of Independent States, and that allows for the conclusion that the period of adaptation is over, that the economies of the CIS countries have completed reorientation towards new forms of cooperation basing on market rules and procedures, and that the economies of Russia and the other CIS states cannot develop independently of one another. 

The total volume of foreign trade between Russia and CIS states in 2001 accounted for $28.43 bln., including the total exports of $15.31 bln. and imports of $13.12 bln. 

Table 38

The dynamics of foreign trade between Russia and CIS states in 2001

	
	2000 год
	2001 год

	Commodity turnover (bln. USD)
	27,9
	28,43

	Exports (bln. USD)
	14,6
	15,31

	Imports (bln. USD)
	13,3
	13,12

	Balance of trade
	1,3
	2,19

	Growth rates (%)
	24,0
	1,9

	Share of CIS state sin total commodity turnover (%)
	18,6
	18,2


Data source: the RF Central Bank

The tendency of the positive reciprocal influence of economic growth in the CIS states and of the intensifying foreign trade activities, which was typical of 2000, slowed down in 2001. For instance, in 2000 the growing Russian economy and the increasing demand from Russian enterprises boosted the imports from the CIS states by almost 30%, while in 2001 the imports dropped by 3%.

Nevertheless, in 2001 the growth of industrial production in the neighbouring states, averaging 9%, was conductive to the expansion of the mutual trade relations. The highest production growth rates were registered in Kazakhstan and Moldova,  and the trade turnover between Russia and these countries in 2001 amounted respectively to 8% and 10%. Byelorussia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan still remain Russia's largest commercial partners, although the past year saw a significant escalation of bilateral trade between Russia and Armenia (by 82%) and with Georgia (by 25%). 

Exports. Russian exports to the CIS states in 2001 increased by 7.5%.  The export of fuel accounted for less than 40% of the total Russian exports, which is indicative of progressive tendencies in the exports structure. This conclusion is confirmed by the expanding export of plant and equipment, which slightly exceeded the last year level and accounted for 17.3 %. The share of chemical products and metals has also risen.

Table 39

Export of specific commodities to the CIS states in January-November 2001 

	
	January-November 2001
	% to January -November 2000 

	Нефть сырая, млн.тонн 
	20,5
	133,9

	Crude oil, mln.t 
	2318,4
	72,5

	Oil products, thou.t 
	
	

	     Including:
	417,2
	54,6

	   Motor petrol
	961,9
	97,9

	Diesel fuel, thou.t
	195,6
	34,4

	   Fuel oil
	43,6
	80,9

	Natural gas, bcm 
	5188,7
	91,4

	Fossil coal, thou.t
	2660,4
	126,9

	Plant and equipment,   mln. USD
	11413,9
	122,3

	 Ore and iron ore concentrates, thou.t 
	516,0
	109,8

	Ferrous metals (except for pig iron, ferroalloys and scrap), mln. USD
	57,8
	120,4

	Synthetic rubber, thou.t
	66,0
	168,3

	Wood pulp,  thou.t 
	94,6
	92,9

	Newsprint paper, thou.t
	395,5
	97,5


Data source: the Goskomstat of Russia.
As for the fuel exports, the natural gas sales dropped by 19.1%, the exports of oil products went down by 27.5%, including a 45.4% reduction of the motor petrol supply. 

The share of CIS states in the total volume of fuel exports in quantitative terms had dropped as compared to the previous year: in 2000 the volume of exported oil products accounted for 6%, as compared to 3.5% in 2001; the volume of exported natural gas respectively accounted for 30% and 27%.  

The export of oil, which is Russia's major fuel resource, built up by 33.9%. During 2001 the share of CIS states in the total oil exports grew from 12% to 14%.

Given the world oil market conditions and Russia's commitment to restrict its oil exports, one may expect in 2002 a reorientation of Russian oil exports and an upsurge of oil deliveries to the neighboring states, including a large number of barter transactions. 

The exports of iron ore, ferrous metals and synthetic rubber in quantitative terms rose respectively by 22.3%; 9.8%; and 20.4%.  The upward tendency in the exports of forestry products remained stable, with an almost 70% increase of wood pulp exports to the adjacent states.

There is no direct correlation between the average actual export prices under contracts with CIS states and the growth of the volume of exports to the neighboring regions. For instance, exports to the neighboring states have grown despite the lower export prices as compared to the similar indices in the trade with Western countries regarding such commodities as iron ore (the export price for CIS states was $10.2 per ton, against $13.7 for the third countries) and synthetic rubber (the export prices for CIS states and third countries respectively accounted for $752.5 and $923.2 per ton). At the same time, the exports of ferroalloys in quantitative terms have grown by 35%, with the export prices for CIS states being $622.9 per ton against only $601.4 per ton for non-CIS states.
Imports. Similarly to the foreign trade operations with non-CIS states, imports from the CIS states during the first six months of 2001 were growing at a faster pace. However, the structure of these foreign trade operations was affected by the newly introduced procedure for collecting VAT from goods originating from the CIS countries. Already in the second half of the year the growth of imports decelerated as compared to the still increasing exports, resulting in the trade surplus, which rose from $0.43 bln. in the first quarter of 2001 to $2.19 bln. at the year-end.

The share of plant and equipment imported from the CIS states has grown to 17%. However, food products still rank the highest on the list of goods imported from the CIS states - they account for almost 20% of the total imports. The market of food products demonstrated a multiple increase in the volume of purchases. 

The growth of deliveries of particular food products from the CIS states exceeded similar indices in the third countries, i.e. the sunflowerseed oil imports rose by 26.5%, against a 9.0% increase of imports from non-CIS states; the import of chocolate and chocolate products rose respectively 2.5 times and by 20.9%.  

Some commodities imported from the CIS states have fully replaced similar items from non-CIS countries. For instance, as compared to the relevant period in 2000, the import of dried and condensed milk from the neighboring states grew 10 times, while the import of same products from the third countries dropped 3.2 times.

Over the year, the average contract prices for goods purchased from the CIS states  have risen by 12%. The prices for sunflowerseed oil and butter imported from the CIS states have topped the prices for the relevant products imported from non-CIS states by 67.9% and 8.3% respectively, but the significant increase in the imports of these goods is indirectly indicative of the growing incomes of the people.

Table  40
The import of specific commodities from the CIS states

	
	January-November 2001
	% to January -November 2000 

	Plant and equipment, mln. USD 
	2573,2
	112,7

	Motor cars, items
	9199
	72,8

	Cereals, thou.t
	976,2
	36,2

	Alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages, mln. USD 
	279,3
	126,2

	Cotton fabrics, mln. USD
	56307,2
	102,4

	 Textile and knitwear, mln. USD
	119,1
	106,9

	Ferrous metals (except for pig iron, ferroalloys and scrap),  mln. USD.
	559,6
	107,1

	Piping and tubing, thou.t 
	607,1
	85,2

	Fossil coal,  mln.t
	25,6
	106,0

	Sunflowerseed oil, thou.t
	105,9
	126,5

	Fresh and frozen fish, thou.t
	30,2
	154,3

	Butter, thou.t
	76,1
	176,1

	White sugar, thou.t
	108,3
	59,2


Data source: the Goskomstat of Russia

Most serious reductions of imports from the neighboring states have been registered with respect to the following commodities: steel pipes and tubes – by 14.8 %; cereals - by 63.8%; and white sugar– by 41.8%.

Annex 2
Foreign trade regulation

During the past year significant changes have emerged in sphere of legal regulation of bilateral and multilateral trade relations of the CIS countries.

At the beginning of April, 2001, submitted for ratification to the State Duma was the Treaty on the Customs Union and Uniform Economic Space, which was signed in February, 1999 by Russia, Byelorussia, Kazakhstan, Kirghizia and Tadjikistan.

The Treaty defined the stage-by-stage principle of formation of a uniform economic space. At the first stage, the Treaty proposes to complete the formation of the Customs Union on the basis of free trade principles, the establishment of a uniform procedure for the regulation of the foreign trade activities, the creation of the common custom tariff, the simplification and the subsequent cancellation of the customs control on internal customs borders.

The Treaty also provides for the transition of the Customs Union member-states to the collection of indirect taxes basing on "the country of destination" principle instead of the effective "country of origin" principle within the same framework, which is currently applied to the trade relations with non-CIS countries. The RF Government is concerned about the new tax-collection procedure as the positive balance in the trade with the CIS and the Customs Union countries largely depends on the export of power resources. 

Therefore, in view of Russia's stand, the Treaty will be ratified after it has been amplified with the exceptional provision for Russia about the inapplicability of the "country of destination" principle to the trade in oil, natural gas and gas condensate, and also about the non-use by the contracting parties of the zero indirect tax rate with respect to the specified fuels. Such agreements have already been signed and ratified with Kazakhstan and Kirghizia.

In sphere of free trade, in 2001 only Armenia, Kirghizstan and Moldova abided by the commitment on the non-use of exemptions and have no tariff restrictions. Russia plans to start the coordination of schedules for the cancellation of exemptions after the completion of the intragovernmental procedures aimed to ensure the entry into force of the Agreement on the creation of a free trade zone, dating April 15, 1994. At present, Russia is applying exemptions to imports from Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine.

Currently Ukraine is not applying tariff exemptions from the free trade arrangement to imports from the CIS states. Byelorussia has not signed bilateral protocols on exemptions with the CIS states and applies exemptions to imports from Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Ukraine.

Since July 1, Russia's trade relations with the CIS states have involved the collection of indirect taxes in line with the "country of destination" principle: the indirect taxes, i.e. the VAT and excise taxes, are paid into the budget of that country, which is the importer and consumer of the goods.

Russia has long been paying indirect taxes in line with the "the country of destination" principle in its foreign trade relations with non-CIS countries. In its trade with the CIS states, Russia has been collecting VAT on the "country of an origin" basis, i.e. the proceeds remained in the budget of the country where the goods were manufactured. At the same time, from the beginning of 2001, the bilateral trade relations between Russia and, respectively, Kirghizia and Armenia, have involved the collection of indirect taxes in line with "the country of destination" arrangement. The relevant agreement with Azerbaijan came into force in April same year. The transition of the CIS states to the collection of indirect taxes basing on the "country of destination" principle is progressing rather unevenly. The overwhelming majority of the countries have proclaimed de jure the principle of "country of goods' destination". In legal terms, only Turkmenistan has retained the principle of "the country of goods' origin". However, 7 CIS states, i.e. Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Kirghizstan, Moldova, Uzbekistan and Ukraine, are de facto implementing the "country of destination" principle. As a result, the symmetric VAT collection scheme (i.e. according to one or the other principle equally applied by the parties) is used in 60% of the mutual trade operations between the CIS countries under the principle of "the country of destination", and only 10% of such operations follow the principle of "the country of origin". In other instances, the asymmetric scheme applies.

Although the changes have not affected the trade relations between Russia and Byelorussia, the tax collection arrangement creates certain problems within the framework of the Russian and Byelorussian union. The Byelorussian authorities claim significant losses due to the application of the old taxation scheme. They provide statistics to the effect that Russia is the major economic and trading partner of Byelorussia, accounting for up to 60% of the total scope of the Byelorussian foreign trade. Nevertheless, Byelorussia maintains its negative trading balance. The Russian authorities, in turn, assert that the introduction of the new trading arrangement in Byelorussia contradicts the Treaties on the Creation of the Union State and on the Uniform Economic Space. During the past year, Byelorussian and Russian experts several times met in Moscow to develop a coordinated position on the issue, which, however, still remains unresolved. The immediate plans include a complete unification of the custom tariffs, tax benefits, rules and criteria for defining the country of origin and the customs value of goods, and new measures aimed at increasing the efficiency of control over the transit through Byelorussia of foreign-made motor vehicles imported into Russia.
Due to a lack of legal regulation, Russia experiences certain difficulties in its trade relations with the other CIS countries. The reciprocal claims of Russia and Ukraine in sphere of foreign trade moved in May 2001 from the piping market to the oil market. In the near future Russia is planning to impose prohibitive duties at a rate of 40 % on the import of Ukrainian pipes, while Ukraine, in turn, is going to launch an investigation on the dumping of Russian oil products. 

In January 2001, the Ukrainian government introduced for Ukrainian oil importers special privileges with a view to increasing the fuel supply for agricultural needs. Besides, starting from July 1, 2001, under the new RF Tax Code, Russian oil product exports will be liable for a zero tax rate, while oil exports will still be liable for VAT and excise duty.

Major oil companies, for instance LUKOIL, own oil refineries in Russia, and under the new conditions it would be more profitable for them to deliver oil products to Ukraine, rather than import and process crude oil in that country. That arrangement would be wittingly placing Ukrainian oil product manufacturers in a losing position before oil product importers. In this connection, the creation of a flexible quota-setting system regarding the oil product imports is becoming a topical issue for the Ukrainian oil market. 

Despite the fact that the problem of the Ukrainian debt for Russian gas deliveries has not been resolved, the natural gas exports to Ukraine are expanding. Ukraine has tried to reorientate its trading operations towards the deliveries of Turkmen gas, but lately the scope of these operations have nearly halved - from 80 to 50 million cubic meters per day. The dwindling transit of Turkmen gas through Ukraine is explained by the default by the Ukrainian Ministry of Energy on the obligation to repay the $50 mil. debt to the ITERA Company, which jointly with its Kazakhstan partners ensures the transportation of oil.

In October, Russia and Ukraine signed new intergovernmental agreements on the re-structuring of Ukraine's gas debts and on the Russian gas transit arrangements. These agreements provide for increasing cash collections for the gas transit and for fixing the amount of cash collections annually by special intergovernmental agreements. Ukraine's debt amounts to $1.5 bln. and the first settlements are expected only in 2005. 

In 2001, Ukraine increased the export of other commodities to Russia almost by 50 %. On the whole, the Ukrainian imports in the eleven months of 2001 have increased by 8 %, and the commodity turnover between Russia and Ukraine has amounted in the same period to $8.314 bln., exceeding the level of the previous year by 7 %.

Thus, Russia maintains a positive balance of trade with Ukraine within the limits of $1.26 bln.

Bilateral trade relations between Russia and Kazakhstan are demonstrating some positive tendencies: the commodity turnover is building up, having increased by 8% over the eleven months of 2001 to $4,34 bln. The Russian exports to this country have grown by 24 %, while the imports have declined by 9 %. In addition, the bilateral trading agreements signed in 2001 in the oil-and-gas and energy sectors have been put into effect, and a coordinated transport policy is successfully being implemented. 

At the end of 2000, the customs tariff reform - the most comprehensive reform in the past seven years - began. Several attempts to revise the customs tariffs have already been undertaken, but none of them has managed to resolve the fundamental problems.

Since January 1, 2001 new import duties have been in effect in Russia, at the rate of 5%, 10%, 15% and 20% of the customs value. The exceptions include motor cars (25%), chicken legs (25%), white sugar (30%) and spirit (30%). The maximum rate of import duty for those categories of goods that are liable for the maximal rate of 30% has been reduced to 20%; and to speed up the modernization of domestic economy import duties on process equipment have also been cut down.

Before 2001, almost 25% of imported goods had been cleared through the customs in violation of applicable rules and procedures, and a significant portion of goods imported to the Russian Federation had been declared in violation of the commodity classification. Some commodity groups provided for too wide a range of custom duties for homogeneous goods - for instance, commodity group 8704 (lorries) provided for five levels of customs duties (5%, 10%, 15%, 25%); commodity group 04 (milk and dairy products) boasted of three levels of customs duties (10%, 15%, 20%). There are many more similar examples.
 This diversity of customs rates served to complicate the collection of customs duties, enabled bad-faith importers to import goods under the guise of those liable for minimal duties, depriving the budget of relevant revenues. For example, chicken legs were imported under the guise of turkey meat (which is liable for lower customs duties), and motor cars were imported as spare parts.

Under the circumstances, the unification of the import duties was aimed to improve the customs administration and prevent the evasion of appropriate customs duties. 

The new Customs Tariff that came into effect on January 1, 2001, provides for the following changes:

- the actual cancellation of the 30% rate. With respect to 883 out of 888 tariff positions liable for the 30% rate, the rates were lowered to 20% (that mostly concerns consumer goods, chemical products, industrial equipment, and etc.). The 30% rate will only remain regarding 5 positions, including such sensitive for the domestic industry products as white sugar and tobacco products liable for excise taxes (4 positions);

- the reduction (from 624 to 104 tariff positions) of groups of goods liable for 25% import duties. That reduction meant the cancellation of the 25% customs duty for many types of imported food products (i.e. fruits, vegetables, alcoholic beverages and fish products), a number of chemical products, and some others; 

- the unification of the import duties within the framework of groups of homogeneous goods with similar consumer properties and technical characteristics. The leveling of the rates was aimed to provide the transparency of custom duties for participants in foreign trade activities and to considerably reduce the instances of improper declaration of imported goods and ensuing violations of the law;

- the increase of import tariffs on the currently duty-free goods up to 5% with respect to 33 commodity positions. The duty-free import regime was preserved only for socially significant goods, i.e. insulin containing medicines; wheelchairs; thoroughbred animals and goods that are liable for duty-free import under the international Agreement (the so-called Florentine Agreement).

As a result, the revision of the customs duties has affected 32% of the Foreign Trade Commodity Classification, including 440 commodity positions, regarding which the rates have been raised, and 3068 commodity items, regarding which the rates have been lowered. The unification and reduction of the customs duties has allowed to lower the average weighted tariff rate to 10.7%, bringing it close to the actual amount of collected customs payments.

On October 1, 2001 new import duties for some 400 commodity positions were imposed for a period of 9 months. In addition, the term of the duties, which were reduced and unified starting from January 1, 2001, was extended in respect of 3.5 thousand commodities. The reduction and unification of the import duties serves to cut down the number of violations of the customs rules and regulations, and promote the transition of the ever increasing number of foreign trade participants into the sphere of legal operations. 

In introducing new customs duties in October 1, the RF Government hoped to step up the import of technological equipment, which is a matter of great importance for Russia in view of the high deterioration of the fixed assets of most Russian enterprises. For that reason, the government has reduced the import duties for a number of types of technological equipment. Regarding some types of such equipment, in particular the equipment which is not manufactured in Russia but is necessary for the retrofitting of domestic enterprises, import duties have been reduced from 10-15% to 5-10%. The unification of the customs duties has also affected paper, paints, chemicals, machine engineering products. Previously, various types of these goods were liable for a fairly wide bracket of customs duties, ranging from 5 up to 15%. That provoked bad-faith importers to pass off goods liable for high import duties as goods subject for lower duties. 

The unification of customs duties also extended to integrated circuits, transistors, resistors and other unit components. The relevant customs rates used to vary between 5 and 20%, and now a uniform rate of 10% has been imposed. All these decisions were made basing on the monitoring results of the changes in the Russian commodity market since the year beginning; the monitoring showed that the new duties had a positive impact on the imports dynamics and the collection of customs payments. In 2001, the customs authorities collected for the benefit of the federal budget 540 bln. RF Rubles in customs payments. In 2001, the amount of collected customs duties grew against 2000 by $4 bln. During the year, the amount of collected customs payments continued to build up: starting from May, the monthly payments exceeded $1.5 bln., and in December they amounted to $1.8 bln.
The new customs tariff was imposed on January 1, 2002 with a view to promoting further imports legalization. Pursuant to the new customs tariff, the import duties for 140 commodity positions will be revised. With respect to 90% of said commodity positions, the import duties will be cut down. The new custom tariff incorporates all the revisions of the import duties that were introduced in 2000 and 2001 or approved by the Commission of the RF Government on protective measures in foreign trade and on customs tariff policies. The new custom tariff provides for the reduction from 20% to 15% of import duties on audio- and video-equipment, including radio and television parts and components. The imports duties will be reduced from 15% to 10% for Figure tubes; two times, from 20% to 10% - for ships and other floating vessels; from 25% to 20% - for sewing machines; from 15% to 10% - for vitamins; from 10% to 5% - for fruits and berries. At the same time, some goods will be liable for higher import duties: the customs duties will be raised from 5% to 10% for rice, and from 5% to 15% for refrigerators and compressors. These measures are aimed to protect the interests of domestic manufacturers.

As a whole, the average weighted import duties in Russia will be cut down from 10.5% to 9.8%. 

Although the customs tariff served as the basic regulating tool of foreign trade operations, a lot of countries are widely applying non-tariff measures to protect the national manufacturer from competition provided by imported goods. Said measures include quantitative restrictions (quotas), licensing, antidumping and countervailing arrangements, and other remedies.

In 2001, the RF Government adopted a number of decisions that considerably expanded the sphere of application of non-tariff measures to ensure support of domestic manufacturers.

For instance, on May 18, 2001 a special customs duty was imposed for a period of 180 days on imported hard candies to the extent of 21% of the customs value, but not less than 0.18 Euro per 1 kg (except for the goods originating from Byelorussia). The Resolution of the RF Government "On provisional measures to protect Russian hard-candy manufacturers" was aimed, first and foremost, to restrict the hard-candy exports from Ukraine because these goods are not liable for import duties or VAT. According to the State Customs Committee, in 1999 the imports of Ukrainian hard-candies to Russia amounted to 62,000 tons, or 96% of the total hard-candy imports and 34% of the annual Russian output.

On July 1, 2001, a 45% seasonal duty was imposed on the sugar imports, which cannot be less than 0.16 Euro per kg (with the base import rate of 30%). 

The designed effective period of the protective measures is six months, until the processing of domestic sugar beet has been completed. Similar seasonal duties were imposed in 2000, from June 15 till December 15. At that time imported raw sugar was taxed at a rate of 40%, and white sugar was taxed at a rate of 45%, but not less than 0.15 Euro per kg.

Currently Russia manufactures about 1.5 million tons of beet sugar and another 4.5 million tons from raw sugar, whereas at the beginning of the 1990-ies this ratio was quite the opposite. Before 2001, the raw sugar imports were regulated by seasonal duties, but these measures had not resulted in any significant reduction of the deliveries. In 2001, the government decided to impose tariff quotas on raw sugar to the extent of 3.65 million tons until the year-end. Deliveries within the quota limits were taxed at a rate of 5%, and all excessive amounts were liable for a 30% customs duty. 

Starting from January 1, 2002 the customs duty for raw sugar will amount to 40% of the customs value, but not less than 0.12 Euro per kg. The customs duty for white sugar will be set at 40%, but not less than 0.14 Euro per kg. From July 1 until December 31, 2002, raw sugar will again be liable for a seasonal duty to the extent of 50% of its customs value, but not less than 0.15 Euro per kg; white sugar will be liable for a customs duty of 50%, but nor less than 0.18 Euro per kg.

Protective import duties were also imposed on starch, ranging from 10% to 30% above the existing rate. Starch imports to Russia have grown several times in the past years. As a result, the RF Government decided to introduce additionally for a three-year period a 30% special duty on potato flour (but not less than 0.11 Euro per kg) and a 10% duty on cornflour (but not less than 0.04 Euro per kg). Said duties will be collected on top of the effective import duty of 10%. These duties will not apply to starch imported from the Customs Union member-states.

To protect Russian leather manufacturers, an export duty of 500 Euro per ton has been introduced. This decision was provoked by the current situation in Europe, where the leather prices have significantly risen due to the spreading foot and mouth disease. However, the rate of 500 Euro per ton is "an extraordinary protective measure" and cannot be regarded as a strategic arrangement. Before the year-end, the government plans to monitor the market situation and, if the need arises, go back to the subject. 

The decision of the Commission of the RF Government on protective measures in foreign trade and on customs tariff policies, dated March 16, 2001, approved the results of investigation of significant damage inflicted on Russian manufacturers by the increased imports of piping and ferrous metals from the Ukraine. The RF Government has imposed for a three-year period a special import duty on Ukrainian pipes manufactured from ferrous metals. Under the document, the customs duty will amount to 40% of the customs value of pipes with an external diameter exceeding 406.4 mm. The duty of 20% of the customs value will apply to pipes with an external diameter of 1420 mm and larger. 

In response to the decision of the European Union to cut quotas for the Russian steel exports, the RF Government has introduced a 17% import duty for metal products originating from the EU countries. In addition, retaliatory measures have been adopted against Hungary for permitting market discrimination against Russian products. Said measures include a 15% import duty on frozen vegetables, juices and vegetable oil imported from Hungary. 

At present, about 300 commodities are liable for export duties in Russia. Import duties apply, apart from oil and gas, to such actively exported goods as ferrous and non-ferrous metals and alloys, precious metals, chemical products, and products of the wood processing industry. 

The worsening situation in the world markets forces the RF Government to lower and cancel exports duties. Thus, on February 5, 2002 the government imposed on imported light and semi-light oil distillates and diesel fuel a duty of 25 Euro per 1000 kg (before February 4 inclusive, the effective import rate had been 39 Euro).

Pursuant to Resolution #17 of the RF Government "On the non-application of import duties to specific commodities", dated January 14, 2002, the customs authorities are instructed to stop from February 19 collecting export duties on some types of birch wood products (until February 18, 2002 inclusive, the effective rate was 5% of the customs value); paper and coated, soaked or laminated paperboard, except for adhesives (prior to February 18, 2002 the effective rate was 10%); gold (5%); piezoelectric quartz (6.5%). Starting from February 1, 2002, oil and oil products derived from bituminous robbing  are liable for an import duty of $8 per 1000 kg (before January 31, 2002, the effective rate was 23.4 Euro per 1000 kg).

At the same time, some of the effective export duties are performing a regulatory function and are applied to restrict the export of goods. For instance, prohibitive duties have been imposed on hides, sunflower seeds, ferrous and non-ferrous metal scrap. The prohibitive duties will not be lowered.

As it follows from the above mentioned, the legal framework regulating Russia's foreign trade activities has not been finalized yet, and requires further development and improvement. This situation is contingent upon a number of factors, including Russia's impending accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO).

Annex 3
The results of the 2001 negotiations on Russia's accession to the WTO and future prospects 

In 1995 the Russian Federation initiated official procedures for its accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO). By now Russia has largely completed the first, so-called information, stage of the accession procedures, which involved multilateral discussions (within the framework of the Working Group for Russia's accession to the WTO) of compliance of the economic mechanisms and foreign trade regime of the Russian Federation with the basic provisions of the Uruguay Round Agreements. At the same time, pursuant to the WTO rules and procedures, this stage, if need arises, will continue until Russia has become a member of said organization.

Since 1998 the Russian delegation has been involved in official bilateral negotiations with the WTO member-states concerned on the future terms and conditions of Russia's membership (rights and obligations) in this influential multilateral economic organization.

Following Russia's submission in 1998 of initial tariff proposals (at maximum rates of export duties as may be allowed from the moment of the country's accession to the WTO) and initial proposals for the agricultural sector (obligations of the Russian Federation relating to the scope of internal support of agricultural production and subsidization of the export of agricultural and food products), and following the submission in October 1999 of proposals concerning the trade in services (a list of specific obligations pertaining to services and a list of exemptions from the most favored nation treatment), Russia has been involved in bilateral negotiations with the interested Working Group member-states on the terms and conditions of access to the markets of goods and services.

Thus, having submitted all of the requisite positional documents, the Russian party has embarked on full-scale bilateral negotiations on access to the markets of goods and services, and on the other WTO Agreements. These negotiations will serve to define a significant portion of the terms and conditions of Russia's membership, i.e. its future rights and duties within the framework of that organization.

At present Russia is in the active stage of accession negotiations, which are covering the following four venues: 

- tariffs, including discussions on the maximum permissible rates of import duties applicable in Russia after its accession to the WTO;

- agriculture, including discussions on the scope and types of state support for the Russian agricultural sector;

- services, including discussions on the terms and conditions for the entry of foreign suppliers to the Russian services market;

- conformance of applicable Russian legislation with the standards and rules set forth in the WTO Agreements, as well as the terms and procedures for Russia's commitment to abide thereby. 

The economic program adopted by the RF Government in June 2000 sets as a top priority the escalation of the WTO negotiations. In the second half of 2000, the Russian delegation stepped up the negotiations and by now has made considerable progress, which gives hope that the final stage of negotiations may commence in 2002. 

On the whole, in 2001 the Russian delegation held in Geneva five rounds of negotiations on access to commodity and services markets; a number of meetings on the specified questions were arranged in the capitals of the countries that are Russia's leading partners, i.e. USA, Canada, EU, Japan, Norway and some others; with several delegations negotiations were conducted in Moscow. 

Bilateral tariff negotiations, which entered into a new phase in 2001, represent an important area of these activities. The RF Government approved in January the third version of Russian proposals concerning its entry to the commodities market as a basic document for these negotiations, during which the Russian delegation discussed with the counterparts specific chapters in the Foreign Trade Commodity Classification, including some of the commodity positions adjusted in line with the Russian tariff proposals. Said discussion also included the topical agricultural issues within the context of the documents provided by the Russian party. 

During the past year, the Russian delegation has carried out over a hundred bilateral negotiations and consultations with the delegations of more than 40 countries. By this time, the Russian delegation has coordinated or has come an understanding with the partners on approximately 70% of the tariff positions. 

The second major venue of the talks concerns access to the Russian market of services. The RF Government has approved the second edition of proposals on access to the market of services, which was presented to the WTO member-states in February 2001.

In the course of last year, the Russian delegation held meetings with representatives of almost 25 countries and succeeded in getting closer to the position of the trading partners on the matter of regulatory measures applicable to all sectors of services (the so-called horizontal section of obligations), which was instrumental for beginning the discussions on concrete terms and conditions for the entry into those market sectors that are of utmost interest to Russia's principal commercial partners. 

Agricultural issues constitute a significant component of negotiations on Russia's accession to the WTO. In addition to the tariff aspect, they include discussions on Russia's state support of its agricultural sector. In the wake of the 1998-1999 negotiations, the Russian position has been adjusted in the part concerning methods used to define the baseline period for computing the aggregate volume of internal support for the agricultural sector. The RF Government has approved the third edition of Russia's proposals on internal support measures and export subsidies, which were submitted to the WTO Secretariat in February 2001.

The multilateral meeting in December 2001 discussed the new Russian document and the future course of negotiations on the agricultural issues. 

The fourth subject-matter of these negotiations concerns Russia's potential commitments regarding the format of implementation of the WTO multilateral agreements, which pertain to some or other aspects of the Russian regulatory framework in the sphere of foreign trade and economy. During the past year, a series of multilateral consultations and bilateral negotiations were held on sanitary and phytosanitary measures, technical barriers to trade, industrial subsidies, customs procedures, the trade aspects of intellectual property rights, and etc. 

The intermediate results of these negotiations have been summarized multilaterally at the formal sessions of the Working Group, which currently includes 62 WTO member-states. Where necessary (to resolve individual issues), informal sessions of the Working Group were arranged (March, April, December). 

The 12th session of the Working Group was held on 26-27 of June, 2001. The agenda included the development of the Russian legal framework, the "Review of the trade and political regime of the Russian Federation" submitted by the Russian party, as well as a block of other official documents. 

To ensure the resolution of most topical issues and to define the accession strategy, G.Gref, Minister of Economic Development and Trade of the Russian Federation, regularly met with R.Zellik, US Trade Representative, P.Lami, ECC Commissioner, and other high-ranking representatives of the WTO key member-states.

On 30 of March, 2001, the Governments of the Russian Federation and Sweden jointly with the European Community Commission, organized a summit meeting on the topic of “Russia, world economy and the World Trade Organization”, which was attended by WTO Director General M.Moor, Chairman of the Working Group for Russia's accession to the WTO K.Brin, ECC Commissioner P.Lami, Swedish Trade Minister L.Pagrotski, and over 100 heads of Russian business associations, banks and major companies. On March 30, 2001, President of the Russian Federation V.Putin met with M.Moor and K.Brin. President Putin also met with Mike Moor at the G-8 Summit in Genoa in July 20 - 22, 2001. 

In November 9 - 14, 2001, the 4th Ministerial WTO Conference was held in Doha (Qatar), which was also attended by the Russian delegation. The Conference adopted the decision to start a new round of multilateral trade negotiations on the following issues: agriculture, services, access to the market of non-agricultural products, some matters pertaining to the trade aspects of intellectual property rights, the WTO rules (the application of the WTO rules in the sphere of antidumping procedures, subsidies, regional trade agreements, and etc), the WTO dispute resolution procedures.

The intensification of the negotiation process does not imply that Russia is ready to join the WTO on any terms and conditions. All of the aspects of the accession conditions (tariffs, obligations in the sphere of agriculture, access to the services market, and etc.) will base on the actual state of affairs in Russian economy, ensure requisite protection of national manufacturers and preservation of the adequate competitive environment.

2.7. Economic problems at the new phase 
of defense reform in Russia

The year of 2001 became the first at the new phase of transformations in the Russian military organization and defense economy: apart from some one-off accomplishments, the overall goals of the previous phase in the defense reform were never achieved. Moreover, all hopes for an ultimate end to the military operations in Chechnya were dashed. 

That explained the reasons for the review of the planned military restructuring, adjusting its goals, concept and content. As before, the key document for the military organization planning was not published. For the purposes of independent analysis or civil supervision, it has to be derived from public statements by the Russian president or various military leaders. For the diagram describing the key areas of the military planning and its stages, see Table 1. 

Above all, the stages for the proposed work obviously remain structured around five-year cycles while the actual political life impacting defense reform follows election cycles and primarily that of the election of the Russian President who is the Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces.  

In contrast to the previous (failed) phases of the defense reform, the new ones are proposed to accomplish within the limits of the appropriated funds guaranteed by the RF Government, which, provided the system of earmarked expenditures is put to order, makes the proposed defense planning more realistic. True, the legal status of the RF Government guarantees is not clear, and no less clear is the degree to which such plans could be implemented. 

Another important deficiency in the overall set of the proposed plans is the absence of clear-cut priorities. In the very least, the importance and priorities of such a complex issue as staffing in Russia’s military organization are non-apparent, and the measures are scattered among various other planned activities. 

In particular, the urgency of the reform in the system of military recruitment of rank and file and junior officers is so obvious for the public that substitution of specific plans and deadlines of the reform in this area for the words “improved recruitment of the army (armed forces)” offered in respect of the Army only, appears extremely unconvincing. The statements to the effect that the set of measures and activities aiming to resolve this issue was to be formulated as a separate federal targeted program were never supported by any real actions in 2001. 

We believe the best way would be to incorporate the reform in the military recruitment in Russia as part of the defense planning in a separate section whose parameters should be coordinated with the relevant parameters of the Social Security Program, with the plans for the streamlined military training and other separately developed action plans and programs. 

Table 41

	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	RF Government guaranteed appropriations for the defense planning and development of the military organization in the Russian Federation 
	
	
	
	
	

	Bringing up (R&D + equipment and materiel acquisition) / personnel subsistence ratio from the current 30%:70% to 40%:60 %
	Bringing up (R&D + equipment and materiel acquisition) / personnel subsistence ratio from 40%:60 % to 50%:50 %

	Plan of actions to shape the future layout of the Russian military organization as planned for by the RF Security Council on 27 September 2000 

	Defense planning for the Russian armed forces,planning for other forces, military units and institutions 
	
	
	
	
	

	Transition to the three-force structure in the Russian armed forces (the Army, the Air Force and the Navy) + services (airborne troops, strategic missile forces, space troops etc.)
	
	
	
	
	

	For the Army:

- restore the General Headquarters of the Army;

- retain, in each of the strategic sectors, units and detachments in permanent readiness; 

- improve the recruitment of forces (services);

- establish the combined Volga-Urals Military Command 
	
	
	
	
	

	Streamline the system of personnel training and military education 
	
	
	
	
	

	Formulation and implementation of a single technical policy in the armed forced and government. Establishment of a unified purchasing agency 
	
	
	
	
	

	Establishment of a unified military R&D complex 
	
	
	
	
	

	Implementation of a unified system of administrative support in the armed forces, other forces, military units and institutions
	
	
	
	
	

	Social security program in defense planning in Russia until 2010

	Increased salaries for active army
	Increased salaries for reserve 
	Increased money allowance for servicemen above the salaries of federal civil servants 

	Program for social adaptation of servicemen retiring from the military service, and their families 
	
	
	
	
	


Analysis of military expenditure in the Federal Budget of Russia

The data from the 2001 federal budget are presented in the survey structured around recipients of the budget monies, which include, firstly, components of the military organization in the Russian Federation (Ministry of Defense and its subordinate armed forces, and other troops, military units and institutions); secondly, non-military ministries. 

The tables below show the structurally aggregated data and assessments of general expenditure, and also (for the Ministry of Defense) some information about the allocation of the appropriated funds. Apart from strictly military expenditures, included are also those relating to the past military activities of the country. Some of those, e.g., pensions to former servicemen and their families, although they may not qualify as military expenditures, are nevertheless handled, when budgeted, by the financial authorities of the military organization. 

Table 42

Defense and related expenditure in Russia in 2001 

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Amount, in Rbs. mln
	% federal budget expenditure
	% GDP

	1
	Expenditures of military organization as part of the national defense expenditures 

	Overall national defense expenditures, including:
	214 688
	18,0
	2,77

	1.1
	Defense planning and maintenance in the armed forces of the Russian Federation
	203 061
	17,0
	2,62

	1.2
	Support to preparedness activity and military training for civilians 
	2 278
	0,19
	0,03

	1.3
	Preparation for and participation in collective security and peacekeeping 
	2 716
	0,23
	0,04

	2
	Expenditures of the military organization as part of the law enforcement and national security expenditures 

	Overall law enforcement and national security expenditures, including: 
	131 621
	11,0
	1,70

	2.1
	Border services and border guards troops 
	11 943
	1.00
	0,15

	2.2
	Internal security troops subordinate to the RF Ministry of Interior
	10157
	0,85
	0,13

	2.3
	State security agencies*
	21191
	1,78
	0,27

	3
	Other expenditures of the military organization

	3.1
	Maintenance and equipment of the Emergency Command (Emercom) troops 
	 12455
	1,04
	0,16

	3.2
	Federal service of railroad troops 
	1882
	0,16
	0.02


Table 42 (cont’d)

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Amount, in Rbs. mln
	% federal budget expenditure
	% GDP

	3.3
	Federal service of special construction 
	502
	0,04
	

	4
	Additional expenditures on national defense, law enforcement and national security 

	4.1
	Expenditures under Article 79 of the 2001 Federal Budget allocated to the RF Ministry of Defense and used as financial support to the activities of the Russian armed forces **
	unknown
	
	

	4.2
	Expenditures under Article 78 of the 2001 Federal Budget allocated to the Ministry of Interior and Emercom to be used for the logistical support and social welfare of servicemen ***  
	unknown
	
	


Notes:

* Tentatively, the amount in line 2.3 may be inclusive of the outlays for the Federal Security Service, Foreign Intelligence Service and some other agencies responsible for the security of the state in Russia. 

** These items are funded through the revenues of the institutions subordinate to the Russian Ministry of Defense and financed subject to their budgeting estimate, that are generated under voluntary service contracts, for the sales of arms, military equipment and materiel from the stocks of the RF Ministry of Defense under technical military cooperation, for military personnel training in the interests of foreign states, and through other revenue-generating activities allowed under the Russian legislation. 

*** these items are funded through the revenues from the sales of arms and defense equipment, and other movable property under technical military cooperation, military personnel training in the interests of foreign state, and contractual services rendered by the Ministry of Interior and Emergency Command. 

Additionally note that earlier, expenditures under item 4 were not mentioned in the budget and were, as a result, classified as extra-budgetary. 

Table 43

Military expenditures outside the military organization

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Amount, in Rbs. mln
	% federal budget expenditure
	% GDP

	From the section “National Defense” (item 1 of Table 2)

	4.1
	Defense program of the Ministry of Nuclear Energy
	6330
	0,53
	0,08

	4.2
	Supporting industries’ contribution towards national defense 
	303
	0,03
	

	4.3
	Russian defense and technical sports organization (ROSTO)
	33
	-
	-

	From other budgetary sections and subsections 

	4.4
	Preparedness activities in the economy
	500
	0,04
	-

	4.5
	Civil defense
	22
	0,002
	-

	4.6
	Subsidies and subventions to the closed administrative territories 
	10 149
	0,85
	0,13


Table 44

Expenditures related to previous military activities 

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Amount, in Rbs. mln
	% federal budget expenditure
	% GDP

	1
	Pensions to servicemen
	30650
	2,56
	0,4

	2
	Recycling and disposal of armaments 
	6036
	0,51
	0,08

	3
	Defense conversion
	250
	0,02
	

	4
	Military reform 
	4 337
	0,39
	0,06

	5
	Funding to housing certificates construction programs as part of the national capital expenditure outlays 
	4880
	0,40
	0,06


It makes sense to discuss some of the aggregated expenditures shown in Table 45.

The overall expenditures of the military organizations comprise more than 22% of the federal budget expenditures suggesting that it may be expedient to get involved with them for those businesses in Russia that look for lucrative contracts, which have also been getting more stable since 2000. The aggregated military spending outside the military organization in Russia is considerably less tangible. 

In table 45, item 5 of the national defense, law enforcement and state security spending is significant in the sense that it is indicative of the expenditures level in 2001 (4.47% of the GDP) by comparison with the reference indicator of 5.1% GDP, approved by the RF President in 1998. Note that national defense was supposed to get their “regulatory” 3.5% GDP, i.e. significantly more than 2.77% GDP shown in item 1 of Table 2. Overall, comparing current expenditures with the standards one sees that over the period of the defense reform, that is, by 2005, the level of this spending will hardly be going down. 

Table 45

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Amount, in Rbs. mln
	% federal budget expenditure
	% GDP

	1
	Overall outlays for the Russian military organization (armed forces, other troops, military units and institutions) 
	266085
	22,29
	3,43

	2
	Overall military expenditures outside the Russian military organization (Ministry of Nuclear Energy, some other industries, ROSTO, etc.)
	17337
	1,45
	0,22

	3
	Overall military expenditure (military organization and outside)
	283422
	23,74
	3,65

	4
	Aggregate direct and indirect expenditures related to the current and previous military activities of the Russian Federation 
	329575
	27,61
	4,25

	5
	Overall outlays for national defense, law enforcement and state security 
	346309
	29,02
	4,47

	6
	Amounts of direct and indirect expenditures relating to the current and past military activities, and all federal expenditures in Russia on law enforcement and state security. 
	417905
	35,02
	5,39


Note that spending in items 5 and 6 of Table 45 that exceeds 35% of the federal budget expenditures cannot be classified as strictly military. Apart from defense spending, it incorporates a significant amount (88330 million rubles) allocated towards the judiciary, prosecution, police, etc., that hardly any country would classify as belonging to the military organization. The most complete indication of the level of military spending is to be found in item three of Table 45. 

We are listing below some analytical data on the distribution of funds allocated to the RF Ministry of Defense for development and maintenance of the armed forces in Russia. The aggregate expenditure for these purposes is to be found in line 1.1 of Table 2, while in Table 46 they are itemized. 

Table 46

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Amount, in Rbs. mln
	% federal budget expenditure
	% GDP

	1.1
	Development and maintenance of armed forces in Russia
	203061
	17,0
	100

	1.1.1
	Development of the Russian armed forces  
	70370
	5,90
	34,7

	1.1.2
	Maintenance of the Russian armed forces, including:
	132691
	11,10
	65,3

	1.1.2.1
	Central military administration bodies 
	912
	0,07
	0,4

	1.1.2.2
	Sustenance of the armed forces personnel, including:
	91064
	7,63
	44,8

	1.1.2.2.1
	Money allowance to servicemen and money allowance to civilian personnel
	62543
	5,24
	30,8

	1.1.2.2.2
	Food supplies
	17000
	1,43
	8,4

	1.1.2.2.3
	Clothing
	3628
	0,30
	1,8

	1.1.2.2.4
	Travel sustenance for servicemen and their families leaving for vacations or treatment 
	2900
	0,24
	1,4

	1.1.2.2.5
	Funding of benefits and compensation to servicemen
	1409
	0,12
	0,7

	1.1.2.2.6
	Other personnel expenses 
	445
	0,04
	0,2

	1.1.2.2.7
	Funding for certain statutory benefits 
	3138
	0,26
	1,5

	1.1.2.3
	Combat training and и logistical support to arms (forces), including:
	37510
	3,14
	18,5

	1.1.2.3.1
	Lodging and maintenance costs
	15953
	1,34
	7,9

	1.1.2.3.2
	Acquisition and storage of special fuel and petrol 
	12000
	1,01
	5,9

	1.1.2.3.3
	Transportation
	5700
	0,48
	2,8

	1.1.2.3.4
	Operation, maintenance and repair of property and facilities 
	1890
	0,15
	0,9

	1.1.2.3.5
	Other expenses relating to combat training and logistical support of troops
	1967
	0,16
	1,0

	1.1.2.4
	Ministerial expenses on education and health care
	2155
	0,18
	1,1

	1.1.2.5
	Servicemen insurance guarantees 
	1050
	0,08
	0,5


Table 47

Tracks changes in military spending over the last three years.

	Budget Sections
	1999 (mln. rubles)
	2000 (mln. rubles)
	2001 (mln. rubles.)
	Percent change to 1999 (without/ with inflationary effect)

	
	
	Beginning of year
	End of year
	
	20000*
	20002*
	2001

	“National Defense” 
	93702
	140852
	209445
	214688
	+50,3 / +25,1
	+123,5 / +86,0
	+129,1 / +70,2

	“Law enforcement and state security” 
	51324
	79802
	111547
	131621
	+55,5 / +29,4
	+117,3 / +80,8
	+156,5 / +90,5

	“Preparedness activities in the economy”
	450 
	500
	835
	500
	+11,1 / -7,6
	+85,5 / +54,3
	+11,1 / -17,5


Note: for calculation purposes, the inflation rate in 2000 to 1999 was 20.2%; in 2001 to 2000 it stood at 12%.

* 20000 – federal budget early in the year; 20002 end of the year, after two adjustments. 

The 2001 federal budget was adjusted five times in the course of the year, but only one adjustment made in accordance with Federal Law No 161-FZ of 14.12.2001 impacted military spending. With the actual execution of the 2001 federal budget, military spending increased considerably. 

Execution of the 2001 federal budget 

We shall start by noting that federal budget administration is not easy to analyze because of the non-performance of Article 272 of the Budget Code whereby the budget execution report “must be drafted under the same structure and budgetary classification as the one used at the time of the budget approval.” 

The structure of quarterly reports fails to match the structure of the approved 2001 budget. Moreover, quarterly and semiannual reports have different structures. The former report lists expenditures mostly by sections and subsections of the functional classification and only to a very insignificant degree (less than 2 percent), by target items and types of spending. The first semiannual report shows complete breakdown to sections, subsections, target items and types of spending, except those that the Russian Government classified as secret. 

For instance, expenditure for the maintenance of the armed forces is fully disclosed in the non-classified appendix, while in the first semiannual performance report the expenses are fully classified. Classified were also the expenditures for the personnel of the Russian Emergency Command as were even the expenses of the Russian defense technical and sports society, fully disclosed in the non-classified appendix to the 2001 budget law. 

Performance figures on aggregated expenditure of the federal budget and expenditures relating to the military organization of the Russian Federation are shown in tables 48, 49, and 50. As the tables suggest, expenditures relating to the military organization were executed in full and evenly. 

The exception is funding under title “Military Reform” (section code 2500) and two subsections “Internal security troops of the Ministry of Interior” (0502) and “Training and participation in collective security and peacekeeping” (0404).

Under section 2500, in the first six months of 2001 actual expenses stood at 62% (budgeted 75,02%), and under section 0502, 59% actual expenses (69% budgeted). 

Accelerated funding under section 2500 might have been due to the intent to reduce expenditures to support retired military and more rational use of current expenses. The increased financing under 0504 must have been caused by additional costs of the military operation in the Republic of Chechnya. 

The suspended financing under subsection 0404 was caused by the delayed legal status (no RF Government resolution allowing the payment). 

All of the above transgressions from the requirements of Article 272 of the Budget Code, including imposing secrecy on the expenditure data whose level has been made public in the federal budget law, affect the State Duma’s ability to fulfill its supervisory functions over the budget performance, thus reducing the efficiency of expenditures in general, and military spending in particular. 

Table 48

Military and related spending in Russia in 2001 (mln. rubles)

	No
	Title of expenditures
	Code
	Approved 2001 Federal Budget
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May
	June

	0
	Total expenditures under FB-01
	
	1193483
	60615
	170415
	268772
	365169
	465029
	578789

	
	
	
	1268006
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	National defense, of which
	0400
	214688
	7551
	23400
	41470
	65318
	87566
	106729

	
	
	
	234582
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1
	Development and maintenance of armed forces in Russia
	0401
	203061
	
	
	39571
	
	
	102106

	
	- development of the armed forces
	0401
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 48 (cont’d)

	No
	Title of expenditures
	Code
	Approved 2001 Federal Budget
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May
	June

	
	- maintenance of the armed forces
	0401
	132691
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
	Preparedness activities and military training for civilians
	0403
	2278
	
	
	300
	
	
	879

	1.3
	Preparation for and participation in collective security and peacekeeping
	0404
	2716
	
	
	116
	
	
	540

	2
	Aggregated expenditures for law enforcement and state security, of which:
	0500
	131621

145832
	3983
	13365
	24700
	35092
	45572
	57062

	2.1
	Border services and border guards troops
	0506
	11943
	
	
	1820
	
	
	4632

	2.2
	Internal security troops of the RF Ministry of Interior
	0502
	10157
	
	
	2249
	
	
	6037

	2.3
	State security services
	0505
	21191
	
	
	4150
	
	
	9236

	3
	Other outlays for the military organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1
	Maintenance and equipment for Emercom troops
	1302
	12455
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2
	Federal service of railroad troops, code 029
	0403
	1851
	
	
	
	
	
	673

	3.3
	Federal service of special construction, code 279
	0707
	483 
	
	
	
	
	
	186


Table 48 (cont’d)

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Code
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December

	0
	Total expenditures under FB-01
	
	679087
	804844
	929650
	1035836
	1135938
	1325688

	1
	National defense,  of which
	0400
	127278
	147524
	169302
	193823
	209917
	246712

	1.1
	Development and maintenance of armed forces in Russia
	0401
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	- development of the armed forces
	0401
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	- maintenance of the armed forces
	0401
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
	Preparedness activities and military training for civilians 
	0403
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3
	Preparation for and participation in collective security and peacekeeping 
	0404
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Aggregated expenditures for law enforcement and state security, of which:
	0500
	68042
	79753
	90981
	104016
	118390
	140705

	2.1
	Border services and border guards troops 
	0506
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2
	Internal security troops of the RF Ministry of Interior 
	0502
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3
	State security services
	0505
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 48 (cont’d)

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Code
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December

	3
	Other outlays for the military organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1
	Maintenance and equipment for Emercom troops 
	1302
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2
	Federal service of railroad troops, code 029
	0403
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3
	Federal service of special construction, code 279
	0707
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes: in bold and italics are adjusted expenses corrected for additional amounts allocated under Federal Law No 161-FZ of 14.12.2001. Because of the above deficiencies in the budget performance report, the data in Table 8 are less detailed than the data in the budget. 

Table 49

Military spending outside the military organization (mln rubles)

	No
	Title of expenditures
	Code
	Approved 2001 Federal Budget
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May
	June

	1.
	From the section “National Defense” of the Federal Budget
	
	    
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1
	Military program of the Ministry of Nuclear Energy 
	0402
	6330
	
	
	1432
	
	
	3070

	1.2
	Supporting industries’ contribution to national defense 
	0407
	303
	
	
	50
	
	
	134

	1.3
	Russian defense technical and sports organizations (ROSTO)
	0403
	33
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	From other sections and subsection of the Federal Budget
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 49 (cont’d)

	No
	Title of expenditures
	Code
	Approved 2001 Federal Budget
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May
	June

	2.1
	Preparedness activities in the economy 
	2330
	500
	0
	21
	72
	123
	168
	227

	2.2
	Civil defense
	1303
	22
	
	
	1
	
	
	8

	2.3
	Subsidies and subventions towards the budgets of closed administrative territories, code 485 of Earmarked Expenditure Item,  code 350 of Expenditure Type.
	2101
	8649
	
	
	2164
	
	
	4870


Table 9 (continued)

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Code
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December

	1.
	From the section “National Defense” of the Federal Budget
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1
	Military program of the Ministry of Nuclear Energy 
	0402
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
	Supporting industries’ contribution to national defense 
	0407
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3
	Russian defense technical and sports organizations (ROSTO)
	0403
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	From other sections and subsection of the Federal Budget
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1
	Preparedness activities in the economy 
	2330
	308
	383
	432
	520
	596
	941

	2.2
	Civil defense
	1303
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3
	Subsidies and subventions towards the budgets of closed administrative territories, code 485 of Earmarked Expenditure Item, code 350 of Expenditure Type.
	2101
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: the absence of certain data from the table is caused by the same deficiencies of the performance reports. 

Table 50

Expenditures relating to past military activities 

	No
	Title of expenditures
	Code
	Approved 2001 Federal Budget
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May
	June

	1.1
	Pensions to servicemen
	1804
	30651
	
	
	7383
	
	
	15029

	1.2
	Recycling and disposal of armaments
	2200
	6036
	29
	395
	728
	1654
	2242
	2719

	1.3
	Defense conversion
	0704
	250
	
	
	41
	
	
	125

	1.4
	Military reform
	2500
	4237
	127
	509
	984
	1720
	2177
	2632

	
	
	
	5937
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5
	Funding under the housing certificates programs as part of the state capital expenditure
	0707
	4880
	
	
	
	
	
	2406


Table 50 (cont’d)

	No
	Title of expenditure
	Code
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December

	1.1
	Pensions to servicemen
	1804
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
	Recycling and disposal of armaments
	2200
	3251
	3772
	4429
	5188
	5589
	6554

	1.3
	Defense conversion
	0704
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4
	Military reform
	2500
	2896
	3007
	3111
	3247
	3599
	5533

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5
	Funding under the housing certificates construction programs as part of the state capital expenditure
	0707
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes: in bold and italics are adjusted expenses corrected for additional amounts allocated under Federal Law No 161-FZ of 14.12.2001.

Status, trends and prospects for the solution of social problems of servicemen 

The biggest obstacle to higher combat readiness of the Russian military organization is the social status of servicemen which depends largely on two factors: money allowance and housing. 

Money allowance to servicemen. The current money allowance paid to Russian servicemen throughout 2001 remained unchanged at the dramatically low level. Noteworthy is the regular payment pattern of the allowances, with the exception of the so-called “wartime allowance.” There was no lack of comment on the extent of abuse with respect to this category of allowance. 

In April 2001 the State Duma approved a federal law providing for a substantial increase in the money allowance of servicemen, but the bill was never signed by the RF President because of the deficiencies and discrepancy between the intent to raise the allowance and finances available to the government. The reasons for which the pay rise was refused must have been related to the difference between the number of personnel in the military organization as declared by the end of 2000, and its actual strength. It was believed that the overall strength of the armed forces in the Russian Federation stood at 1,200,000, but certain publications in the mid-2001 asserted that the number must have been near 1,350,000. Naturally, a considerable amount of funds was spent to support the surplus 150,000 servicemen. 

The issue of money allowance was discussed on 11 May 2001 at the meeting of the RF Security Council, attended by both chairmen of the two chambers of the Federal Assembly. 

As the meeting recommended, on 31 May 2001 the RF President submitted to the State Duma a draft federal law No 98384-З “On amending certain legislative acts of the Russian Federation on money allowance to servicemen and their benefits.” 

Under the draft law, the amount of the basic salary depending on the category of the military office and the basic salary depending on the military rank of the servicemen contracted for active duty, and any additional payments shall be granted subject to uniform allowance rates applicable to all federal agencies that comprise the military organization in Russia.  

The official salary and military rank salary should be no less than the amount of official salary and monthly bonus to it depending on the qualifications rating for the relevant categories of federal civil servants in the federal executive authorities. 

The correspondence between the standard office positions and military ranks of servicemen and public service positions and qualifications ratings of the relevant categories of civil servants shall be approved by the RF President.  

The amount of money allowance of servicemen should be indexed or increased in the same way and period as provided for federal civil servants. 

Note that there are cases when the correspondence of the army allowance with the salaries of civil servants in the federal government is not feasible. For instance, the allowance paid to soldiers and junior command officers contracted for active duty would be feasible to relate to the average actual salaries in the country, since it is exactly the difference between the money paid to the servicemen and the average salaried across the country that could make the contract with the army attractive to soldiers and junior command officers. In a market economy where the service is a voluntary contract, the military organization of Russia should be a competitive employer on the labor market, offering proper consideration for the hardship and specific circumstances of the military duty. 

The official salary to servicemen is expected to be increased starting 1 July 2002, and the allowance for the military rank, starting 1 January 2004. As the money allowance to servicemen is raised to the level of the salaries paid to federal civil servants, the monthly allowance to junior command officers will be doubled, and that of senior command and higher command officer will increase 1.7 and 1.4 times, respectively. 

Note also that apart from the significant increase in the money allowance the servicemen will be asked to bear some additional expenses as a result of the annulment of housing and utilities benefits. Such additional expenses will not be large. For instance, a lieutenant and platoon commander, starting 1 January 2004, will be paid on average a monthly amount of Rbs 4,797 (which is 2.03 times more than currently), but a significant portion of this amount could be spent to pay for the cancelled benefits. 

Providing servicemen with housing. Throughout all the after-war decades, neither the Soviet nor, later, the Russian government proved capable of resolving the issue of housing to servicemen and civilians retired from military duty. 

Initially, they tried to address the issue by allotting military institutions a certain quota (10 %) of all homes built anew by any other ministry. This option, apparently, did not suit all. Then, they continued with the government program called “Housing.” This scenario failed to resolve the problem since the main incentive to the performers was not measured by the amount of apartments built but rather by the costs sunk in the construction. Abandoned construction projects everywhere became a telltale monument to the period.  

In 1997 this housing policy was recognized as inefficient, to be replaced by the presidential program of state housing certificates. Under the program, it was planned to meet all the requirements of active servicemen and retired servicemen in housing, provided they were entitled to it, within 5 years (1997 – 2002). All in all, over the 5 year period, 210,000 apartments must have been commissioned. 

The 1998 default and certain other reasons disrupted this program too. Currently, the president’s housing certificates program continues, but at a very modest pace.  The 2001 budget, for instance, allocated a meager Rbs 4.8 billion for the purpose. This amount is hardly good for 20,000 certificates whereas homes are still needed for about 200,000 households. Given such a pace, it will take more than one decade to satisfy all those active and retired servicemen who need housing. 

These uncertainties about housing at the end of long service undermine the attractiveness of the military profession and cannot but affect the operational efficiency of the armed forces.  

What is required is the development of a new comprehensive program “Housing for servicemen” as commissioned by the President, and having the RF Security Council strictly monitor its drafting and implementation. Such program must provide for:

- faster rates of construction of service lodgings for servicemen;

- increased funding and faster implementation of the President’s housing certificates program;

- additional resources allocated to residential construction out of proceeds of the real property disposed of in the course of the military reform;

- saving accounts opened up to young officers, warrant officers, soldiers and non-commissioned officers which, given a prospect of long service, would allow them to acquire apartments. 

Current issues in military-industrial complex

The current state and prospects for the military-industrial complex in Russia remain a concern for virtually all government authorities, many leaders of the federation subjects, and employees at the key industrial and research institutions. The reason for concern is to be found in the effect that preservation and consolidation of the military-industrial complex has on the defense security as well as on the economy, foreign policy, social stability, on the pace of technical and scientific progress, and the promise it holds for many key national interests of the country.  

Among the more important problems that have to be addressed as a matter of priority, is the need for advanced and efficient management and control mechanisms; domestic consolidation of the military-industrial complex stripping it of excessive structures; and more economically efficient state holdings. 

The above and some other problems must be addressed through a well-substantiated program integrating the military-industrial complex in the market infrastructure and making it more economically competitive. The complex can be made more efficient and competitive only through implementation of modern market instruments. 

That was the aim of the new version of the government policy formulated in the “Basic policies of Russia in its defense-industrial complex for the period to 2010 and in a longer term” and in the government’s federal targeted program of reform and development of the military-industrial complex in 2002 - 2006.

In accordance with the approved documents, the first target for the reform in the domestic defense industry should be consolidation of the 1,700 current defense projects into up to 50 holdings producing military equipment and armaments. The consolidation of production operations could be structured round technological compatibility or historical schemes of cooperation or regional factors. In other cases, integration will be mechanical merging similar product operations. At the second stage, those entities would be consolidated further in even larger civilian-military associations. The consolidation will come together with the reduction in the number of enterprises charged with defense contracts, leaving approximately half of the more efficient businesses. 

The issue of the efficient owner is still pending. Back in 1996 a presidential decree established the Sukhoi aviation military industrial complex. Despite the strong administrative support, its operations were heavily criticized, so a more recent decision was about setting up, on the basis of the complex, a publicly held joint-stock company Sukhoi aviation holding. As a result, they would incorporate state-held Novosibirsk and Komsomolsk aircraft operations and contribute the controlling stakes in those enterprises to the Sukhoi holding. Such a decision is believed to help invigorate and make for more efficient management of the businesses related to the production of Sukhoi planes. 

At the same time, low operability of the military-industrial complex may be unrelated to the variety of forms of ownership across its businesses. 

The operation and legal protection of intellectual property rights held by the state should be discussed separately. The plans are to license the right to develop and produce research-intensive and high-tech products to the parent entity in the holding, which would grant such rights to the plants and thus help consolidate cash flows. This is the proposed solution to R&D funding. 

However, the state does not have any proper experience in the utilization of intellectual property in a market environment. There should be a more transparent procedure for the statutory licensing commercial businesses to develop and produce military equipment. In addition, intellectual property is a unique property difficult to sell for profit. Part of the problem is the valuation of such intellectual property and identification of its true owner. The legislation needs to be improved. 

The government is to resolve the issue of mobilization of capital for the military-industrial complex, including foreign capital. Instances of international cooperation under joint defense-related projects are no longer isolated. The Russian-Indian BraMos is ready to offer to the international markets a unique multi-purpose rocket developed by Russia’s Research and Production Machine-building Institute and India’s DRDO. There is an ongoing joint project of Irkutsk aircraft factory and Indian HAL. Mutually beneficial Russian-Chinese defense projects are in the pipeline. 

Going back to the restructuring of the military-industrial complex, note that it has been already exposed to seven major reorganizations. It would be appropriate to analyze the effects of the changes and all the consequences of the previous stages of restructuring in the industry. 

It all started in 1992 when the scope of defense orders for armaments and equipment plummeted a whole 400 percent. Then, the list of operations banned for privatization started to shrink. By 1997, about half of the enterprises belonging to the military-industrial complex were incorporated to become part of the private sector. 

Let us consider the economics of those events. In 1992, the public was promised that a smaller defense industry and a more efficient owner replacing less efficient (government) would spawn growth in the civilian production. The indicators suggest that throughout the period of intense reforms in the military-industrial complex up to 1998, resulted in the declining production both at the defense and civilian projects (Table 51). 

All these years, except the last two, owing to the destructive attitude of the government to defense enterprises, and moreover, regular underfunding, their debts kept accumulating. Many were edging to the brink of bankruptcy, others walked over the edge.  

After the 1998 financial and economic crisis, not only there was no further slump in the output, but on the contrary, there was a certain growth in the output of both military and civilian products. It must have been a combination of two factors: firstly, active import substitution as a result of ruble devaluation which made many domestic products competitive and stimulated output growth at civilian and defense enterprises (increased output of civilian products); secondly, increased world oil prices and, as a consequence, bigger revenues for the Russian budget and a possibility to finance defense orders (increased output of defense products).  

Table 51

Production dynamics in the military-industrial complex

	Indicators
	Years

	
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001*

	Changes in the aggregate output of marketable products, in % to the previous period
	78,7
	80,8
	61,4
	80,3
	73,6
	86,9
	101,9
	132,7
	125,3
	107,6

	Changes in the output of military products, in % to the previous period
	62,6
	73,8
	60,8
	83,4
	75,7
	73,8
	109,5
	136,7
	129,5
	101

	Changes in the output of civilian products, in % to the previous period
	96,4
	86,0
	61,5
	78.2
	72.4
	98,6
	99,3
	128.6
	120,3
	116,5

	Integral change in the output of all marketable products, in % to 1991
	78,7
	63,6
	39,1
	31,4
	23,1
	20,1
	21,7
	28,8
	36,1
	38,8

	Integral change in the output of military products, in % to 1991
	62.6
	49,3
	30,3
	25,1
	18,8
	13,9
	16.6
	22,7
	29,4
	29,7

	Integral change in the output of civilian products, in percent to 1991
	96,4
	82,9
	51,0
	39,9
	28,9
	28,5
	28,3
	36,4
	43,8
	51,0


* Forecasts of the Russian Ministry of industry, science and technologies, and estimates of the Institute of Transition Economies.

Proper structural changes must have been prompted by a competitive selection of the more important projects and their efficient performers, and not by bureaucratic inventions. In fact, over the last 2 – 3 years defense projects have been consolidating with the resulting voluntary restructuring, instead of the one imposed from the top. The merged businesses managed to locate additional sources of financing, established additional contacts, some outside the military-industrial complex, and thus raised both civilian and military output, and in such way are saving high-technology industries in Russia.

Reform is costly. It is difficult to expect that the restructuring of the defense industries to help them grow would concern private investors as well as the government. But state investment in the defense industries could help set up production, to be followed by leasing, of aircraft needed by our airlines. Another example –the funds assigned to defense industries reform could be invested to set up a mass serial production of Russian cruise missiles, similar to U.S. Tomahawk, which are required domestically and could be offered to the world market of armaments (see our surveys for the previous years). There could be other options. Such projects promising good returns and long-term partnership of private capital and the state could easily find an investor. 

Later, a tender could help select the most preferable contractors. This would be the natural way to segregate the core defense industries which would not be imposed from above but instead based on specific models of armaments, their key elements and technologies, specific goals of defense planning, and specific circumstances in the area of technical military cooperation. 

If, despite the budging economic growth, the government that has a major stake in the defense operations is still uncertain about the efficiency of the industry, a comprehensive analysis of the cause is needed. This prompts the need to make public the following: 

– a list of businesses and institutions of the military-industrial complex, and a complete list of their owners;

– costs (borne by the government and other owners) to operate and help develop defense projects;

– revenues generated by defense projects and their distribution among owners; 

– non-financial results from the operations of the military-industrial complex;

– a valuation by independent experts of the economic and functional efficiency of all owners;

– reasons for which the industry needs the reform. 

With this analysis done, a tender should be opened up for the best project of the industry’s reform. The best project would then serve as a basis for the reforms in the industry. 

The most favorable effect on the military-industrial complex could be had from proper funding of the state defense order. According to the commentary by the Russian Deputy Defense Minister for armaments, published in Rossiiskaya Gazeta, the 2001 state defense order was fully funded. A State Armaments Program was approved, complete with resources and funding, allowing defense projects to embark on a long-term planning for their operations. Another good impact could come from the repayment of the debt that government owed to the military-industrial complex over the past years. Note that under RF Government Resolution No 1020 of 29.12.2000, full repayment of the outstanding debt should be completed by 1 January 2003. The repayment is currently on time. Those positive changes bode well for the defense economy. 
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		Таблица 2

		Производство ВВП и валовой добавленной стоимости

		по отдельным отраслям экономики

		в текущих ценах		Млрд.рублей

				I		II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001				1997

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах		564		631.9		699.3		845.9		2741.1		866.8		1108		1358.6		1423.8		4757.2		1461.4		1641.9		2004		1956.1		7063.4		1886.3		2116.2										2478.6

		в основных ценах1)		519.5		567.2		643.8		777.4		2507.9		780.6		966.8		1237.1		1295.1		4279.6		1285.9		1451.2		1806.2		1746		6289.3		1674.4		1885		2310								2263.3

		в том числе:

		производство товаров		219.3		233.9		311.7		319.7		1084.6		338.1		418.2		642.5		546.7		1945.5		582.9		648		948.4		768.4		2947.7		734.7		816.2		1194.6								981.5

		из него:

		промышленность		169.2		166.4		169.5		244		749.1		266.1		312.9		359.4		391.8		1330.2		467.3		488.5		536.8		548.3		2040.9		575.6		602.3		636.5								644.1

		строительство		33.7		45.7		52		45.6		177		43.8		59.5		78.2		82.4		263.9		64.2		92.6		128.1		136.2		421.1		92.5		125.1		169.8								180

		сельское хозяйство		11.5		16.5		84.7		24		136.7		22.9		39.5		197.5		64.8		324.7		44.1		58.3		274		73.1		449.5		56.4		76.2		374.4								140

		производство услуг		300.2		333.3		332.1		457.7		1423.3		442.5		548.6		594.6		748.4		2334.1		703		803.2		857.8		977.6		3341.6		939.7		1068.8		1115.4								1289.1

		рыночные услуги		229.5		243		253.1		344.2		1069.8		372.9		434.6		479.5		592		1879		571.9		626.7		692.3		781.5		2672.4		773.9		841.3		896.5								940.5

		из них:

		транспорт и связь		61		62.3		69.3		76.8		269.4		88.1		102.5		105.7		112.6		408.9		111.5		132.9		137.5		145		526.9		147.5		178.3		203.8								274.4

		торговля		100.3		101.6		115.9		172.8		490.6		175.3		206.8		239.8		304.3		926.2		291.8		305.5		339.9		386.5		1323.7		361.8		375.6		389.7								398.7

		нерыночные услуги		70.7		90.3		79		113.5		353.5		69.6		114		115.1		156.4		455.1		131.1		176.5		165.5		196.1		669.2		165.81		227.5		218.9								348.7

																																														2270.6

				I		II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах												302.8		476.1		659.3		577.9		2016.1		594.6		533.9		645.4		532.3		2306.2		424.9		474.3										262.5

		в основных ценах1)												261.1		399.6		593.3		517.7		1771.7		505.3		484.4		569.1		450.9		2009.7		388.5		433.8		503.8								244.6

		в том числе:												0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0								0

		производство товаров												118.8		184.3		330.8		227		860.9		244.8		229.8		305.9		221.7		1002.2		151.8		168.2		246.2								103.1

		из него:												0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0								0

		промышленность												96.9		146.5		189.9		147.8		581.1		201.2		175.6		177.4		156.5		710.7		108.3		113.8		99.7								105

		строительство												10.1		13.8		26.2		36.8		86.9		20.4		33.1		49.9		53.8		157.2		28.3		32.5		41.7								-3

		сельское хозяйство												11.4		23		112.8		40.8		188		21.2		18.8		76.5		8.3		124.8		12.3		17.9		100.4								-3.3

		производство услуг												142.3		215.3		262.5		290.7		910.8		260.5		254.6		263.2		229.2		1007.5		236.7		265.6		257.6								134.2

		рыночные услуги												143.4		191.6		226.4		247.8		809.2		199		192.1		212.8		189.5		793.4		202		214.6		204.2								129.3

		из них:												0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0								0

		транспорт и связь												27.1		40.2		36.4		35.8		139.5		23.4		30.4		31.8		32.4		118		36		45.4		66.3								-5

		торговля												75		105.2		123.9		131.5		435.6		116.5		98.7		100.1		82.2		397.5		70		70.1		49.8								91.9

		нерыночные услуги												-1.1		23.7		36.1		42.9		101.6		61.5		62.5		50.4		39.7		214.1		34.71		51		53.4								4.8

						II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах

		в основных ценах1)												100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		в том числе:												0

		производство товаров												45.50		46.12		55.76		43.85		48.59		48.45		47.44		53.75		49.17		49.87		39.07		38.77		48.87		0.00		0.00		0.00		42.15

		из него:												0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00								0.00

		промышленность												37.11		36.66		32.01		28.55		32.80		39.82		36.25		31.17		34.71		35.36		27.88		26.23		19.79								42.93

		строительство												3.87		3.45		4.42		7.11		4.90		4.04		6.83		8.77		11.93		7.82		7.28		7.49		8.28								-1.23

		сельское хозяйство												4.37		5.76		19.01		7.88		10.61		4.20		3.88		13.44		1.84		6.21		3.17		4.13		19.93								-1.35

		производство услуг												54.50		53.88		44.24		56.15		51.41		51.55		52.56		46.25		50.83		50.13		60.93		61.23		51.13								54.87

		рыночные услуги												54.92		47.95		38.16		47.87		45.67		39.38		39.66		37.39		42.03		39.48		51.99		49.47		40.53								52.86

		из них:												0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00								0.00

		транспорт и связь												10.38		10.06		6.14		6.92		7.87		4.63		6.28		5.59		7.19		5.87		9.27		10.47		13.16								-2.04

		торговля												28.72		26.33		20.88		25.40		24.59		23.06		20.38		17.59		18.23		19.78		18.02		16.16		9.88								37.57

		нерыночные услуги												-0.42		5.93		6.08		8.29		5.73		12.17		12.90		8.86		8.80		10.65		8.93		11.76		10.60								1.96

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II		III		IV		1998		1999		2000

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах

		в основных ценах1)		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100								100		100

		в том числе:		0

		производство товаров		45.5		46.1		55.8		43.8		48.4		47.4		53.8		49.2		39.1		38.8		48.9				42.1504497138		48.5917480386		49.8681395233

		из него:		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0				0		0		0

		промышленность		37.1		36.7		32.0		28.5		39.8		36.3		31.2		34.7		27.9		26.2		19.8				42.9272281276		32.7990066038		35.3634870876

		строительство		3.9		3.5		4.4		7.1		4.0		6.8		8.8		11.9		7.3		7.5		8.3				15.0449713818		4.904893605		7.8220629945

		сельское хозяйство		4.4		5.8		19.0		7.9		4.2		3.9		13.4		1.8		3.2		4.1		19.9				-17.7023712183		10.6112773043		6.209882072

		производство услуг		54.5		53.9		44.2		56.2		51.6		52.6		46.2		50.8		60.9		61.2		51.1				54.8650858545		51.4082519614		50.1318604767

		рыночные услуги		54.9		47.9		38.2		47.9		39.4		39.7		37.4		42.0		52.0		49.5		40.5				52.8618152085		45.6736467799		39.4785291337

		из них:		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0				0		0		0

		транспорт и связь		10.4		10.1		6.1		6.9		4.6		6.3		5.6		7.2		9.3		10.5		13.2				-2.0441537204		7.8737935316		5.8715231129

		торговля		28.7		26.3		20.9		25.4		23.1		20.4		17.6		18.2		18.0		16.2		9.9				37.5715453802		24.5865552859		19.7790715032

		нерыночные услуги		-0.4		5.9		6.1		8.3		12.2		12.9		8.9		8.8		8.9		11.8		10.6				1.9623875715		5.7346051815		10.653331343

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II		III

		производство товаров		45.5		46.1		55.8		43.8		48.4		47.4		53.8		49.2		39.1		38.8		48.9				42.1

		производство услуг		54.5		53.9		44.2		56.2		51.6		52.6		46.2		50.8		60.9		61.2		51.1				57.9

		рыночные услуги		54.9		47.9		38.2		47.9		39.4		39.7		37.4		42.0		52.0		49.5		40.5				52.9

		нерыночные услуги		-0.4		5.9		6.1		8.3		12.2		12.9		8.9		8.8		8.9		11.8		13.2				5

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II		III

		промышленность		37.1		36.7		32.0		28.5		39.8		36.3		31.2		34.7		27.9		26.2		19.8				15

		строительство		3.9		3.5		4.4		7.1		4.0		6.8		8.8		11.9		7.3		7.5		8.3				-17

		сельское хозяйство		4.4		5.8		19.0		7.9		4.2		3.9		13.4		1.8		3.2		4.1		19.9

		транспорт и связь		10.4		10.1		6.1		6.9		4.6		6.3		5.6		7.2		9.3		10.5		13.2

		торговля		28.7		26.3		20.9		25.4		23.1		20.4		17.6		18.2		18.0		16.2		9.9

		прочие отрасли		15.5		17.7		17.5		24.1		24.3		26.4		23.4		26.1		34.4		35.5		29

				100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0

				84.5		82.3		82.5		75.9		75.7		73.6		76.6		73.9		65.6		64.5		71.0

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		промышленность		43.9		44.6		38.8		37.6		52.6		49.2		40.7		47.0		42.5		40.7

		строительство		4.6		4.2		5.4		9.4		5.3		9.3		11.5		16.1		11.1		11.6

		сельское хозяйство		5.2		7.0		23.1		10.4		5.5		5.3		17.6		2.5		4.8		6.4

		транспорт и связь		12.3		12.2		7.4		9.1		6.1		8.5		7.3		9.7		14.1		16.2

		торговля		34.0		32.0		25.3		33.5		30.4		27.7		23.0		24.7		27.5		25.1





Лист7 (2)

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



промышленность

строительство

сельское хозяйство

транспорт и связь

торговля

прочие отрасли

Вклад отраслей экономики в прирост ВВП в перид 1999-2001 гг.,



Лист1 (3)

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0



промышленность

строительство

сельское хозяйство

транспорт и связь

торговля



металлы

				1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2001		2кв		3кв		4кв

		ВВП		-2.7		1.2		6.7		7.3		8.4		6.7		7.9		8.3		4.9		5.3		4.9		5.5

		Промышленность		-1.6		5		16.3		11.5		11.6		8		8.9		6.5		5.9		5.7		6.4		4.1

		Строительство		-5.2		-0.5		4.6		20.2		9.1		14.1		11.3		8.3		5.8		8.2		8.6		10.6

		Сельское хозяйство		-5.2		-2.3		3.5		6.2		1.2		0.6		5.1		1.7		0.1		1.3		6		3.1

		Транспорт		-1.6		2.8		3.2		2.1		8.6		5.3		4.8		3.5		2.4		4.3		4.7		1.7

		Торговля		-12.4		-9.5		-11.7		1.1		10		8.3		8.4		10.3		9		11.6		11.3		12.2





металлы

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0



ВВП

Промышленность

Строительство

Сельское хозяйство

Торговля

Изменение реального объема ВВП 
и валовой добавленной стоимости
отраслей экономики, 
%% к соответствующему периоду предыдущего года



Лист1 (2)

				1996/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв				2000/I кв		II кв

		металлы и изделия из них										3800.2		4156.2		4391.6		4366.9		3677.5		3846.7		3798.2		3385.7		2937.5		3308.7		3908.2		3992.9		4017.4		4307.8		3976.5		4223.7				3719.7		3472.8

		цены																										69.6		71.6		80.7		100.3		117.3		117.5		109.6		106.2				92		91.9

																												70.6		72.4		81.1		100.5		117.4		117.2		109.8		106.2				91.6		91.1

																												44.9		49.7		66.2		92.4		113.3		126.2		105.8		107.6				102.8		105.2

		физический объем

																												112.5		117.2		120.5		112.9		111.3		110.3		92.8		99.6				100.6		87.7

																												112.4		118.5		122.5		113.8		110.8		109.4		90.7		97.8				98.9		85.7

																												114.6		89.9		75.6		90.6		129.8		146.8		192.7		162.6				161.5		143.3

						1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		металлы и изделия из них

		цены				91.2		93.2		79.8		109.3

						90.9		93.6		80.2		109.1

						97.5		85.3		66.9		116.8

		физический объем				113.3		94.4		118.6		107.9

						115.7		94.3		120.1		106.7

						77		98.2		84.2		153.3





Лист9

		Расчет сбережения

				Трлн.рублей

				1995/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1996/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв				2000/I кв		II кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		253.3		353.2		442.9		491.1		456.2		508.5		569.7		611.3		538.8		594.3		678.9		666.6		551.6		625.9		693.7		825.2		836.5		1041.8		1275.8		1391.4		1389.1		1595.3		1924.4		2011		6919.8		1886.3		2108.2		2411

		расходы на конечное потребление		183.5		249.5		295.6		367.3		342.9		382.8		378.6		440.4		416.5		452.1		474.9		548.3		435.4		472.6		515.3		691.9		624.1		752.3		828.4		1005		924.6		1049		1131.9		1320.0		4425.5		1225.4		1435.9		1570

		валовое накопление		44.1		71.3		159		117.2		92.3		112.8		191.9		131.7		104.8		135.2		211.8		112.4		125.9		134.4		159.5		2.5		97.4		169.5		300.5		136.9		155.4		238.2		476.7		328.8		1199.1		304.6		422.8		538

		валовое накопление основного капитала1)		51.3		72.7		90.3		113.7		85.1		101.1		123.7		144.5		89.4		109.4		127.1		156.5		85.5		108.5		127		151.9		117.5		160.6		204.5		258.5		193.9		262.9		330		400.0		1186.8		270.1		381.3		498

		сбережение		69.8		103.7		147.3		123.8		113.3		125.7		191.1		170.9		122.3		142.2		204		118.3		116.2		153.3		178.4		133.3		212.4		289.5		447.4		386.4		464.5		546.3		792.5		691.0		2494.3		660.9		672.3		841

		инвестиции в основной капитал										89.7		82.5		78.9		81.1		73.2		85.4		108.9		141.3		71.9		83.9		107.1		139.5		96.8		227.9		185.6		256.9		165.8		236		330.2		433.2		1165.2		244.9		338.9		447.7

				1995/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1996/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв				IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		расходы на конечное потребление		72.4		70.6		66.7		74.8		75.2		75.3		66.5		72.0		77.3		76.1		70.0		82.3		78.9		75.5		74.3		83.8		74.6		72.2		64.9		72.2		66.6		65.8		58.8		65.6		65.0		68.1		65.1

		валовое накопление		17.4		20.2		35.9		23.9		20.2		22.2		33.7		21.5		19.5		22.7		31.2		16.9		22.8		21.5		23.0		0.3		11.6		16.3		23.6		9.8		11.2		14.9		24.8		16.4		16.1		20.1		22.3

		валовое накопление основного капитала1)		20.3		20.6		20.4		23.2		18.7		19.9		21.7		23.6		16.6		18.4		18.7		23.5		15.5		17.3		18.3		18.4		14.0		15.4		16.0		18.6		14.0		16.5		17.1		19.9		14.3		18.1		20.7

		сбережение		27.6		29.4		33.3		25.2		24.8		24.7		33.5		28.0		22.7		23.9		30.0		17.7		21.1		24.5		25.7		16.2		25.4		27.8		35.1		27.8		33.4		34.2		41.2		34.4		35.0		31.9		34.9

		инвестиции в основной капитал		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		19.7		16.2		13.8		13.3		13.6		14.4		16.0		21.2		13.0		13.4		15.4		16.9		11.6		21.9		14.5		18.5		11.9		14.8		17.2		21.5		13.0		16.1		18.6

				1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2001/I кв		II кв		III кв

		валовое накопление		19.4506310319		22.7494531381		31.1975254087		16.8616861686		22.8245105149		21.4730787666		22.9926481188		0.3029568589		11.6437537358		16.2699174506		23.5538485656		9.839011068		11.1870995609		14.9313608726		24.7713573062		16.3500745898		16.1		20.1		22.3

		валовое сбережение		22.6985894581		23.9273094397		30.0486080424		17.7467746775		21.0659898477		24.4927304681		25.717168805		16.1536597189		25.3915122534		27.7884430793		35.0681925067		27.7705907719		33.4389172846		34.7717202851		35.6		35.3		35		31.9		34.9

		инвестиции в основной капитал		13.5857461024		14.3698468787		16.0406539991		21.197119712		13.0348078318		13.404697236		15.438950555		16.904992729		11.6		21.9		14.5		18.5		11.9		14.8		17.2		21.5		14.3		18.1		18.6

		расходы на конечное потребление										78.9340101523		75.5072695319		74.282831195		83.8463402811		74.6084877466		72.2115569207		64.9318074933		72.2294092281		66.5610827154		65.2282797149		64.4		64.7

				108.3		87.7		89.4		1.9		45.9		58.5		67.2		35.4		33.5		42.9		69.6		46.3

				1996/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2001/I кв		II кв		III кв

		ВВП		98.1		96.6		94.5		97.7		98.9		98.7		102.8		103.2		98.7		99		91.9		91.8		97.3		101.2		110.8		110.5		109		108.6		108.8		106.8		104.9		105.3		105.9

		инвестиции		89.7		82.5		78.9		81.1		85.3		94		99.1		101.1		94.4		93.6		94.1		91.6		98.8		99.2		105		117.4		113.5		119.6		119.7		116.1		105.8		108.2		108.6

		экспорт		110.1		104.7		111.9		112.7		103.5		95.4		100.6		100.1		87.4		91		83.1		76.4		81.8		90.1		105		125.5		156.6		147.3		141		121.9		105		106.4		92.8

		импорт		114.6		115.1		101.5		84.1		94.1		101.3		109.4		127.1		117.1		101.1		72.5		43.5		51		50.2		70.6		116.8		109.5		102.7		117.3		123.5		111		131.3		118.5

				101.8		98.1		98.8		101.7		90.9		106.8		97.8		111.9		77.4		102.7		91.2		99.4		74		78.4		87.1		101.1		109.3		111.5		111.5		106.4		103.8		105.3		108.5

				1996/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2001/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв

		ВВП		-1.9		-3.4		-5.5		-2.3		-1.1		-1.3		2.8		3.2		-1.3		-1		-8.1		-8.2		-2.7		1.2		10.8		10.5		9		8.6		8.8		6.8		4.9		5.3		5.9		6.1

		инвестиции в основной капитал		-10.3		-17.5		-21.1		-18.9		-14.7		-6		-0.9		1.1		-5.6		-6.4		-5.9		-8.4		-1.2		-0.8		5		17.4		13.5		19.6		19.7		16.1		5.8		8.2		8.6		11.2

		внешний спрос		10.1		4.7		11.9		12.7		3.5		-4.6		0.6		0.1		-12.6		-9		-16.9		-23.6		-18.2		-9.9		5		25.5		56.6		47.3		41		21.9		5		6.4		-7.2		-8.1

		импорт		14.6		15.1		1.5		-15.9		-5.9		1.3		9.4		27.1		17.1		1.1		-27.5		-56.5		-49		-49.8		-29.4		16.8		9.5		2.7		17.3		23.5		11		31.3		18.5

		конечное потребление		1.8		-1.9		-1.2		1.7		-9.1		6.8		-2.2		11.9		-22.6		2.7		-8.8		-0.6		-26		-21.6		-12.9		1.1		9.3		11.5		11.5		6.4		3.8		5.3		8.5		9.4

				1998		1999		200

		Валовой внутренний продукт		2725.8		4607		6946.5

		расходы на конечное потребление		2087.8		3215.5		4410.8

		валовое накопление		441.6		702.9		1211.9																																								ВВП		114.6340147392		108.5549382

		валовое накопление основного капитала1)		485.5		759.9		1289.9																																								промышленность		117.84549606		111.701892

		сбережение		638		1391.5		2535.7																																								инвестиции		124.76493051		114.463239

		инвестиции в основной капитал																																														конечные доходы населения		83.34375928		78.626188

				0.2340597256		0.3020403733		0.3650327503																																								оборот розничной торговли		107.1253507896		97.2982296

																																																				80.8864265928

				1996/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв

		ВВП		-1.9		-3.4		-5.5		-2.3		-1.1		-1.3		2.8		3.2		-1.3		-1		-8.1		-8.2		-2.7		1.2		8.7		7.3		8.4		6.7		7.9		7.6
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инвестиции в основной капитал

валовое накопление

валовое сбережение

Доля валового сбережения , валового накопления и инвестиций в основной капитал в ВВП
 за период 1997-2001 годов, в % к итогу
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ВВП

инвестиции в основной капитал

внешний спрос

конечное потребление

Изменение динамики ВВП, внутреннего и внешнего спроса за период 1997-2001 гг.,
в %% к соответствующему периоду предыдущего года
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инвестиции в основной капитал

валовое накопление

валовое сбережение

Доля валового сбережения , валового накопления и инвестиций в основной капитал в ВВП
 за период 1998-2001 годов, в % к итогу



Лист4

		

				1995								1996								1997								1998								1999

		Валовой внутренний продукт		253.3		353.2		442.9		491.1		456.2		508.5		569.7		611.3		538.8		594.3		678.9		666.6		551.6		625.9		693.7		825.2		836.5		1041.8		1275.8		1391.4		1389.1		1557.3		1923.6		2032.1		6902.1

		в том числе:																																																		0

		расходы на конечное потребление		183.5		249.5		295.6		367.3		342.9		382.8		378.6		440.4		416.5		452.1		474.9		548.3		435.4		472.6		515.3		691.9		624.1		752.3		828.4		1005		924.6		1015.8		1476.0		1670.0		5086.4

		инвестиции										89.7		82.5		78.9		81.1		73.2		85.4		108.9		141.3		71.9		83.9		107.1		139.5		96.8		227.9		185.6		256.9		165.8		330.9		329.6		345.2		1171.5

												432.6		465.3		457.5		521.5		489.7		537.5		583.8		689.6		507.3		556.5		622.4		831.4		720.9		980.2		1014		1261.9		1090.4		1346.7		1805.6		2015.2		6257.9

												94.8268303376		91.5044247788		80.3054239073		85.3099950924		90.8871566444		90.442537439		85.9920459567		103.4503450345		91.968817984		88.9119667679		89.72178175		100.7513330102		86.1805140466		94.0871568439		79.479542248		90.6928273681		78.496868476		86.4765941052		93.8656685382		99.1683480144		90.6666087133

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Валовой внутренний продукт		19		172		611		1540.5		2145.7		2478.6		2696.4		4545.5		6902.1

		в том числе:

		расходы на конечное потребление		9.2		106.8		422.1		1095.9		1544.7		1891.8		2115.2		3209.8		5086.4

		инвестиции		2.7		27.1		108.8		267		376		408.9		402.4		659.3		1171.5

				2		11.3		22.8		63.6		74.3		81.8		0		0		0

				11.9		122.6		508.1		1299.3		1846.4		2218.9		2517.6		3869.1		6257.9

				13.9		133.9		530.9		1362.9		1920.7		2300.7		2517.6		3869.1		6257.9

				73.1578947368		77.8488372093		86.8903436989		88.4712755599		89.513911544		92.8225611232		93.3689363596		85.1193488065		90.6666087133

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		85.5		91.3		87.3		95.5		96.6		100.9		95.1		103.2		107.6

		расходы на конечное потребление		94.8		99		96.9		97.3		96.9		103		97.7		96.5		106.7

				63.1		70.6		68.8		89.2		79.4		96.4		68.7		109.3		116.2

		инвестиции		60.3		88.3		75.7		89.9		81.9		95		93.3		109.3		117.7

		внутренний спрос		81.4335478064		95.9303081008		91.3017571301		95.6798160031		93.8142322362		101.5632634547		96.9608598627		97.793151126		108.6000272542

		Чистый экспорт		817		123.2		87		103.2		121.2		91.2		211		160.2		98

		расчет ВВП в сопоставимых ценах 2000 года

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		8809.5165578531		8043.0886173198		7021.6163629202		6705.6436265888		6477.6517432848		6535.9506089743		6215.6890291346		6414.5910780669		6902.1

		расходы на конечное потребление		5427.3946275097		5373.1206812346		5206.5539401163		5065.9769837332		4908.9316972374		5056.1996481546		4939.907056247		4767.0103092784		5086.4

		инвестиции		2087.5661327033		1843.320895177		1395.393917649		1254.4591319664		1027.4020290805		976.0319276265		910.6377884755		995.3271028037		1171.5

		внутренний спрос		7514.9607602129		7216.4415764116		6601.9478577653		6320.4361156996		5936.3337263179		6032.231575781		5850.5448447225		5762.3374120821		6257.9

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		внутренний спрос		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		расходы на конечное потребление		72.2211971651		74.4566504744		78.8639058091		80.152332703		82.692987348		83.8197205236		84.4349917376		82.7270249618		81.2796625066

		инвестиции		27.7788028349		25.5433495256		21.1360941909		19.847667297		17.307012652		16.1802794764		15.5650082624		17.2729750382		18.7203374934

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		91.3		87.3		95.5		96.6		100.9		95.1		103.2		107.6

		внутренний спрос		95.9		91.3		95.7		93.8		101.6		97.0		102.2		109.4

		Чистый экспорт		123.2		87		103.2		121.2		91.2		211		160.2		98

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		-14.5		-8.7		-12.7		-4.5		-3.4		0.9		-4.9		3.2		7.6

		внутренний спрос		-18.6		-4.1		-8.7		-4.3		-6.2		1.6		-3.0		2.2		9.4

		Чистый экспорт				23.2		-13		3.2		21.2		-8.8		111		60.2		-2

		Внешний спрос				11.2		13.3		20.1		9.2		-0.5		-15.0		-0.4		8.5

		экспорт		53.6		59.6		67.5		81.1		88.6		88.2		75		74.7		107.1945

						111.1940298507		113.255033557		120.1481481481		109.25		99.55		85.03		99.6		143.5

						11.19		13.26		20.15		9.25		-0.5		-15.0		-0.4		43.5

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Валовой внутренний продукт		19		172		611		1540.5		2145.7		2478.6		2696.4		4545.5		6902.1

		в том числе:

		расходы на конечное потребление		9.2		106.8		422.1		1095.9		1544.7		1891.8		2115.2		3209.8		5086.4

		валовое накопление		4.6		35		133.2		327.9		454.4		482.5		472.9		741.1		1180

		инвестиции		2.7		27.1		108.8		267		376		408.9		402.4		659.3		1171.5

		Внутренний спрос		13.8		141.8		555.3		1423.8		1999.1		2374.3		2588.1		3950.9		6266.4

		Внешеий спрос		5.2		122.6		508.1		1299.3		1846.4		2218.9		2517.6		3869.1		6257.9

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		85.5		91.3		87.3		95.5		96.6		100.9		95.1		103.2		107.6

		расходы на конечное потребление		94.8		99		96.9		97.3		96.9		103		97.7		96.5		106.7

		валовое накопление		63.1		70.6		68.8		89.2		79.4		96.4		68.7		109.3		116.2

		инвестиции		60.3		88.3		75.7		89.9		81.9		95		93.3		109.3		117.7

				60.3		88.3		87.1		95.1		92.4		101.5		91.6		98.5		108.4

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		8809.5165578531		8043.0886173198		7021.6163629202		6705.6436265888		6477.6517432848		6535.9506089743		6215.6890291346		6414.5910780669		6902.1

		расходы на конечное потребление		5427.3946275097		5373.1206812346		5206.5539401163		5065.9769837332		4908.9316972374		5056.1996481546		4939.907056247		4767.0103092784		5086.4

		валовое накопление		4077.9645888709		2879.0429997428		1980.7815838231		1766.8571727702		1402.8845951795		1352.3807497531		929.0855750804		1015.4905335628		1180

		внутренний спрос		9345.5987327037		8252.1636809774		7187.3355239394		6832.8341565033		6311.816292417		6408.5803979076		5868.9926313273		5782.5008428412		6266.4

				-236.7781015374		-209.0750636576		-165.7191610191		-127.1905299145		165.8354508678		127.3702110667		346.6963978073		632.0902352257		635.7

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		-14.5		-8.7		-12.7		-4.5		-3.4		0.9		-4.9		3.2		7.6

		расходы на конечное потребление		-5.2		-1		-3.1		-2.7		-3.1		3		-2.3		-3.5		6.7

		валовое накопление		-36.9		-29.4		-31.2		-10.8		-20.6		-3.6		-31.3		9.3		16.2

		внутренний спрос		-39.7		-11.7		-12.9		-4.9		-7.6		1.5		-8.4		-1.5		8.4

		Внешний спрос				11.2		13.3		20.1		9.2		-0.5		-15.0		-0.4		8.5

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1998/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2001/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв

		ВВП		-14.5		-8.7		-12.7		-4.5		-3.4		-1.1		-1.3		2.6		3.2		-1.3		-1		-8.1		-8.2		-2.7		1.2		6.7		7.3		8.4		6.7		7.9		7.6

		Внутренний спрос		-18.6		-4.1		-8.7		-4.3		-6.2		-1.9		-0.3		3.1		4.6		-1.1		-1.1		-1.1		-7.8		-5.5		-4.3		-2.5		3.8		9.5		5.2		5.2		12.5

		Внешний спрос				11.1940298507		13.255033557		20.1481481481		9.2478421702		-1.1		-1.3		2.6		3.2		-1.3		-9		-16.9		-23.6		-16.2		-9.9		5		25.5		8		9.2		9.3		8

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2000/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв		2001/I кв		II кв		III кв		IV кв												IV кв

		ВВП		-14.5		-8.7		-12.7		-4.5		-3.4		0.9		-4.9		-2.7		2.2		10.8		10.5		9		8.6		8.8		6.8		4.9		5.3		6.8		5.5

		Внутренний спрос		-18.6		-4.1		-8.7		-4.3		-6.2		1.5		-3.7		-5.5		-4.3		-2.5		3.8		9.5		5.2		5.2		12.5		7.9		9.7		10.5		8.7

		Внешний спрос				11.1940298507		13.255033557		20.1481481481		9.2478421702		-0.5		-15.5		-16.2		-9.9		5		25.5		8		9.2		9.3		8		4.4		3.2		2.7		-0.3





Лист4

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000



расходы на конечное потребление

инвестиции

72.2211971651

27.7788028349

74.4566504744

25.5433495256

78.8639058091

21.1360941909

80.152332703

19.847667297

82.692987348

17.307012652

83.8197205236

16.1802794764

84.4349917376

15.5650082624

82.7270249618

17.2729750382

81.2796625066

18.7203374934
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		1992		1992

		1993		1993		11.1940298507

		1994		1994		13.255033557

		1995		1995		20.1481481481

		1996		1996		9.2478421702

		1997		1997		-0.4514672686

		1998		1998		-14.9659863946

		1999		1999		-0.4

		2000		2000		8.5



&A

Page &P

ВВП

внутренний спрос

Внешний спрос

-14.5

-18.6

-8.7

-4.0696918992

-12.7

-8.6982428699

-4.5

-4.3201839969

-3.4

-6.1857677638

0.9

1.5632634547

-4.9

-3.0391401373

3.2

2.2

7.6

9.4
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		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000



ВВП

внутренний спрос

Внешний спрос

-14.5

-39.7

-8.7

-11.7

11.1940298507

-12.7

-12.9036238034

13.255033557

-4.5

-4.9323058073

20.1481481481

-3.4

-7.6252086931

9.2478421702

0.9

1.5330627668

-0.4514672686

-4.9

-8.4197705744

-14.9659863946

3.2

-1.4737075665

-0.4

7.6

8.3683369931

8.5



доб-обр пром

		1992		1992

		1993		1993		11.1940298507

		1994		1994		13.255033557

		1995		1995		20.1481481481

		1996		1996		9.2478421702

		1997		1997		-0.4514672686

		1998		1998		-14.9659863946

		1999		1999		-0.4

		2000		2000		8.5



ВВП

внутренний спрос

Внешний спрос

-14.5

-18.6

-8.7

-4.0696918992

-12.7

-8.6982428699

-4.5

-4.3201839969

-3.4

-6.1857677638

0.9

1.5632634547

-4.9

-3.0391401373

3.2

2.2

7.6

9.4
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ВВП

Внутренний спрос

Внешний спрос

Изменение динамики ВВП, внутреннего и внешнего спроса в российской экономике в период 1992-2000 годов, в сопоставимых ценах , в %% к соответствующему периоду
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ВВП

Внутренний спрос

Внешний спрос

Изменение динамики ВВП, внутреннего и внешнего спроса в российской экономике в период 1992-2001 годов, в сопоставимых ценах , в %% к соответствующему периоду



Лист5

		Таблица 2. ВВП

				Динамика выпуска продукции базовых отраслей экономики продукции,				Динамика инвестиций в основной капитал , в % к предыдущему периоду				Динамика реальных располагаемых денежных доходов,в % к предыдущему периоду				Динамика коммерческого грузооборота,в % к предыдущему периоду				Динамика розничного товарооборота, в % к предыдущему периоду

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

		01.1998		85.5		85.5		34.7		34.7		63.9		63.9		95.4		95.4		82.5		82.5

		02		99.2		84.8		106.5		37.0		104.3		66.6		90.1		86.0		91.3		75.3

		03		110.1		93.4		109.7		40.5		101.7		67.8		112.6		96.8		103.5		78.0

		04		96.8		90.4		97.7		39.6		105.5		71.5		93.8		90.8		100.3		78.2

		05		94.9		85.8		104.2		41.3		91.3		65.3		96.5		87.6		99.4		77.7

		06		104.9		90.0		119.8		49.4		102.6		67.0		99.5		87.2		99		76.9

		07		99.9		89.9		103.4		51.1		102.6		68.7		100.9		88.0		102.3		78.7

		08		101.1		90.9		107		54.7		96.6		66.4		100.7		88.6		107.1		84.3

		09		103.4		94.0		106.7		58.4		81.5		54.1		94.9		84.1		96.8		81.6

		10		97.8		91.9		92.9		54.2		107.8		58.3		111.7		93.9		92.5		75.5

		11		93.5		85.9		107.6		58.3		95.6		55.8		98.5		92.5		100.5		75.9

		12		107.2		92.1		152.1		88.7		122.2		68.1		103.7		95.9		108.3		82.2

		01.1999		88.7		81.7		43.9		39.0		64.8		44.2		98.8		94.7		80.4		66.1

		02		99.6		81.4		109.3		42.6		107.3		47.4		90.1		85.4		106		70.0

		03		113.8		92.6		111		47.3		103.5		49.0		116.1		99.1		84.9		59.4

		04		96.7		89.6		98.8		46.7		107.5		52.7		95		94.2		100.2		59.6

		05		99.6		89.2		106.5		49.7		94.7		49.9		101.7		95.8		100.4		59.8

		06		109.3		97.5		123.5		61.4		104.1		52.0		96.2		92.1		100.8		60.3

		07		102.6		100.0		102.4		62.9		97.1		50.5		101.2		93.2		98.4		59.3

		08		104.3		104.3		100.4		63.1		104.4		52.7		100.1		93.3		106.5		63.2

		09		105.5		110.1		100.4		63.4		98.9		52.1		95.9		89.5		100.5		63.5

		10		94.2		103.7		102		64.7		104		54.2		106		94.9		102.1		64.8

		11		93.7		97.2		100.4		64.9		100.4		54.4		98.4		93.3		102.7		66.6

		12		108		104.9		151.2		98.2		135.6		73.8		106.1		99.0		116		77.2

		01.2000		86.6		90.9		37.4		36.7		57.6		42.5		96.7		95.8		82.5		63.7

		02		101.8		92.5		116.6		42.8		120.5		51.2		96.8		92.7		97.9		62.4

		03		110.2		101.9		110.8		47.4		108.8		55.7		106.3		98.5		106.3		66.3

		04		95.3		97.1		97.9		46.4		100.8		56.2		94.5		93.1		98.1		65.0

		05		102.2		99.3		114.4		53.1		96.1		54.0		102.1		95.1		99.4		64.7

		06		108		107.2		122.1		64.9		107.3		57.9		97.8		93.0		100.9		65.2

		07		101.6		108.9		100		64.9		95.7		55.4		102.1		94.9		101.4		66.1

		08		107.9		117.6		111.2		72.1		103.6		57.4		99.6		94.6		107		70.8

		09		101.6		119.4		101.7		73.4		101.5		58.3		98.6		93.2		100.3		71.0

		10		96.5		115.3		94		69.0		97.7		56.9		107.4		100.1		102		72.4

		11		92.9		107.1		104.6		72.1		105.3		59.9		97.5		97.6		101.2		73.3

		12		103.2		110.5		154.3		111.3		125.3		75.1		103.4		101.0		117.2		85.9

		01.2001		88.1		97.3		35.7		39.7		61.5		46.2		96.3		97.2		79.6		68.4

		02		98.4		95.8		111.1		44.1		113.8		52.6		93.2		90.6		99		67.7

		03		111.9		107.2		109.8		48.5		108.8		57.2		112.1		101.6		106.5		72.1

		04		96.8		103.8		99.4		48.2		104.5		59.8		95.6		97.1		99.9		72.0

		05		102.4		106.2		116		55.9		94.3		56.4		102.7		99.7		101		72.7

		06		105.7		112.3		121		67.6		109.5		61.7		96.1		95.8		100.5		73.1

		07		104.3		117.1		101.3		68.5		97		59.9		99.6		95.5		100.1		73.2

		08		109.7		128.5		111.8		76.6		104.4		62.5		102.2		97.6		106.4		77.8

		09		98.4		126.4		102.7		78.6		99.4		62.1		100.2		97.7		99.6		77.5

		10		96.5		122.0		95.4		75.0		98.9		61.4		105.6		103.2		103.3		80.1

		август

		сентябрь

		октябрь





импорт

		Таблица 3. Промышленное производство

		(с учетом исключения влияния фонда рабочего времени)

				Промышленность, всего				Электроэнергетика				Топливная				Черная металлургия				Цветная металлургия				Химическая и нефте-химическая				Машиностроение				Легкая				Пищевая

				в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.

		01.1998		92.6		92.6		98.6		98.6		99.5		99.5		98.6		98.6		93.2		93.2		93.7		93.7		101.3		101.3		94.6		94.6		84.8		84.8

		02		107.0		99.1		101.2		99.8		102.8		102.3		104.8		103.3		106.1		98.9		106.7		100.0		103.2		104.5		104.0		98.4		117.7		99.8

		03		98.8		97.9		83.7		83.5		95.9		98.1		97.1		100.3		96.7		95.6		103.0		103.0		106.7		111.5		97.4		95.8		108.2		108.0

		04		96.2		94.2		87.6		73.2		98.2		96.3		101.3		101.6		94.5		90.4		104.7		107.8		94.2		105.1		93.8		89.9		98.2		106.1

		05		92.4		87.0		73.5		53.8		96.0		92.5		99.5		101.1		105.2		95.1		93.0		100.3		95.6		100.5		87.7		78.8		104.9		111.2

		06		96.4		83.9		88.8		47.8		99.9		92.4		91.9		92.9		116.9		111.1		88.8		89.0		99.2		99.6		87.4		68.9		93.8		104.3

		07		93.7		78.6		94.8		45.3		99.6		92.0		96.6		89.8		107.3		119.2		94.1		83.8		79.7		79.4		74.0		51.0		93.1		97.1

		08		101.8		80.0		98.2		44.5		99.1		91.2		98.1		88.1		100.0		119.2		97.5		81.7		104.7		83.2		115.0		58.6		98.8		96.0

		09		97.9		78.3		114.1		50.7		99.9		91.1		99.8		87.9		95.2		113.5		102.1		83.4		89.3		74.3		103.0		60.4		98.1		94.2

		10		109.4		85.7		127.0		64.4		104.0		94.7		101.0		88.8		92.3		104.8		110.9		92.5		118.2		87.8		96.4		58.2		110.0		103.6

		11		105.1		90.1		128.7		82.9		100.3		95.0		97.9		86.9		95.7		100.3		103.6		95.8		102.5		90.0		105.2		61.2		97.1		100.6

		12		103.5		93.2		106.7		88.5		101.4		96.4		113.1		98.3		99.3		99.6		100.2		96.0		101.3		91.1		97.3		59.6		96.2		96.8

		01.1999		97		90.4		100.0		88.5		98.8		95.2		95.3		93.7		94.5		94.1		95.8		92.0		112.5		102.5		91.9		54.8		86.2		83.4

		02		104.8		94.8		98.7		87.3		101.1		96.2		105.5		98.8		106.0		99.7		112.6		103.6		100.0		102.5		116.3		63.7		113.2		94.4

		03		101.2		95.9		93.9		82.0		99.2		95.5		102.1		100.9		99.8		99.5		108.3		112.2		100.0		102.5		110.1		70.1		110.1		103.9

		04		97.6		93.6		80.0		65.6		99.7		95.2		99.5		100.4		108.7		108.2		105.8		118.7		97.5		100.0		100.6		70.5		101.3		105.3

		05		99.6		93.2		78.9		51.7		98.6		93.9		100.5		100.9		96.9		104.8		97.1		115.2		108.8		108.8		101.6		71.7		97.0		102.1

		06		103		96.0		83.9		43.4		100.4		94.2		106.3		107.3		115.3		120.9		92.8		106.9		94.3		102.6		99.5		71.3		109.0		111.3

		07		99.9		95.9		93.7		40.7		99.7		93.9		99.7		106.9		107.8		130.3		94.3		100.8		96.7		99.2		87.8		62.6		98.3		109.4

		08		104.3		100.0		104.2		42.4		100.8		94.7		102.6		109.7		107.4		140.0		105.6		106.5		95.5		94.7		116.1		72.7		98.9		108.2

		09		101.9		102.0		115.5		49.0		100.1		94.8		101.0		110.8		97.5		136.5		104.1		110.9		107.8		102.1		106.7		77.6		99.4		107.6

		10		98.7		100.6		131.5		64.4		102.1		96.8		98.0		108.6		85.8		117.1		97.5		108.1		99.8		101.9		106.6		82.7		100.8		108.4

		11		101.7		102.3		130.0		83.7		101.5		98.2		102.3		111.1		94.2		110.3		102.3		110.6		101.8		103.7		105.0		86.8		93.4		101.3

		12		105.7		108.2		105.4		88.2		99.9		98.1		104.4		116.0		103.9		114.6		102.7		113.6		110.8		114.9		101.3		87.9		105.7		107.1

		01.2000		95.3		103.1		104.0		91.7		98.4		96.6		97.1		112.6		93.9		107.6		98.7		112.1		100.9		116.0		100.2		88.1		88.5		94.7

		02		103		106.2		96.8		88.8		102.6		99.1		106.9		120.4		103.1		110.9		109.6		122.8		99.6		115.5		99.6		87.8		111.8		105.9

		03		101.4		107.7		91.5		81.3		99.3		98.4		100.2		120.6		106.4		118.0		103.2		126.8		103.1		119.1		100.5		88.2		108.9		115.4

		04		98.2		105.7		80.4		65.3		98.9		97.3		100.8		121.6		103.6		122.3		98.9		125.4		104.4		124.3		104.1		91.8		94.0		108.4

		05		97.6		103.2		82.5		53.9		99.2		96.5		98.6		119.9		102.8		125.7		97.3		122.0		93.4		116.1		90.5		83.1		102.9		111.6

		06		104.7		108.0		85.1		45.9		100.1		96.6		102.5		122.9		114.3		143.7		96.7		118.0		103.5		120.2		100.2		83.3		108.2		120.7

		07		101		109.1		96.3		44.2		99.7		96.3		99.9		122.8		105.0		150.9		94.9		112.0		96.0		115.4		87.7		73.0		97.4		117.6

		08		102.4		111.7		102.6		45.3		101.1		97.4		100.1		122.9		105.7		159.5		98.1		109.8		99.9		115.3		108.4		79.2		95.4		112.2

		09		102.7		114.8		116.9		53.0		101.2		98.6		100.4		123.4		96.6		154.0		105.0		115.3		105.0		121.0		110.2		87.2		100.7		113.0

		10		98.5		113.0		132.8		70.4		102.4		100.9		96.9		119.6		92.0		141.7		99.6		114.9		97.7		118.2		106.9		93.3		103.8		117.3

		11		101.1		114.3		123.0		86.5		101.3		102.2		101.0		120.8		91.0		129.0		105.5		121.2		99.9		118.1		102.5		95.6		96.7		113.4

		12		101.5		116.0		109		94.3		99.8		102.0		97.7		118.0		95.1		122.7		100.4		121.7		103.9		122.7		104.6		100.0		103.8		117.7

		01.2001		92.9		107.8		99		93.4		99		101.0		97.1		114.6		93		114.1		96.4		117.3		91.3		112.1		87.8		87.8		79.1		93.1

		02		105.8		114.0		101.7		95.0		102.6		103.6		104		119.1		104.9		119.7		109.8		128.8		110.1		123.4		108.5		95.2		115.2		107.2

		03		100.5		114.6		88.3		83.9		99.2		102.8		99.9		119.0		98.9		118.3		99.5		128.1		103.7		127.9		95.6		91.1		114.9		123.2

		04		97.3		111.5		81.6		68.4		99.1		101.9		102.1		121.5		102.7		121.5		99.7		127.7		95.9		122.7		100.4		91.4		97.3		119.9

		05		99.1		110.5		75.2		51.5		99.7		101.6		101.8		123.7		112.4		136.6		97.3		124.3		103.8		127.3		96.4		88.1		103		123.5

		06		103.1		113.9		89		45.8		101.5		103.1		101		124.9		131.9		180.2		94.6		117.6		98.4		125.3		98.6		86.9		105.9		130.8

		07		98.7		112.4		95.3		43.6		100.3		103.4		98.8		123.4		117.8		212.3		96.7		113.7		89.2		111.8		87.1		75.7		96.7		126.5

		08		104.6		117.6		102.6		44.8		100.7		104.1		99.9		123.3		109.8		233.1		100.6		114.4		104.7		117.0		110.1		83.3		103.3		130.6

		09		103.1		121.2		113.4		50.8		100.6		104.8		99.1		122.2		93.6		218.1		106.7		122.0		108.7		127.2		113.6		94.7		103.6		135.3

		10		96.7		117.2		141.4		71.8		101		105.8		97.2		118.8		77.7		169.5		99.1		120.9		96.8		123.1		97.3		92.1		95.8		129.7





Лист7

				легкая		пищевая		оборот розничной торговли		реальные доходы населения

		01.1999		91.9		86.2		80.4		64.8

		02		116.3		113.2		106		107.3

		03		110.1		110.1		84.9		103.5

		04		100.6		101.3		100.2		107.5

		05		101.6		97		100.4		94.7

		06		99.5		109		100.8		104.1

		07		87.8		98.3		98.4		97.1

		08		116.1		98.9		106.5		104.4

		09		106.7		99.4		100.5		98.9

		10		106.6		100.8		102.1		104

		11		105		93.4		102.7		100.4

		12		101.3		105.7		116		135.6

		01.2000		100.2		88.5		82.5		57.6

		02		99.6		111.8		97.9		120.5

		03		100.5		108.9		106.3		108.8

		04		104.1		94		98.1		100.8

		05		90.5		102.9		99.4		96.1

		06		100.2		108.2		100.9		107.3

		07		87.7		97.4		101.4		95.7

		08		108.4		95.4		107		103.6

		09		110.2		100.7		100.3		101.5

		10		106.9		103.8		102		97.7

		11		102.5		96.7		101.2		105.3

		12		104.6		103.8		117.2		125.3

		01.2001		87.8		79.1		79.6		61.5				87.8		79.1		79.6		1.1030150754		0.993718593

		02		108.5		115.2		99		113.8				95.263		91.1232		78.804		1.2088599563		1.15632709

		03		95.6		114.9		106.5		108.8				91.071428		104.7005568		83.92626		1.0851362613		1.2475303534

		04		100.4		97.3		99.9		104.5				91.435713712		101.8736417664		83.84233374		1.0905673737		1.215062096

		05		96.4		103		101		94.3				88.1440280184		104.9298510194		84.6807570774		1.0408979686		1.2391227315

		06		98.6		105.9		100.5		109.5				86.9100116261		111.1207122295		85.1041608628		1.0212193005		1.3057024604

		07		87.1		96.7		100.1		97				75.6986201263		107.453728726		85.1892650236		0.8885934173		1.2613529263

		08		110.1		103.3		106.4		104.4				83.3441807591		110.9997017739		90.6413779852		0.9194937523		1.224602982

		09		113.6		103.6		99.6		99.4				94.6789893423		114.9956910378		90.2788124732		1.0487398621		1.2737838247

		10		97.3		95.8		103.3		98.9				92.1226566301		110.1658720142		93.2580132848		0.9878256397		1.18130194

		11		107.2		100.6		100.9						98.7554879075		110.8268672463		94.0973354044		1.0495035538		1.1777896448

		12		100.7		100.2		102.5						99.4467763228		111.0485209808		96.4497687895		1.0310732475		1.1513611943

				легкая		пищевая		оборот розничной торговли		реальные доходы населения

		01.1999		91.9		86.2		80.4		64.8

		02		106.9		97.6		85.2		69.5

		03		117.7		107.4		72.4		72.0

		04		118.4		108.8		72.5		77.4

		05		120.3		105.6		72.8		73.3

		06		119.7		115.1		73.4		76.3

		07		105.1		113.1		72.2		74.1

		08		122.0		111.9		76.9		77.3

		09		130.2		111.2		77.3		76.5

		10		138.8		112.1		78.9		79.5

		11		145.7		104.7		81.0		79.8

		12		147.6		110.7		94.0		108.3

		01.2000		147.9		97.9		77.5		62.4

		02		147.3		109.5		75.9		75.1

		03		148.0		119.2		80.7		81.8

		04		154.1		112.1		79.2		82.4

		05		139.5		115.3		78.7		79.2

		06		139.7		124.8		79.4		85.0

		07		122.5		121.5		80.5		81.3

		08		132.8		115.9		86.1		84.2

		09		146.4		116.8		86.4		85.5

		10		156.5		121.2		88.1		83.5

		11		160.4		117.2		89.2		88.0

		12		167.8		121.6		104.5		110.2

		01.2001		147.3		96.2		83.2		67.8

		02		159.8		110.9		82.4		77.1

		03		152.8		127.4		87.7		83.9

		04		153.4		123.9		87.6		87.7

		05		147.9		127.6		88.5		82.7

		06		145.8		135.2		89.0		90.6

		07		127.0		130.7		89.0		87.9

		08		139.8		135.0		94.7		91.7

		09		158.9		139.9		94.4		91.2

		10		154.6		134.0		97.5		90.2

		11		165.7		134.8		98.4

		12		166.9		135.1		100.8

				легкая		пищевая		оборот розничной торговли		реальные доходы населения

		01.1999		1.14		1.07		1.00		0.81

		02		1.25		1.14		1.00		0.82

		03		1.63		1.48		1.00		0.99

		04		1.63		1.50		1.00		1.07

		05		1.65		1.45		1.00		1.01

		06		1.63		1.57		1.00		1.04

		07		1.46		1.57		1.00		1.03

		08		1.59		1.45		1.00		1.01

		09		1.68		1.44		1.00		0.99

		10		1.76		1.42		1.00		1.01

		11		1.80		1.29		1.00		0.99

		12		1.57		1.18		1.00		1.15

		01.2000		1.91		1.26		1.00		0.80

		02		1.94		1.44		1.00		0.99

		03		1.83		1.48		1.00		1.01

		04		1.95		1.42		1.00		1.04

		05		1.77		1.47		1.00		1.01

		06		1.76		1.57		1.00		1.07

		07		1.52		1.51		1.00		1.01

		08		1.54		1.35		1.00		0.98

		09		1.69		1.35		1.00		0.99

		10		1.78		1.38		1.00		0.95

		11		1.80		1.31		1.00		0.99

		12		1.61		1.16		1.00		1.05

		01.2001		1.77		1.16		1.00		0.81

		02		1.94		1.35		1.00		0.94

		03		1.74		1.45		1.00		0.96

		04		1.75		1.41		1.00		1.00

		05		1.67		1.44		1.00		0.93

		06		1.64		1.52		1.00		1.02

		07		1.43		1.47		1.00		0.99

		08		1.48		1.43		1.00		0.97

		09		1.68		1.48		1.00		0.97

		10		1.59		1.37		1.00		0.92

				1.68		1.37		1.00

				1.65		1.34		1.00

				Легкая промышленность		пищевая апромышленность		оборот розничной торговли

		01.1999		1.1430348259		1.0721393035		1

		02		1.2541033042		1.1449638599		1

		03		1.6263459811		1.4848117901		1

		04		1.6328383802		1.5011121191		1

		05		1.6523543768		1.450277645		1

		06		1.6310442509		1.5682565804		1

		07		1.4553423296		1.5666628237		1

		08		1.586528117		1.4548634109		1

		09		1.6844034835		1.4389395328		1

		10		1.7586426184		1.4206180696		1

		11		1.7980279935		1.2919739796		1

		12		1.570174446		1.1772556003		1

		01.2000		1.0492146597		0.9267015707		1

		02		1.0931148547		1.0837367741		1

		03		1.0334717111		1.1102439765		1

		04		1.0966809901		1.0638423424		1

		05		0.9984872193		1.1013015798		1

		06		0.9915601524		1.1809794939		1

		07		0.8575919661		1.1343925316		1

		08		0.8688127956		1.011411659		1

		09		0.9545679968		1.015445205		1

		10		1.0004246947		1.0333648263		1

		11		1.013276		0.9874148093		1

		12		0.9043401843		0.8745192594		1

		01.2001		1.1030150754		0.993718593		1

		02		1.2088599563		1.15632709		1

		03		1.0851362613		1.2475303534		1

		04		1.0905673737		1.215062096		1

		05		1.0408979686		1.2391227315		1

		06		1.0212193005		1.3057024604		1

		07		0.8885934173		1.2613529263		1

		08		0.9194937523		1.224602982		1

		09		1.0487398621		1.2737838247		1

		10		0.9878256397		1.18130194		1

		11		1.0495035538		1.1777896448		1

		12		1.0310732475		1.1513611943		1
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Легкая промышленность

пищевая апромышленность

Динамика выпуска валовой продуции
 легкой и пищевой промышленностив 1999-2001 гг., 
в % к декабрю предыдущего года,
 оборот розничной торговли=1
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оборот розничной торговли

реальные доходы населения



экспорт физ

				легкая		пищевая		оборот розничной торговли		реальные доходы населения

		01.1998		94.6		84.8		82.5		63.9

		02		104		117.7		91.3		104.3

		03		97.4		108.2		103.5		101.7

		04		93.8		98.2		100.3		105.5

		05		87.7		104.9		99.4		91.3

		06		87.4		93.8		99		102.6

		07		74		93.1		102.3		102.6

		08		115		98.8		107.1		96.6

		09		103		98.1		96.8		81.5

		10		96.4		110		92.5		107.8

		11		105.2		97.1		100.5		95.6

		12		97.3		96.2		108.3		122.2

		01.1999		91.9		86.2		80.4		64.8

		02		116.3		113.2		106		107.3

		03		110.1		110.1		84.9		103.5

		04		100.6		101.3		100.2		107.5

		05		101.6		97		100.4		94.7

		06		99.5		109		100.8		104.1

		07		87.8		98.3		98.4		97.1

		08		116.1		98.9		106.5		104.4

		09		106.7		99.4		100.5		98.9

		10		106.6		100.8		102.1		104

		11		105		93.4		102.7		100.4

		12		101.3		105.7		116		135.6

		01.2000		100.2		88.5		82.5		57.6

		02		99.6		111.8		97.9		120.5

		03		100.5		108.9		106.3		108.8

		04		104.1		94		98.1		100.8

		05		90.5		102.9		99.4		96.1

		06		100.2		108.2		100.9		107.3

		07		87.7		97.4		101.4		95.7

		08		108.4		95.4		107		103.6

		09		110.2		100.7		100.3		101.5

		10		106.9		103.8		102		97.7

		11		102.5		96.7		101.2		105.3

		12		104.6		103.8		117.2		125.3

		01.2001		87.8		79.1		79.6		61.5

		02		108.5		115.2		99		113.8

		03		95.6		114.9		106.5		108.8

		04		100.4		97.3		99.9		104.5

		05		96.4		103		101		94.3

		06		98.6		105.9		100.5		109.5

		07		87.1		96.7		100.1		97

		08		110.1		103.3		106.4		104.4

		09		113.6		103.6		99.6		99.4

		10		97.3		95.8		103.3		98.9

				легкая		пищевая		оборот розничной торговли		реальные доходы населения

		01.1998		94.6		84.8		82.5		63.9

		02		98.384		99.8096		75.3225		66.6477

		03		95.826016		107.9939872		77.9587875		67.7807109

		04		89.884803008		106.0500954304		78.1926638625		71.5086499995

		05		78.828972238		111.2465501065		77.7235078793		65.2873974495

		06		68.896521736		104.3492639999		76.9462728005		66.9848697832

		07		50.9834260847		97.1491647839		78.7160370749		68.7264763976

		08		58.6309399974		95.9833748065		84.3048757073		66.3897762001

		09		60.3898681973		94.1596906852		81.6071196846		54.1076676031

		10		58.2158329422		103.5756597537		75.4865857083		58.3280656761

		11		61.2430562552		100.5719656208		75.8640186368		55.7616307864

		12		59.5894937363		96.7502309272		82.1607321837		68.1407128209

		01.1999		54.7627447436		83.3986990593		66.0572286757		44.155181908

		02		63.6890721369		94.4073273351		70.0206623962		47.3785101872

		03		70.1216684227		103.9424673959		59.4475423744		49.0367580438

		04		70.5423984332		105.2937194721		59.5664374591		52.7145148971

		05		71.6710768081		102.1349078879		59.804703209		49.9206456075

		06		71.3127214241		111.3270495978		60.2831408346		51.9673920774

		07		62.6125694104		109.4344897547		59.3186105813		50.4603377072

		08		72.6931930854		108.2307103674		63.1743202691		52.6805925663

		09		77.5636370222		107.5813261052		63.4901918704		52.1011060481

		10		82.6828370656		108.441976714		64.8234858997		54.18515029

		11		86.8169789189		101.2848062509		66.573720019		54.4018908912

		12		87.9455996448		107.0580402072		77.225515222		73.7689640484

		01.2000		88.1214908441		94.7463655834		63.7110500582		42.4909232919

		02		87.7690048808		105.9264367222		62.373118007		51.2015625667

		03		88.2078499052		115.3538895905		66.3026244414		55.7073000726

		04		91.8243717513		108.432656215		65.042874577		56.1529584732

		05		83.1010564349		111.5772032453		64.6526173295		53.9629930927

		06		83.2672585478		120.7265339114		65.2344908855		57.9022915885

		07		73.0253857464		117.5876440297		66.1477737579		55.4124930502

		08		79.1595181491		112.1786124043		70.778117921		57.4073428

		09		87.2337890003		112.9638626912		70.9904522747		58.268452942

		10		93.2529204413		117.2564894734		72.4102613202		56.9282785243

		11		95.5842434524		113.3870253208		73.2791844561		59.9454772861

		12		99.9811186512		117.695732283		85.8832041825		75.1116830395

		01.2001		87.7834221757		93.0973242359		68.3630305293		46.1936850693

		02		95.2450130607		107.2481175197		67.679400224		52.5684136089

		03		91.054232486		123.2280870301		72.0785612385		57.1944340064

		04		91.4184494159		119.9009286803		72.0064826773		59.7681835367

		05		88.127385237		123.4979565407		72.7265475041		56.3613970751

		06		86.8936018436		130.7843359766		73.0901802416		61.7157297973

		07		75.6843272058		126.4684528894		73.1632704218		59.8642579034

		08		83.3284442536		130.6419118348		77.8457197288		62.4982852511

		09		94.6611126721		135.3450206608		77.5343368499		62.1232955396

		10		92.1052626299		129.6605297931		80.092969966		61.4399392887

				легкая		пищевая		оборот розничной торговли

		01.1998		1.1466666667		1.0278787879		1

		02		1.3061701351		1.3250967506		1

		03		1.2291881271		1.3852702263		1

		04		1.1495298736		1.3562665625		1

		05		1.0142230374		1.431311493		1

		06		0.8953847825		1.3561314954		1

		07		0.647687917		1.2341724558		1

		08		0.6954632162		1.1385269713		1

		09		0.7400073478		1.1538171063		1

		10		0.7712076576		1.3721068291		1

		11		0.8072740853		1.3256872946		1

		12		0.7252794876		1.1775726476		1

		01.1999		0.8290197128		1.2625219182		1

		02		0.9095754019		1.348278124		1

		03		1.1795553798		1.7484737509		1

		04		1.1842641837		1.7676685725		1

		05		1.1984187357		1.7078072862		1

		06		1.1829629385		1.8467360535		1

		07		1.055529939		1.8448592892		1

		08		1.1506762997		1.7132073587		1

		09		1.2216632953		1.6944558354		1

		10		1.2755074171		1.6728809815		1

		11		1.3040728217		1.5213932198		1

		12		1.1388153176		1.3863039942		1

		01.2000		1.3831429676		1.4871261029		1

		02		1.4071607719		1.698270667		1

		03		1.3303824796		1.7398088019		1

		04		1.4117514385		1.6670950803		1

		05		1.2853471347		1.7257956113		1

		06		1.2764299593		1.8506549568		1

		07		1.1039734461		1.7776508165		1

		08		1.1184179585		1.5849335317		1

		09		1.2288101597		1.5912543035		1

		10		1.287841236		1.6193352618		1

		11		1.3043846511		1.5473292472		1

		12		1.1641521716		1.3704161763		1

		01.2001		1.2840773953		1.3618080345		1

		02		1.4072969433		1.5846493492		1

		03		1.263263735		1.7096357768		1

		04		1.2695863763		1.6651407515		1

		05		1.2117636305		1.6981138357		1

		06		1.1888546663		1.7893557732		1

		07		1.0344579564		1.7285784542		1

		08		1.0704306485		1.6782157361		1

		09		1.2208927879		1.7456139584		1

		10		1.1499793636		1.6188752877		1
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легкая

пищевая

оборот розничной торговли



Лист5 (2)

		

				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		IVIкв		2000/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв

		Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		14		23		29		48		54		52		49		48		40		35		35		36		38		38		38		41		39		39		41

		Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		86		77		71		52		46		48		51		52		60		65		65		64		62		62		62		59		61		61		59

																																100

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

		Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		49		48		40		35		35		36		38		38		39		41

		Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		51		52		60		65		65		64		62		62		64		59

				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		IVIкв		2000/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв

		Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		14		23		29		48		54		52		49		48		40		35		35		36		38		38		38		41		39		39		41

		Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		86		77		71		52		46		48		51		52		60		65		65		64		62		62		62		59		61		61		59

		Структура ресурсов продовольственных товаров

				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		IVIкв		2000/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв

		Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота																																		31		28		29

		Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота																																		69		72		71

		то всего																																		649.7		714.4		765.4

		продовольствие																																		301.4		330.6		355

		непродовольствие																																		348.3		383.8		410.4

		собственное производство																																		396.317		435.784		451.586

		продовольствие																																		207.966		238.032		252.05

		непродовольствие																																		188.351		197.752		199.536

		импорт																																		253.383		278.616		313.814

		продовольствие																																		93.434		92.568		102.95

		непродовольствие																																		159.949		186.048		210.864

		Структура непродовольственных

				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		IVIкв		2000/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв

		Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота																																		45.9		48.5		51.4

		Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота																																		54.1		51.5		48.6

																																				348.3		383.8		410.4

				Структура товарных ресурсов розничного товарооборота, в % к итогу

				Ресурсы розничного товарооборота-всего								Ресурсов продовольственных товаров								Ресурсов непродовольственных товаров

				2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2001/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв

		Доля поступлений по импорту в		39		39		41		41		31		28		29		28		45.9		48.5		51.4		52

		Доля собственного производства		61		61		59		59		69		72		71		72		54.1		51.5		48.6		48

						Доля поступлений по импорту		Доля собственного производства

		Ресурсы розничного товарооборота-всего		2001/Iкв		39		61

				IIкв		39		61

				IIIкв		41		59

				VIкв		41		59

		Ресурсов продовольственных товаров		2001/Iкв		31		69

				IIкв		28		72

				IIIкв		29		71

				VIкв		28		72

		Ресурсов непродовольственных товаров		2001/Iкв		45.9		54.1

				IIкв		48.5		51.5

				IIIкв		51.4		48.6

				VIкв		52		48
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Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота

Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота

Структура товарных ресурсов розничного товарооборотав 1992-2000 годах, в % к итогу
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		1997		1997
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				1995г.		1996г.		1997г.		1998г.		1999г.		2000г.

		Топливно-сырьевые отрасли		42		43.1		50.2		48.5		46.9		46.2

		Обрабатывающие отрасли		58		56.9		49.8		51.5		53.1		53.8

		4483.9588543696		4349.4400887386		4175.462485189		4258.9717348928		4046.0231481482		4369.705		4762.97845		1.1772

				97		96		102		95		108		109

				1826.7648372702		1799.6243311165		2138.0038109162		1962.3212268519		2049.391645		2200.4960439

				2522.6752514684		2375.8381540725		2120.9679239766		2083.7019212963		2320.313355		2562.4824061

						98.5142857143		118.8027842227		91.7828685259		104.4371134021		107.3731343284		112.1374020619

						94.1793103448		89.2724077329		98.2429718876		111.3553398058		110.4369114878		122.9773980583

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Промышленность		-18		-14		-21		-3		-4		2		-5		8		9		5.4

		Добывающие отрасли		-11		-10		-10		-1		-1.4857142857		3		-8.2		4.4		7.4		4.5

		Обрабатывающие отрасли		-19		-15		-24		-4		-5		1.8		-7.2		11.4		10.4		8.6

		потребительские товары		-15		-11		-26		-12.1		-0.74		2.1		-6.4		9.5		8.5		8.7
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		Производство ВВП и валовой добавленной стоимости

		по отдельным отраслям экономики

				В % к итогу

				I		II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах

		в основных ценах1)		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		в том числе:

		производство товаров		42.2		41.3		48.4		41.2		43.2		43.3		43.2		51.9		42.1		45.5		45.3		44.6		52.5		44.1		46.8		43.9		43.1

		из него:

		промышленность		32.6		29.4		26.3		31.4		29.9		34.1		32.4		29		30.2		31.1		36.3		33.6		29.7		31.4		32.5		34.4		31.7

		строительство		6.5		8.1		8.1		5.9		7.1		5.6		6.1		6.3		6.3		6.2		5		6.4		7.1		7.8		6.7		5.5		6.7

		сельское хозяйство		2.2		2.9		13.2		3.1		5.4		2.9		4.1		16		5		7.6		3.4		4		15.2		4.2		7.1		3.4		4.1

		производство услуг		57.8		58.7		51.6		58.8		56.8		56.7		56.8		48.1		57.9		54.5		54.7		55.4		47.5		55.9		53.2		56.1		56.9

		рыночные услуги		44.1		42.9		39.4		44.3		42.8		47.8		45.1		38.7		46		44		44.6		43.2		38.3		44.7		42.6		46.2		45

		из них:

		транспорт и связь		11.7		11		10.7		9.8		10.8		11.3		10.6		8.5		8.7		9.5		8.7		9.1		7.6		8.3		8.4		8.8		9.5

		торговля		19.3		17.9		18		22.2		19.5		22.4		21.4		19.4		23.7		21.7		22.8		21.1		18.8		22.2		21.1		21.6		20

		нерыночные услуги		13.7		15.8		12.2		14.5		14		8.9		11.7		9.4		11.9		10.5		10.1		12.2		9.2		11.2		10.6		9.9		11.9





		1998				1999				2000

		109				114				 

		110				111				140.6

		99.9				100.1				99.4

		99.1				101				104.6

		99.9				101				 

		99.3				101				101.8

				газ естественный		электроэнергия		грузовые перевозеи		промышленность														газ естественный		электроэнергия		грузовые перевозеи		промышленность						газ естественный		электроэнергия		грузовые перевозки		промышленность

		1998/1		100.4		101		101		100.9				104				105.5				1998/1		100.4		101		101		100.9				1998/1		0.9950445986		1.0009910803		1.0009910803		1

		2		110		102		100		100.5												2		110.44		103.02		101		101.4045				2		1.0891035408		1.0159312457		0.9960110252		1

		3		100		99.7		100.1		99.9												3		110.44		102.71094		101.101		101.3030955				3		1.0901937345		1.0138973493		0.9980050412		1

		4		99.9		102		98		100												4		110.32956		104.7651588		99.07898		101.3030955				4		1.0891035408		1.0341752963		0.9780449404		1

		5		100		98.2		99.9		99.1												5		110.32956		102.8793859416		98.97990102		100.3913676405				5		1.0989944912		1.0247831896		0.9859403587		1

		6		99.2		101		90		100												6		109.44692352		103.908179801		89.081910918		100.3913676405				6		1.0902025353		1.0350310215		0.8873463228		1

		7		100		100.1		116		99.2												7		109.44692352		104.0120879808		103.3350166649		99.5882366994				7		1.0989944912		1.0444214239		1.0376227162		1

		8		99.9		97.9		100.6		98.8												8		109.3374765965		101.8278341332		103.9550267649		98.393177859				8		1.1112302598		1.0349074636		1.0565267738		1

		9		99.5		101		107		107												9		108.7907892135		102.8461124746		111.2318786384		105.2807003091				9		1.0333402883		0.9768752694		1.0565267738		1

		10		100.4		101		101		106												10		109.2259523704		103.8745735993		112.3441974248		111.5975423277				10		0.9787487259		0.9307962472		1.0066906052		1

		11		100.1		99.1		100.7		105												11		109.3351783227		102.9397024369		113.1306068068		117.177419444				11		0.9330737854		0.8784943629		0.965464228		1

		12		100.1		99.5		102		105												12		109.444513501		102.4250039247		115.3932189429		123.0362904162				12		0.8895303421		0.8324779915		0.9378795358		1

		1999/1		110		101		102.7		107												1999/1		120.3889648511		103.449253964		118.5088358544		131.6488307454				1999/1		0.9144704451		0.7857969826		0.9001890498		1

		2		100.2		104		102.4		106												2		120.6297427809		107.5872241225		121.3530479149		139.5477605901				2		0.864433383		0.7709706244		0.8696165915		1

		3		99.9		100.2		102.6		104												3		120.5091130381		107.8023985708		124.5082271607		145.1296710137				3		0.8303547593		0.7428005439		0.8579102143		1

		4		100		100.7		102		104												4		120.5091130381		108.5570153608		126.9983917039		150.9348578543				4		0.7984180378		0.7192309113		0.8414119409		1

		5		100.8		101		101.9		104												5		121.4731859424		109.6425855144		129.4113611462		156.9722521684				5		0.7738513289		0.6984838658		0.8244218921		1

		6		100.2		101		103.4		104												6		121.7161323143		110.7390113695		133.8113474252		163.2511422552				6		0.7455759919		0.6783352927		0.819665612		1

		7		100		100.7		103.4		103												7		121.7161323143		111.5141844491		138.3609332377		168.1486765228				7		0.7238601863		0.6631879998		0.8228487794		1

		8		99.3		100		101.7		105												8		120.8641193881		111.5141844491		140.7130691027		176.556110349				8		0.684564919		0.6316076188		0.7969878178		1

		9		102		102		103.9		106												9		123.2814017758		113.7444681381		146.2008787977		187.1494769699				9		0.6587322806		0.6077733691		0.7811984365		1

		10		100.4		100.6		103.8		106												10		123.7745273829		114.4269349469		151.756512192		198.3784455881				10		0.6239313299		0.5768113295		0.764984884		1

		11		133.4		100.7		102.9		104												11		165.1152195288		115.2279234915		156.1574510456		206.3135834116				11		0.8003119174		0.5585086623		0.7568936978		1

		12		103.6		101		103.8		102												12		171.0593674319		116.3802027265		162.0914341853		210.4398550798				12		0.8128658298		0.5530330872		0.7702506454		1

		2000/1		101.8		102		101.8		104				102.4		102.6		102		101.9		103.4		103.4		101.7		103.9		218.857449283				2000/1		0.4724536466		0.4646860335		0.4747382387		1

		2		133.4		104.4		102.3		103.7												2		137.9356		106.1748		106.2897		226.9551749065				2		0.6077658289		0.4678227762		0.4683290436		1

		3		103.6		104.7		101.6		102.6												3		142.9012816		111.1650156		107.9903352		232.8560094541				3		0.6136894725		0.4773980962		0.463764433		1

		4		94.1		100.3		100.6		101.6												4		134.4701059856		111.4985106468		108.6382772112		236.5817056053				4		0.5683875921		0.471289656		0.4591998225		1

		5		100.7		102.7		100.6		101.7												5		135.4113967275		114.5089704343		109.2901068745		240.6035946006				5		0.5627987269		0.4759237726		0.4542330594		1

		6		104.9		104.6		100.7		102.3												6		142.0465551671		119.7763830742		110.0551376226		246.1374772765				6		0.5771025069		0.486623916		0.44712873		1

		7		106.4		108.7		100.6		103.4												7		151.1375346978		130.1969284017		110.7154684483		254.5061515039				7		0.5938462933		0.5115669214		0.4350207953		1

		8		101.5		103.5		101		101.7												8		153.4045977183		134.7538208958		111.8226231328		258.8327560794				8		0.592678454		0.5206212032		0.4320265519		1

		9		96.8		101.3		100.7		101.9												9		148.4956505913		136.5056205674		112.6053814947		263.7505784449				9		0.5630154499		0.5175557202		0.4269388987		1

		10		117.1		100		102.1		102.7												10		173.8884068424		136.5056205674		114.9700945061		270.8718440629				10		0.6419582199		0.5039490946		0.4244446111		1

		11		90.5		101.3		102.6		101.2												11		157.3690081924		138.2801936348		117.9593169633		274.1223061917				11		0.5740831907		0.504447068		0.4303163745		1

		12		104.6		101		105.4		101												12		164.6079825693		139.6629955711		124.3291200793		276.8635292536				12		0.5945455619		0.504447068		0.4490628304		1

		2001/1		100.8		101.8		108.1		101.8

		2		96.9		105.6		102.3		101.7

		3		100.9		104.6		101.6		101.1

		4		94.9		101.7		100.6		100.9

		5		101.1		101.2		100.6		100.9

		6		151.1		102.1		100.7		102

		7		108.3		104.5		100.6		100.9

		8		100.4		101.9		101		100

		9		99.2		101.3		100.7		99.9

		10		101.1		100.5		102.1		100.4

		11

		12

				газ естественный		электроэнергия		грузовые перевозки		промышленность

		1999/1		110		101		103.6		107

		2		110.2		105.0		106.1		113.4

		3		110.1		105.3		108.8		118.0

		4		110.1		106.0		111.0		122.7

		5		111.0		107.0		113.1		127.6

		6		111.2		108.1		117.0		132.7

		7		111.2		108.9		121.0		136.7

		8		110.4		108.9		123.0		143.5

		9		112.6		111.1		127.8		152.1

		10		113.1		111.7		132.7		161.2

		11		150.9		112.5		136.5		167.7

		12		156.3		113.6		141.7		171.0

		2000/1		159.1		115.9		144.3		177.9

		2		212.3		121.0		147.6		184.5

		3		219.9		126.7		149.9		189.3

		4		206.9		127.1		150.8		192.3

		5		208.4		130.5		151.7		195.6

		6		218.6		136.5		152.8		200.1

		7		232.6		148.4		153.7		206.9

		8		236.1		153.6		155.2		210.4

		9		228.5		155.6		156.3		214.4

		10		267.6		155.6		159.6		220.2

		11		242.2		157.6		163.8		222.8

		12		253.3		159.2		172.6		225.0

		2001/1		255.3		162.0		186.6		229.1

		2		247.4		171.1		190.9		233.0

		3		249.6		179.0		193.9		235.5

		4		236.9		182.0		195.1		237.7

		5		239.5		184.2		196.3		239.8

		6		361.9		188.1		197.6		244.6

		7		391.9		196.5		198.8		246.8

		8		393.5		200.3		200.8		246.8

		9		390.4		202.9		202.2		246.5

		10		394.7		203.9		206.5		247.5

		11		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0

		12		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0

				газ естественный		электроэнергия		грузовые перевозки		промышленность

		1999/1		1.03		0.94		0.97		1.00

		2		0.97		0.93		0.94		1.00

		3		0.93		0.89		0.92		1.00

		4		0.90		0.86		0.91		1.00

		5		0.87		0.84		0.89		1.00

		6		0.84		0.81		0.88		1.00

		7		0.81		0.80		0.89		1.00

		8		0.77		0.76		0.86		1.00

		9		0.74		0.73		0.84		1.00

		10		0.70		0.69		0.82		1.00

		11		0.90		0.67		0.81		1.00

		12		0.91		0.66		0.83		1.00

		2000/1		0.89		0.65		0.81		1.00

		2		1.15		0.66		0.80		1.00

		3		1.16		0.67		0.79		1.00

		4		1.08		0.66		0.78		1.00

		5		1.07		0.67		0.78		1.00

		6		1.09		0.68		0.76		1.00

		7		1.12		0.72		0.74		1.00

		8		1.12		0.73		0.74		1.00

		9		1.07		0.73		0.73		1.00

		10		1.22		0.71		0.73		1.00

		11		1.09		0.71		0.74		1.00				104		103.7		102.6		101.6		101.7		102.3		103.4		101.7		101.9		102.7		101.2		101		101.8		101.7		101.1		100.9		100.9		102		100.9		100		99.9		100.4

		12		1.13		0.71		0.77		1.00				101.8		101.7		101.1		100.9		100.9		102		100.9		100		99.9		100.4

		2001/1		1.11		0.71		0.81		1.00

		2		1.06		0.73		0.82		1.00

		3		1.06		0.76		0.82		1.00

		4		1.00		0.77		0.82		1.00

		5		1.00		0.77		0.82		1.00

		6		1.48		0.77		0.81		1.00

		7		1.59		0.80		0.81		1.00

		8		1.59		0.81		0.81		1.00

		9		1.58		0.82		0.82		1.00

		10		1.59		0.82		0.83		1.00

		11

		12





		1998/1		1998/1		1998/1		1998/1

		2		2		2		2

		3		3		3		3

		4		4		4		4

		5		5		5		5

		6		6		6		6

		7		7		7		7

		8		8		8		8

		9		9		9		9

		10		10		10		10

		11		11		11		11

		12		12		12		12
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		5		5		5		5

		6		6		6		6

		7		7		7		7
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		12		12		12		12

		2000/1		2000/1		2000/1		2000/1

		2		2		2		2

		3		3		3		3

		4		4		4		4

		5		5		5		5

		6		6		6		6

		7		7		7		7

		8		8		8		8

		9		9		9		9

		10		10		10		10

		11		11		11		11

		12		12		12		12



газ естественный

электроэнергия

грузовые перевозеи

промышленность
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газ естественный

электроэнергия

грузовые перевозки

промышленность

Динамика цен производителей промышленной продукции и продукции естественных монополий,
 в % к декабрю1998 года
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газ естественный

электроэнергия

грузовые перевозки

промышленность



		1998/1		1998/1		1998/1		1998/1

		2		2		2		2

		3		3		3		3

		4		4		4		4

		5		5		5		5

		6		6		6		6

		7		7		7		7

		8		8		8		8

		9		9		9		9
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		12		12		12		12
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		2		2		2		2

		3		3		3		3

		4		4		4		4

		5		5		5		5

		6		6		6		6

		7		7		7		7

		8		8		8		8

		9		9		9		9

		10		10		10		10

		11		11		11		11

		12		12		12		12

		2000/1		2000/1		2000/1		2000/1

		2		2		2		2

		3		3		3		3

		4		4		4		4

		5		5		5		5

		6		6		6		6

		7		7		7		7

		8		8		8		8

		9		9		9		9

		10		10		10		10

		11		11		11		11

		12		12		12		12



газ естественный

электроэнергия

грузовые перевозки

промышленность

Динамика цен на продукцию естественных монополий относительно цен производителей промышленной продукции,
 в % к декабрю 1997 года
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		товарооборот		I/97		II		III		IV		I/98		II		III		IV		I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		к предыдущему кварталу		95.2		99.7		103.2		111		87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6		87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6		92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2		90.9		105.3		105.5

		непродовольственные										83.8								87.9		90.7		107.1		109.2		110.6		110.9		109.3		109.7		115.7		112.8

		продовольственные товары										91.8								90.8		88.4		97.1		106.9		106.5		107.2		108.4		104.5		106.9		109.5

		текстиль,текстильные изделия,обувь				110.3405107661		106.4216019968		133.6034115139		63.1184168529		95.5499367889		67.3193966658		94.2610062893		96.7889908257		122.0163722533		97.1398305085		130.7524536532		81.8181818182		125.8919469929		92.8475033738		127.7034883721		75.2788527202		166.0417296643

		продовольственные товары				126.7061143984		137.8343195266		137.0256410256		132.6429980276		138.9467455621		89.2149901381		44.1143984221		60.5522682446		82.9072978304		75.0216962525		84.2287968442		63.3057199211		72.6706114398		58.8717948718		79.4437869822		74.0473372781		93.9289940828		0

																																								0

																																								0

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		товарооборот продовольственный		87.9		90.7		107.1		109.2		110.6		110.9		109.3		109.7		115.7		112.8

		товарооборот продовольственный		90.8		88.4		97.1		106.9		106.5		107.2		108.4		104.5		106.9		109.5						83.8				87.9				90.7		107.1

		товарооборотвсего непродовольственныер		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		107.3		111.6		111.3				109.2				110.6				110.9		109.3

		текстиль,текстильные изделия,обувь		73.6		100.7		116.9		188.2		148		164.4		159.4		147.2		158.5		91.3						109.7				115.7				112.8

		продовольственные товары		58.9		87		116.9		218.5		120.5		99.9		86.6		109.2		101.6		104.4

		легкая промышленность		83.1		116		135.5		120.1		137.1		122.8		115.7		113.8		105.7		104.8		105.1

		пищевая промышленность		98.7		108		109.9		107.5		116		114.1		112		115.9		103.7		110.1		111

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		текстиль,текстильные изделия,обувь		0.8421052632		1.1276595745		1.3046875		1.8396871945		1.6933638444		1.8409854423		1.7790178571		1.4389051808		1.477166822		0.8181003584

		продовольственные товары		0.6739130435		0.9742441209		1.3046875		2.1358748778		1.3787185355		1.1187010078		0.9665178571		1.0674486804		0.9468779124		0.935483871

		легкая промышленность		0.9508009153		1.2989921613		1.5122767857		1.173998045		1.5686498856		1.3751399776		1.2912946429		1.1124144673		0.9850885368		0.9390681004

		пищевая промышленность		1.1292906178		1.209406495		1.2265625		1.0508308895		1.3272311213		1.2777155655		1.25		1.1329423265		0.9664492078		0.9865591398

		к редыдущему году		год		1		2		3		4

		1995		93.7		90.9		94.4		91.3		96.3

		1996		100		104.3		100.9		98.4		98.6

		1997		104.8		102.9		103.2		103.8		108.7		99.7		98.7		100.5		87.4		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		107.3		111.6		111.3

		1998		96.2		99.7		98.7		100.5		87.4

		1999		93.5		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3

		2000		108.7		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3

		2001				107.3		111.6		111.3

		к предыдущему периоду

		1995				84		102.7		105.6		105.9

		1996				91.2		99.4		102.7		106

		1997				95.2		99.7		103.2		111		87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6		87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6		92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2		90.9		105.3		105.5

		1998				87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6

		1999				87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6

		2000				92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2

		2001				90.9		105.3		105.5

				I/97		II		III		IV		I/98		II		III		IV		I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		товарооборот		95.2		99.7		103.2		111		87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6		87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6		92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2		90.9		105.3		105.5

		текстиль				110.3405107661		106.4216019968		133.6034115139		63.1184168529		95.5499367889		67.3193966658		94.2610062893		96.7889908257		122.0163722533		97.1398305085		130.7524536532		81.8181818182		125.8919469929		92.8475033738		127.7034883721		75.2788527202		166.0417296643

		продовольствие				126.7061143984		108.7826899128		99.4132967002		96.8015891294		104.7524163569		64.2080458791		49.4472939512		137.2619154073		136.9185667752		90.4886520436		112.2725838679		75.1592356688		114.7931206381		81.0118336771		134.9437148218		93.2072098913		126.8499280806

				I/97		II		III		IV		I/98		II		III		IV		I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		текстиль				1.1625265583		1.1412740082		1.3695555555		1.0218830718		1.0980887318		0.6140294168		0.5913727052		0.6890896228		0.805768736		0.6501585553		0.7747731011		0.7225969989		0.9932070311		0.8043886784		0.9442708018		0.8265719374		1.4363197385

		продовольствие				1.3349514341		1.3396227396		1.1961872427		1.3688224103		1.6125640841		0.8600386387		0.4345107432		0.7180241409		0.9421455144		0.708147345		0.724607382		0.6208074271		0.778069601		0.5498229252		0.6820298089		0.7392034213		0.9813126943

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		товарооборот продовольственный		87.9		90.7		107.1		109.2		110.6		110.9		109.3		109.7		115.7		112.8

		товарооборот продовольственный		90.8		88.4		97.1		106.9		106.5		107.2		108.4		104.5		106.9		109.5						83.8				87.9				90.7		107.1

		текстиль,текстильные изделия,обувь		73.6		100.7		116.9		188.2		148		164.4		159.4		147.2		158.5		91.3						109.7				115.7				112.8

		продовольственные товары		58.9		87		116.9		218.5		120.5		99.9		86.6		109.2		101.6		104.4

		легкая промышленность		83.1		116		135.5		120.1		137.1		122.8		115.7		113.8		105.7		104.8

		пищевая промышленность		98.7		108		109.9		107.5		116		114.1		112		115.9		103.7		110.1

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		текстиль,текстильные изделия,обувь		0.8373151308		1.1102535832		1.091503268		1.7234432234		1.3381555154		1.4824165915		1.4583714547		1.3418413856		1.3699222126		0.8093971631

		легкая промышленность		0.9453924915		1.2789415656		1.2651727358		1.0998168498		1.23960217		1.1073038774		1.0585544373		1.0373746582		0.9135695765		0.9290780142

		продовольственные товары		0.6486784141		0.9841628959		1.2039134912		2.0439663237		1.1314553991		0.9319029851		0.7988929889		1.0449760766		0.9504209542		0.9534246575

		пищевая промышленность		1.0870044053		1.221719457		1.131822863		1.0056127222		1.0892018779		1.0643656716		1.0332103321		1.1090909091		0.9700654818		1.0054794521
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продовольственные товары

пищевая промышленность



		товарооборот

		к предыдущему кварталу		95.2		99.7		103.2		111		87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6		87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6		92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2		90.9		105.3		105.5

		к предудущему году										99.7		98.7		100.5		87.4		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		107.3		111.6		111.3

						94.9144		102.8904		114.552		96.903		86.1651		103.7337		101.5266		84.3318		87.9984		105.9408		116.2406		101.9732		93.3986		107.0741		116.4814		100.1718		95.7177		111.0915

		импорт		I/97		II		III		IV		I/98		II		III		IV		I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		текстиль,текстильные изделия,обувь		399.4		440.7		469		626.6		395.5		377.9		254.4		239.8		232.1		283.2		275.1		359.7		294.3		370.5		344		439.3		330.7		549.1

						1.1034051077		1.06421602		1.3360341151		0.6311841685		0.9554993679		0.6731939667		0.9426100629		0.9678899083		1.2201637225		0.9713983051		1.3075245365		0.8181818182		1.2589194699		0.9284750337		1.2770348837		0.7527885272		1.6604172966

						1.1034051077		1.1742613921		1.5688532799		0.990235353		0.9461692539		0.6369554331		0.6004006009		0.5811216825		0.7090635954		0.6887831748		0.9006009014		0.7368552829		0.9276414622		0.8612919379		1.0998998498		0.827991988		1.3748122183

												0.6311841685		0.6030960741		0.4060006384		0.3827002873		0.3704117459		0.4519629748		0.4390360677		0.5740504309		0.4696776253		0.5912863071		0.5489945739		0.7010852218		0.5277689116		0.8763166294

												0.990235353		0.8574994327		0.5424307036		0.3827002873		0.586852086		0.7494046044		1.0813679245		1.5		1.2679879362		1.3082627119		1.2504543802		1.221295524		1.1236833163		1.4820512821

		продовольственные товары		2535		3212		3494.1		3473.6		3362.5		3522.3		2261.6		1118.3		1535		2101.7		1901.8		2135.2		1604.8		1842.2		1492.4		2013.9		1877.1		2381.1

						1.267061144		1.0878268991		0.994132967		0.9680158913		1.0475241636		0.6420804588		0.4944729395		1.3726191541		1.3691856678		0.9048865204		1.1227258387		0.7515923567		1.1479312064		0.8101183368		1.3494371482		0.9320720989		1.2684992808

						1.267061144		1.3783431953		1.3702564103		1.3264299803		1.3894674556		0.8921499014		0.4411439842		0.6055226824		0.8290729783		0.7502169625		0.8422879684		0.6330571992		0.7267061144		0.5887179487		0.7944378698		0.7404733728		0.9392899408

												1.3264299803		1.0966064757		0.6472625283		0.3219426532		0.4565055762		0.5966839849		0.8409090909		1.9093266565		1.0454723127		0.8765285245		0.7847302555		0.9431903335		1.1696784646		1.2925306699

																				96.7889908257		118.0984153461		114.7206005004		150		122.7272727273		154.5037531276		143.4528773978		183.1943286072		137.906588824		228.9824854045

																				137.2619154073		187.9370473039		170.0617007959		190.9326656532		143.503532147		164.7321827774		133.4525619243		180.0858445855		167.8529911473		212.9213985514

		к редыдущему году		год		1		2		3		4

		1995		93.7		90.9		94.4		91.3		96.3

		1996		100		104.3		100.9		98.4		98.6

		1997		104.8		102.9		103.2		103.8		108.7		99.7		98.7		100.5		87.4		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3		107.3		111.6		111.3

		1998		96.2		99.7		98.7		100.5		87.4

		1999		93.5		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3

		2000		108.7		87.4		89.3		89.6		102.3

		2001				107.3		111.6		111.3

		к предыдущему периоду

		1995				84		102.7		105.6		105.9

		1996				91.2		99.4		102.7		106

		1997				95.2		99.7		103.2		111		87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6		87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6		92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2		90.9		105.3		105.5

		1998				87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6

		1999				87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6

		2000				92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2

		2001				90.9		105.3		105.5

				I/97		II		III		IV		I/98		II		III		IV		I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		товарооборот		95.2		99.7		103.2		111		87.3		98.7		105.1		96.6		87.3		100.8		105.1		110.6		92.2		101.3		105.7		110.2		90.9		105.3		105.5

		текстиль				110.3405107661		106.4216019968		133.6034115139		63.1184168529		95.5499367889		67.3193966658		94.2610062893		96.7889908257		122.0163722533		97.1398305085		130.7524536532		81.8181818182		125.8919469929		92.8475033738		127.7034883721		75.2788527202		166.0417296643

		продовольствие				126.7061143984		108.7826899128		99.4132967002		96.8015891294		104.7524163569		64.2080458791		49.4472939512		137.2619154073		136.9185667752		90.4886520436		112.2725838679		75.1592356688		114.7931206381		81.0118336771		134.9437148218		93.2072098913		126.8499280806

				I/97		II		III		IV		I/98		II		III		IV		I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		текстиль				1.1625265583		1.1412740082		1.3695555555		1.0218830718		1.0980887318		0.6140294168		0.5913727052		0.6890896228		0.805768736		0.6501585553		0.7747731011		0.7225969989		0.9932070311		0.8043886784		0.9442708018		0.8265719374		1.4363197385

		продовольствие				1.3349514341		1.3396227396		1.1961872427		1.3688224103		1.6125640841		0.8600386387		0.4345107432		0.7180241409		0.9421455144		0.708147345		0.724607382		0.6208074271		0.778069601		0.5498229252		0.6820298089		0.7392034213		0.9813126943
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		Таблица 2

		Производство ВВП и валовой добавленной стоимости

		по отдельным отраслям экономики

		в текущих ценах		Млрд.рублей

				I		II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001				1997

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах		564		631.9		699.3		845.9		2741.1		866.8		1108		1358.6		1423.8		4757.2		1461.4		1641.9		2004		1956.1		7063.4		1886.3		2116.2										2478.6

		в основных ценах1)		519.5		567.2		643.8		777.4		2507.9		780.6		966.8		1237.1		1295.1		4279.6		1285.9		1451.2		1806.2		1746		6289.3		1674.4		1885		2310								2263.3

		в том числе:

		производство товаров		219.3		233.9		311.7		319.7		1084.6		338.1		418.2		642.5		546.7		1945.5		582.9		648		948.4		768.4		2947.7		734.7		816.2		1194.6								981.5

		из него:

		промышленность		169.2		166.4		169.5		244		749.1		266.1		312.9		359.4		391.8		1330.2		467.3		488.5		536.8		548.3		2040.9		575.6		602.3		636.5								644.1

		строительство		33.7		45.7		52		45.6		177		43.8		59.5		78.2		82.4		263.9		64.2		92.6		128.1		136.2		421.1		92.5		125.1		169.8								180

		сельское хозяйство		11.5		16.5		84.7		24		136.7		22.9		39.5		197.5		64.8		324.7		44.1		58.3		274		73.1		449.5		56.4		76.2		374.4								140

		производство услуг		300.2		333.3		332.1		457.7		1423.3		442.5		548.6		594.6		748.4		2334.1		703		803.2		857.8		977.6		3341.6		939.7		1068.8		1115.4								1289.1

		рыночные услуги		229.5		243		253.1		344.2		1069.8		372.9		434.6		479.5		592		1879		571.9		626.7		692.3		781.5		2672.4		773.9		841.3		896.5								940.5

		из них:

		транспорт и связь		61		62.3		69.3		76.8		269.4		88.1		102.5		105.7		112.6		408.9		111.5		132.9		137.5		145		526.9		147.5		178.3		203.8								274.4

		торговля		100.3		101.6		115.9		172.8		490.6		175.3		206.8		239.8		304.3		926.2		291.8		305.5		339.9		386.5		1323.7		361.8		375.6		389.7								398.7

		нерыночные услуги		70.7		90.3		79		113.5		353.5		69.6		114		115.1		156.4		455.1		131.1		176.5		165.5		196.1		669.2		165.81		227.5		218.9								348.7

																																														2270.6

				I		II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах												302.8		476.1		659.3		577.9		2016.1		594.6		533.9		645.4		532.3		2306.2		424.9		474.3										262.5

		в основных ценах1)												261.1		399.6		593.3		517.7		1771.7		505.3		484.4		569.1		450.9		2009.7		388.5		433.8		503.8								244.6

		в том числе:												0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0								0

		производство товаров												118.8		184.3		330.8		227		860.9		244.8		229.8		305.9		221.7		1002.2		151.8		168.2		246.2								103.1

		из него:												0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0								0

		промышленность												96.9		146.5		189.9		147.8		581.1		201.2		175.6		177.4		156.5		710.7		108.3		113.8		99.7								105

		строительство												10.1		13.8		26.2		36.8		86.9		20.4		33.1		49.9		53.8		157.2		28.3		32.5		41.7								-3

		сельское хозяйство												11.4		23		112.8		40.8		188		21.2		18.8		76.5		8.3		124.8		12.3		17.9		100.4								-3.3

		производство услуг												142.3		215.3		262.5		290.7		910.8		260.5		254.6		263.2		229.2		1007.5		236.7		265.6		257.6								134.2

		рыночные услуги												143.4		191.6		226.4		247.8		809.2		199		192.1		212.8		189.5		793.4		202		214.6		204.2								129.3

		из них:												0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0								0

		транспорт и связь												27.1		40.2		36.4		35.8		139.5		23.4		30.4		31.8		32.4		118		36		45.4		66.3								-5

		торговля												75		105.2		123.9		131.5		435.6		116.5		98.7		100.1		82.2		397.5		70		70.1		49.8								91.9

		нерыночные услуги												-1.1		23.7		36.1		42.9		101.6		61.5		62.5		50.4		39.7		214.1		34.71		51		53.4								4.8

						II		III		IV		1998		I		II		III		IV		1999		I		II		III		IV		2000		I		II		III		IV		2001

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах

		в основных ценах1)												100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		в том числе:												0

		производство товаров												45.50		46.12		55.76		43.85		48.59		48.45		47.44		53.75		49.17		49.87		39.07		38.77		48.87		0.00		0.00		0.00		42.15

		из него:												0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00								0.00

		промышленность												37.11		36.66		32.01		28.55		32.80		39.82		36.25		31.17		34.71		35.36		27.88		26.23		19.79								42.93

		строительство												3.87		3.45		4.42		7.11		4.90		4.04		6.83		8.77		11.93		7.82		7.28		7.49		8.28								-1.23

		сельское хозяйство												4.37		5.76		19.01		7.88		10.61		4.20		3.88		13.44		1.84		6.21		3.17		4.13		19.93								-1.35

		производство услуг												54.50		53.88		44.24		56.15		51.41		51.55		52.56		46.25		50.83		50.13		60.93		61.23		51.13								54.87

		рыночные услуги												54.92		47.95		38.16		47.87		45.67		39.38		39.66		37.39		42.03		39.48		51.99		49.47		40.53								52.86

		из них:												0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00								0.00

		транспорт и связь												10.38		10.06		6.14		6.92		7.87		4.63		6.28		5.59		7.19		5.87		9.27		10.47		13.16								-2.04

		торговля												28.72		26.33		20.88		25.40		24.59		23.06		20.38		17.59		18.23		19.78		18.02		16.16		9.88								37.57

		нерыночные услуги												-0.42		5.93		6.08		8.29		5.73		12.17		12.90		8.86		8.80		10.65		8.93		11.76		10.60								1.96

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II		III		IV		1998		1999		2000

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		в рыночных ценах

		в основных ценах1)		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100								100		100

		в том числе:		0

		производство товаров		45.5		46.1		55.8		43.8		48.4		47.4		53.8		49.2		39.1		38.8		48.9				42.1504497138		48.5917480386		49.8681395233

		из него:		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0				0		0		0

		промышленность		37.1		36.7		32.0		28.5		39.8		36.3		31.2		34.7		27.9		26.2		19.8				42.9272281276		32.7990066038		35.3634870876

		строительство		3.9		3.5		4.4		7.1		4.0		6.8		8.8		11.9		7.3		7.5		8.3				15.0449713818		4.904893605		7.8220629945

		сельское хозяйство		4.4		5.8		19.0		7.9		4.2		3.9		13.4		1.8		3.2		4.1		19.9				-17.7023712183		10.6112773043		6.209882072

		производство услуг		54.5		53.9		44.2		56.2		51.6		52.6		46.2		50.8		60.9		61.2		51.1				54.8650858545		51.4082519614		50.1318604767

		рыночные услуги		54.9		47.9		38.2		47.9		39.4		39.7		37.4		42.0		52.0		49.5		40.5				52.8618152085		45.6736467799		39.4785291337

		из них:		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0				0		0		0

		транспорт и связь		10.4		10.1		6.1		6.9		4.6		6.3		5.6		7.2		9.3		10.5		13.2				-2.0441537204		7.8737935316		5.8715231129

		торговля		28.7		26.3		20.9		25.4		23.1		20.4		17.6		18.2		18.0		16.2		9.9				37.5715453802		24.5865552859		19.7790715032

		нерыночные услуги		-0.4		5.9		6.1		8.3		12.2		12.9		8.9		8.8		8.9		11.8		10.6				1.9623875715		5.7346051815		10.653331343

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II		III

		производство товаров		45.5		46.1		55.8		43.8		48.4		47.4		53.8		49.2		39.1		38.8		48.9				42.1

		производство услуг		54.5		53.9		44.2		56.2		51.6		52.6		46.2		50.8		60.9		61.2		51.1				57.9

		рыночные услуги		54.9		47.9		38.2		47.9		39.4		39.7		37.4		42.0		52.0		49.5		40.5				52.9

		нерыночные услуги		-0.4		5.9		6.1		8.3		12.2		12.9		8.9		8.8		8.9		11.8		13.2				5

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II		III		IV

		промышленность		37.1		36.7		32.0		28.5		39.8		36.3		31.2		34.7		27.9		26.2		19.8		28.6		15

		строительство		3.9		3.5		4.4		7.1		4.0		6.8		8.8		11.9		7.3		7.5		8.3		16.3		-17

		сельское хозяйство		4.4		5.8		19.0		7.9		4.2		3.9		13.4		1.8		3.2		4.1		19.9		8.7

		транспорт и связь		10.4		10.1		6.1		6.9		4.6		6.3		5.6		7.2		9.3		10.5		13.2		9.2

		торговля		28.7		26.3		20.9		25.4		23.1		20.4		17.6		18.2		18.0		16.2		9.9		14.5

		прочие отрасли		15.5		17.7		17.5		24.1		24.3		26.4		23.4		26.1		34.4		35.5		29		22.7

				100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0

				84.5		82.3		82.5		75.9		75.7		73.6		76.6		73.9		65.6		64.5		71.0		77.3

				I/99		II		III		IV		I/00		II		III		IV		I/01		II

		промышленность		43.9		44.6		38.8		37.6		52.6		49.2		40.7		47.0		42.5		40.7

		строительство		4.6		4.2		5.4		9.4		5.3		9.3		11.5		16.1		11.1		11.6

		сельское хозяйство		5.2		7.0		23.1		10.4		5.5		5.3		17.6		2.5		4.8		6.4

		транспорт и связь		12.3		12.2		7.4		9.1		6.1		8.5		7.3		9.7		14.1		16.2

		торговля		34.0		32.0		25.3		33.5		30.4		27.7		23.0		24.7		27.5		25.1
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Вклад отраслей экономики в ВВП  в 1999-2001 гг., по кварталам
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		расчет в ценах 2000 года

		:		1997				1998				1999				2000						2001, темпы

				%		млрд		%		млрд		%		млрд		%		млрд						млрд		структура

		промышленность-всего				4108.0084309169				4042.2802960222				4369.705				4762.97845				105.2		5010.6533294

		промышленность ( по сумме отраслей)				3641.6032547602				3474.0895050413				3790.23165				4157.88412005						0

		Электроэнергетика				375.028404729		10.2686779526		365.6526946108		10.4952232991		366.384		9.6428075976		372.978912		8.9714519972		101.6		378.946574592		8.6443329005		-0.9984746972

		топливная				775.9053485577		21.2451164914		756.5077148438		21.7138216449		774.6639		20.3882673384		813.397095		19.5650551751		106.1		863.014317795		19.6866354285		-0.7016319099

		нефтедобывающая				537.7375347096		14.7238275751		532.3601593626		15.2801793352		534.4896		14.067154613		566.0244864		13.6148756554				0		0

		нефтеперерабатывающая				116.7333930359		3.1962848795		108.0951219512		3.1026229511		110.7975		2.9160634056		114.121425		2.7450208398				0		0

		газовая				70.6309180733		1.9339499143		71.1959654179		2.0435171573		74.115		1.9506219843		77.67252		1.8682967381				0		0

		угольная				49.3988970588		1.3525945201		46.9289522059		1.3469881115		51.0587		1.3438065535		53.101048		1.2772665902				0		0

		черная				306.3302312486		8.3876486479		281.5174825175		8.0803146952		322.056		8.4761453657		372.296736		8.9550432699		99.8		371.552142528		8.4756549478		-0.0004904179

		цветная				334.3701188455		9.1554106945		317.6516129032		9.1174621652		344.652		9.0708462273		383.597676		9.2268705434		104.7		401.626766772		9.1617016922		0.090855465

		химическая				210.1700681783		5.7546807607		194.4073130649		5.5800167527		236.5937		6.226875431		270.4265991		6.5047089112		106.9		289.0860344379		6.5944808216		0.3676053906

		машиностроение				646.2318401231		17.6945174426		597.7644521139		17.1574597908		692.809		18.2339400435		800.194395		19.2474838983		108		864.2099466		19.7139094933		1.4799694498

		лесная				140.5759556999		3.84911969		140.0136518771		4.0187712631		164.096		4.3188189319		179.68512		4.3220578344		102.4		183.99756288		4.1972570622		-0.1215618697

		строительных материалов				114.2693098506		3.1288156522		107.6416898793		3.0896082217		115.9301		3.051147564		124.7407876		3.0004537845		105.8		131.9757532808		3.0105624978		-0.0405850661

		легкая				49.9358820569		1.3672977424		44.1932556203		1.2684662055		53.0761		1.3969022128		64.752842		1.5575331339		105.2		68.119989784		1.5539179091		0.1570156964

		пищевая				443.7465329635		12.1502536398		435.3153488372		12.4947302697		467.964		12.3162769515		501.189444		12.0553653133		108.2		542.286978408		12.370369554		0.0540926025

		прочие				255.59490556		6.9984612857		243.3263500931		6.984125692		261.3325		6.8779723364		274.1377925		6.5939761388		105.4		288.941233295		6.5911776929

						3652.1585978132		100		3483.9915663611		100		3799.5573		100		4157.3973992		100				4383.7573003727

				ы		к		г		о

		Электроэнергетика		10.27		10.50		9.64		8.97		8.6443329005

		топливная		21.25		21.71		20.39		19.57		19.6866354285

		черная		8.39		8.08		8.48		8.96		8.4756549478

		цветная		9.16		9.12		9.07		9.23		9.1617016922

		химическая		5.75		5.58		6.23		6.50		6.5944808216

		машиностроение		17.69		17.16		18.23		19.25		19.7139094933

		лесная		3.85		4.02		4.32		4.32		4.1972570622

		строительных материалов		3.13		3.09		3.05		3.00		3.0105624978

		легкая		1.37		1.27		1.40		1.56		1.5539179091

		пищевая		12.15		12.49		12.32		12.06		12.370369554

		прочие		7.00		6.98		6.88		6.59		6.5911776929

				100.00

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		топливно-энергетический комплекс		31.51		32.21		30.03		28.54		28.33

		металлургический комплекс		17.54		17.20		17.55		18.18		17.64

		химико-лесной комплекс		9.60		9.60		10.55		10.83		10.79

		инвестиционный		20.82		20.25		21.29		22.25		22.72

		потребительский комплекс		13.52		13.76		13.71		13.61		13.92

		прочие отрасли		7.00		7.00		6.90		6.60		7.60

				1997-1998		1998-1999		1999-2000		2000-2001

		топливно-энергетический		0.70		-2.18		-1.49		-0.21

		металлургический		-0.35		0.35		0.63		-0.54

		химико-лесной		-0.01		0.95		0.28		-0.04

		инвестиционный		-0.58		1.04		0.96		0.48

		потребительский		0.25		-0.05		-0.10		0.31

		прочие отрасли

				1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		электроэнергетика		10.27		10.50		9.64		8.97		9.8

		топливный комплекс		21.25		21.71		20.39		19.57		19.7

		металлургический комплекс		17.5		17.2		17.5		18.2		16.8

		химико-лесной комплекс		9.6		9.6		10.5		10.8		10.8

		инвестиционный		20.8		20.2		21.3		22.2		22.4

		потребительский комплекс		13.5		13.8		13.7		13.6		16

		прочие отрасли		7.0		7.0		6.9		6.6

				1997-1998		1998-1999		1999-2000

		электроэнергетика		0.23		-0.85		-0.67		-0.63

		топливный комплекс		0.47		-1.33		-0.82		-0.86

		металлургический комплекс		-0.35		0.35		0.63		0.00

		химико-лесной комплекс		-0.01		0.95		0.28		0.94

		инвестиционный		-0.58		1.04		0.96		0.46

		потребительский комплекс		0.25		-0.05		-0.10		0.20

		прочие отрасли		0.00		-0.10		-0.30		-0.10

				0.00		0.00		-0.02

				1997-1998		1998-1999		1999-2000

		промежуточные товары		0.34		-0.88		-0.58

		инвестиционные товары		-0.58		1.04		0.96

		потребительские товары		0.25		-0.05		-0.10

				0.01		0.11		0.28

				1997		1998		1999		2000

		промежуточные товары		58.66		59.01		58.12		57.55

		инвестиционные товары		20.8		20.2		21.3		22.2

		потребительские товары		13.5		13.8		13.7		13.6

				93.00		93.02		93.12		93.41

				1997		1998		1999		2000

		промежуточные товары		63.0749287035		63.4360642839		62.4167689967		61.6075766341

		инвестиционные товары		22.3903102924		21.7673253767		22.8571994634		23.8185255759

		потребительские товары		14.5347610041		14.7966103395		14.7260315399		14.57389779
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1997-1998

1998-1999
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2000-2001

Изменение структуры промышленного производства ,
 в%% за соответствующий  период,
 в сопоставимых ценах
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				1998								1999										2000

		экспорт										15.5		17		18.9		24.3		75.7		24.2		25		26.7		29.3		105.2				1.3896961691

		импорт										9		10.1		9.6		10.8		39.5		9.8		10.4		10.9		13.1		44.2				1.1189873418

		стоимость										6.5		6.9		9.3		13.5		36.2		14.4		14.6		15.8		16.2		61				1.6850828729

		экспорт		84.3		87.4		81.6		75.4		83		90.5		101		123.2		100.7		156.1290322581		147.0588235294		141.2698412698		120.9		138.9

		импорт		120.1		102.4		71.7		43.6		51.2		58.1		70.7		120.2		69.3		108.8888888889		102.9702970297		113.5416666667		120.3		111.9

		физический объем

		экспорт		100.1		100.8		103.1		103.6		118.1		116.3		108.4		110.4		109.4		109.3		110.7		109.8		108		106

		импорт		124.1		111.9		83.9		53.3		62.5		78.9		92.3		146.1		84.4		122.7		123.4		127.6		119		114

		дефлятор		1998/1		2		3		4		1999/1		2		3		4				2000/1		2		3		4

		экспорт		0.8421578422		0.8670634921		0.7914645975		0.7277992278		0.7027942422		0.7781599312		0.9317343173		1.115942029		0.9204753199		1.4284449429		1.328444657		1.2866105762		1.1194444444		1.3103773585		1.2696526508

		импорт		0.9677679291		0.9151027703		0.8545887962		0.818011257		0.8192		0.7363751584		0.7659804984		0.8227241615		0.8210900474		0.8874400072		0.8344432498		0.8898249739		1.0109243697		0.9815789474		1.3258293839

																						16.9415		18.819		20.7522		26.1736972705		80.2822174226				82.0588				1.0221292166

																						11.043		12.4634		12.2496		9.2734906166		45.0294906166				45.1485

																						5.8985		6.3556		8.5026		16.9002066538		35.252726806				36.9103

																						0.9074615385		0.9211014493		0.9142580645		1.2518671595		0.9738322322								0.225

																						82.6863972705								1.0605312737

																						45.0294906166								1.1399871042

		физический объем

				1998/1		2		3		4		1999/1		2		3		4		2000/1		2		3		4		2000/I		II		III		IV

		экспорт		100.1		100.8		103.1		103.6		118.1		116.3		108.4		110.4		109.3		110.7		109.8		99.1		100.2		102.5

		импорт		124.1		111.9		83.9		53.3		62.5		78.9		92.3		146.1		122.7		123.4		127.6		137.6		127.2		144.2

				1998/I		II		III		IV		1999/I		II		III		IV		2000/I		II		III		IV		2001/I		II		III		IV

		Export		0.1		0.8		3.1		3.6		18.1		16.3		8.4		10.4		9.3		10.7		9.8		-0.9		0.2		2.5		3.2		-2.5

		Import		24.1		11.9		-16.1		-46.7		-37.5		-21.1		-7.7		46.1		22.7		23.4		27.6		37.6		27.2		44.2		30		36

		Domestic demand		-1.092240147		-1.1009674419		-1.1005652621		-7.8434309745		-5.4913463434		-4.281868823		-2.5341098972		3.8349651191		9.5		5.2		5.2		12.5		6.2		7.9		8.9		10





		



Export

Import

Domestic demand

Изменение динамики 
физического объема экспорта, импорта и внутреннего спроса в 1998-2001 гг.,
 в %% к соотвествующему кварталу предыдущего года



				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Валовой внутренний продукт		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Расходы на конечное потребление		49.9		64.2		69.6		71.2		71.4		74.8		77.2		68.8		62.2

		домашних хозяйств		33.7		40.9		44.1		49.3		48.8		50		54.4		50.4		44.4

		государственных учреждений		14.3		17.9		22.5		19.5		20.2		21.3		19.3		15.4		15.4

		Валовое накопление		35.7		27.8		25.8		25.3		24.5		22.3		15.4		15.1		16.9

		валовое накопление основного капитала		24.7		21		22		21.2		21.1		19		17.3		15.8		17.7

		Чистый экспорт		14.4		8		4.6		3.5		4.1		2.9		7.4		16.3		20.9

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		Расходы на конечное потребление

		домашних хозяйств		67.5350701403		63.707165109		63.3620689655		69.2415730337		68.3473389356		66.8449197861		70.4663212435		73.2558139535		71.3826366559

		государственных учреждений		28.6573146293		27.8816199377		32.3275862069		27.3876404494		28.2913165266		28.4759358289		25		22.3837209302		24.7588424437

				32.4649298597		36.292834891		36.6379310345		30.7584269663		31.6526610644		33.1550802139		29.5336787565		26.7441860465		28.6173633441

		Валовое накопление

		валовое накопление основного капитала		69.18767507		75.5395683453		85.2713178295		83.7944664032		86.1224489796		85.201793722		112.3376623377		104.6357615894		104.7337278107

		Чистый экспорт

				1998 г.		1999 г.		2000 г. оценка

		Валовой внутренний продукт		-4.9		3.2		7.6		95.1		103.2		107.6		111.0432		105.6020832

		Расходы на конечное потребление		-2.3		-3.5		7.9		97.7		96.5		107.9		104.1235		101.7286595

		домашних хозяйств		-3.6		-5.3		10.3		96.4		94.7		110.3		104.4541		100.6937524

		государственных учреждений		0.6		0.9		1.6		100.6		100.9		101.6		102.5144		103.1294864

		Валовое накопление		-31.3		9.3		16.2		68.7		109.3		116.2		127.0066		87.2535342

		накопление основного капитала		-11.2		2.4		15		88.8		102.4		115		117.76		104.57088

		Чистый экспорт		111		160.2		98.9		211		260.2		198.9		517.5378		1092.004758

		экспорт		1.9		4.5		8.4		101.9		104.5		108.4		113.278		115.430282

		импорт		-13.6		-3.2		14.3		86.4		96.8		114.3		110.6424		95.5950336

				1кв/1996		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\1997		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1998		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2001		2кв		3кв		4кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		98.1		96.6		94.5		97.3		98.9		98.7		102.6		103.2		98.7		99		91.9		91.8		97.2		102.2		110.8		110.5		109		108.6		108.8		106.3		104.9		105.3

		Расходы на конечное потребление		98.3		96.8		94.4		96.9		101.1		100.9		103.9		105.5		100.6		100.6		100.7		92.9		94.4		95		94		104.6		106.1		108.1		108.5		107.3		106.3		107.8

		домашних хозяйств		97.7		94.7		91.1		96.9		102.3		101.1		106.7		108.4		100.1		100.3		100		91		91.4		91.6		91.3		104.9		107.1		110.3		110.7		109.8		108.6		111.3

		государственных учреждений		100.1		101.7		101.1		100.1		98.2		96.5		96.7		99.3		102.2		101.6		102.8		96.2		102.8		102.7		102.1		104.4		101.6		101.8		101.6		101.2		99		98.8

		накопление основного капитала		77.3		75.5		84.3		88.2		83.9		94.3		95.2		103.6		71.9		83.9		107.1		139.5		93		92.1		101.6		114.2		113.5		119.6		119.7		116.1		108.3		108.2

		Чистый экспорт

				1кв/1996		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\1997		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1998		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2001		2кв		3кв		4кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		-1.9		-3.4		-5.5		-2.7		-1.1		-1.3		2.6		3.2		-1.3		-1		-8.1		-8.2		-2.8		2.2		10.8		10.5		9		8.6		8.8		6.3		4.9		5.3

		Расходы на конечное потребление		-1.7		-3.2		-5.6		-3.1		1.1		0.9		3.9		5.5		0.6		0.6		0.7		-7.1		-5.6		-5		-6		4.6		6.1		8.1		8.5		7.3		6.3		7.8

		конечное потребление  домашних хозяйств		-2.3		-5.3		-8.9		-3.1		2.3		1.1		6.7		8.4		0.1		0.3		0		-9		-8.6		-8.4		-8.7		4.9		7.1		10.3		10.7		9.8		8.6		11.3

		конечное потребление  государственных учреждений		0.1		1.7		1.1		0.1		-1.8		-3.5		-3.3		-0.7		2.2		1.6		2.8		-3.8		2.8		2.7		2.1		4.4		1.6		1.8		1.6		1.2		-1		-1.2

		валовое накопление основного капитала		-22.7		-24.5		-15.7		-11.8		-16.1		-5.7		-4.8		3.6		-28.1		-16.1		7.1		39.5		-7		-7.9		1.6		14.2		13.5		19.6		19.7		16.1		8.3		8.2

				1кв/1996		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\1997		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1998		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2001		2кв		3кв		4кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		-1.9		-3.4		-5.5		-2.7		-1.1		-1.3		2.6		3.2		-1.3		-1		-8.1		-8.2		-2.8		2.2		10.8		10.5		9		8.6		8.8		6.3		4.9		5.3

		Расходы на конечное потребление		-1.7		-3.2		-5.6		-3.1		1.1		0.9		3.9		5.5		0.6		0.6		0.7		-7.1		-5.6		-5		-6		4.6		6.1		8.1		8.5		7.3		6.3		7.8

		конечное потребление  домашних хозяйств		-2.3		-5.3		-8.9		-3.1		2.3		1.1		6.7		8.4		0.1		0.3		0		-9		-8.6		-8.4		-8.7		4.9		7.1		10.3		10.7		9.8		8.6		11.3

		конечное потребление  государственных учреждений		0.1		1.7		1.1		0.1		-1.8		-3.5		-3.3		-0.7		2.2		1.6		2.8		-3.8		2.8		2.7		2.1		4.4		1.6		1.8		1.6		1.2		-1		-1.2

		валовое накопление основного капитала		-22.7		-24.5		-15.7		-11.8		-16.1		-5.7		-4.8		3.6		-28.1		-16.1		7.1		39.5		-7		-7.9		1.6		14.2		13.5		19.6		19.7		16.1		8.3		8.2

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2001		2кв		3кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		-14.5		-18.7		-12.3		-4.1		-3.4		0.9		-4.9		-2.8		2.2		10.8		10.5		9		8.6		8.8		6.3		4.9		5.3

		Расходы на конечное потребление		-5.2		-1		-3.1		-2.7		-3.1		3		-1.5		-5.6		-5		-6		4.6		6.1		8.1		8.5		7.3		6.3		7.8

		Валовое накопление основного капитала		-36.9		-29.5		-31.2		-10.8		-20.6		-3.2		-28.7		-7		-7.9		1.6		14.2		13.5		19.6		19.7		16.1		8.3		8.2

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Валовой внутренний продукт		85.5		81.3		87.7		95.9		96.6		100.9		95.1		105.4		108.3		105.5		120.426351		54.190563925		65.2597187212		120.426351		65.2597187212

		Расходы на конечное потребление		94.8		99		96.9		97.3		96.9		103		98.5		97.6		107.9		104.7		110.2599888		86.9916125782		95.9169422857		110.2599888		95.9169422857

		Валовое накопление основного капитала		63.1		70.5		68.8		89.2		79.4		96.8		71.3		108.5		117.3		107.8		137.197599		14.9608806519		20.5259690436		137.197599		20.5259690436

				58.5		74.2		74		92.5		80.7		94.3		86.8		108.5		117.3		107.8		137.197599		19.6262884062		26.9267964662		137.197599		26.9267964662

																								0		0		0		0		0

				97		101.2		101.2		97.2		95.3		105.4		97.6		95.6		108.9		106.5		110.875446		94.6634554802		104.9585284627		110.875446		104.9585284627
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Валовой внутренний продукт

конечное потребление  домашних хозяйств

валовое накопление основного капитала

Изменение динамики  использования ВВП по компонентам в период 1996-2001 годов,
 в сопоставимых ценах, в %% к соствествующему периоду предыдущего года
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Валовой внутренний продукт

Расходы на конечное потребление

Валовое накопление основного капитала

Изменение динамики  использования ВВП по компонентам в период 1992-2001 годов, 
в %% к соотвествующему периоду предыдущего года



				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Валовой внутренний продукт		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Расходы на конечное потребление		49.9		64.2		69.6		71.2		71.4		74.8		77.2		68.8		62.2

		домашних хозяйств		33.7		40.9		44.1		49.3		48.8		50		54.4		50.4		44.4

		государственных учреждений		14.3		17.9		22.5		19.5		20.2		21.3		19.3		15.4		15.4

		Валовое накопление		35.7		27.8		25.8		25.3		24.5		22.3		15.4		15.1		16.9

		валовое накопление основного капитала		24.7		21		22		21.2		21.1		19		17.3		15.8		17.7

		Чистый экспорт		14.4		8		4.6		3.5		4.1		2.9		7.4		16.3		20.9

		Валовой внутренний продукт

		Расходы на конечное потребление

		домашних хозяйств		67.5350701403		63.707165109		63.3620689655		69.2415730337		68.3473389356		66.8449197861		70.4663212435		73.2558139535		71.3826366559

		государственных учреждений		28.6573146293		27.8816199377		32.3275862069		27.3876404494		28.2913165266		28.4759358289		25		22.3837209302		24.7588424437

				32.4649298597		36.292834891		36.6379310345		30.7584269663		31.6526610644		33.1550802139		29.5336787565		26.7441860465		28.6173633441

		Валовое накопление

		валовое накопление основного капитала		69.18767507		75.5395683453		85.2713178295		83.7944664032		86.1224489796		85.201793722		112.3376623377		104.6357615894		104.7337278107

		Чистый экспорт

				1998 г.		1999 г.		2000 г. оценка

		Валовой внутренний продукт		-4.9		3.2		7.6		95.1		103.2		107.6		111.0432		105.6020832

		Расходы на конечное потребление		-2.3		-3.5		7.9		97.7		96.5		107.9		104.1235		101.7286595

		домашних хозяйств		-3.6		-5.3		10.3		96.4		94.7		110.3		104.4541		100.6937524

		государственных учреждений		0.6		0.9		1.6		100.6		100.9		101.6		102.5144		103.1294864

		Валовое накопление		-31.3		9.3		16.2		68.7		109.3		116.2		127.0066		87.2535342

		накопление основного капитала		-11.2		2.4		15		88.8		102.4		115		117.76		104.57088

		Чистый экспорт		111		160.2		98.9		211		260.2		198.9		517.5378		1092.004758

		экспорт		1.9		4.5		8.4		101.9		104.5		108.4		113.278		115.430282

		импорт		-13.6		-3.2		14.3		86.4		96.8		114.3		110.6424		95.5950336

				1кв/1996		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\1997		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1998		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв						3кв		4кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		98.1		96.6		94.5		97.3		98.9		98.7		102.6		103.2		98.7		99		91.9		91.8		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Расходы на конечное потребление		98.3		96.8		94.4		96.9		101.1		100.9		103.9		105.5		99.7		99.9		100		92.3		93.8		95.1		95.5		101.1		107.7		108.3		109.6		106.3

		домашних хозяйств		97.7		94.7		91.1		96.9		102.3		101.1		106.7		108.4		98.9		99.2		96.9		89.9		91.2		92.4		93.9		100.7		109.4		110.9		112.6		108.5

		государственных учреждений		100.1		101.7		101.1		100.1		98.2		96.5		96.7		99.3		102.2		101.6		102.8		96.2		100.6		100.7		100		102.2		101.5		101.8		101.1		101.5

		накопление основного капитала		77.3		75.5		84.3		88.2		83.9		94.3		95.2		103.6		86.4		94		88.3		85.3		93		92.1		101.6		114.2		114.2		115.2		112.1		116.5

		Чистый экспорт

				1кв/1996		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\1997		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1998		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв/1999		2кв		3кв		4кв		1кв\2000		2кв		3кв		4кв

		Валовой внутренний продукт		-1.9		-3.4		-5.5		-2.7		-1.1		-1.3		2.6		3.2		-1.3		-1		-8.1		-8.2		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Расходы на конечное потребление		-1.7		-3.2		-5.6		-3.1		1.1		0.9		3.9		5.5		-0.3		-0.1		0		-7.7		-6.2		-4.9		-4.5		1.1		7.7		8.3		9.6		6.3

		конечное потребление  домашних хозяйств		-2.3		-5.3		-8.9		-3.1		2.3		1.1		6.7		8.4		-1.1		-0.8		-3.1		-10.1		-8.8		-7.6		-6.1		0.7		9.4		10.9		12.6		8.5

		конечное потребление  государственных учреждений		0.1		1.7		1.1		0.1		-1.8		-3.5		-3.3		-0.7		2.2		1.6		2.8		-3.8		0.6		0.7		0		2.2		1.5		1.8		1.1		1.5

		валовое накопление основного капитала		-22.7		-24.5		-15.7		-11.8		-16.1		-5.7		-4.8		3.6		-13.6		-6		-11.7		-14.7		-7		-7.9		1.6		14.2		14.2		15.2		12.1		16.5
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Валовой внутренний продукт

конечное потребление  домашних хозяйств

конечное потребление  государственных учреждений

валовое накопление основного капитала

Изменение динамики  расходов на конечное потребление в период 1996-2000 годов,
 в сопоставимых ценах, в %% к соствествующему периоду предыдущего года




_1080385710.doc
[image: image1.bmp]

Output







0







100







200







300







400







500







1990







1991







1992







1993







1994







1995







1996







1997







1998







1999







2000







2001







Consumption















Export (including petroleum derivatives)












_1080384656.doc


0,8







0,9







1







1,1







1,2







1,3







1,4







1,5







1,6







1,7







1,8







01.1999







03







05







07







09







11







  01.2000







    03







    05







    07







    09







    11







  01.2001







    03







    05







    07







    09







    11







Light industry







Food industry












_1080107612.doc


-50







-40







-30







-20







-10







0







10







20







30







7/98







1/99







7/99







1/00







7/00







1/01







7/01







1/02







%







EFFECTIVE DEMAND, , FORECASTED







CHANGES OF EFFECTIVE, BARTER AND OTHER 







 TYPES OF DEMAND (BALANCE=%GROWTH-%REDUCTION)







BARTER: ACTUAL, FORECASTED







OTHER NON-MONETARY: ACTUAL, FORECASTED







 












_1080109629.doc


-65







-55







-45







-35







-25







-15







-5







5







15







25







35







45







55







65







1/92







1/93







1/94







1/95







1/96







1/97







1/98







1/99







1/00







1/01







1/02







%







BALANCE OF STOCK ESTIMATES







BALANCE OF EFFECTIVE DEMAND CHANGES







BALANCES OF ESTIMATES OF FINISHED STOCK AND







EFFECTIVE DEMAND CHANGES












_1080130772.xls
Диаграмма2

		1991		1991		1991		1991		1991

		1992		1992		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001		2001		2001



нефтеперерабатывающая

нефтедобывающая

угольная

газовая

доля топливной отрасли в инвестициях в промышленность

The structure of investments in fuel industry in 1991-2001, in percentage of the total

1.8018018018

72.0720720721

12.6126126126

13.5135135135

31.9884726225

2.380952381

73.2142857143

12.5

11.9047619048

40.6779661017

7.1923076923

67.9487179487

11.4384615385

13.4615384615

42.1621621622

10

61.5384615385

12.3076923077

16.1538461538

40.2476780186

9.7222222222

58.3333333333

11.8055555556

20.1388888889

41.8604651163

8.0536912752

53.6912751678

11.4093959732

26.8456375839

42.816091954

6.4415584416

55.1948051948

10.4896103896

27.9220779221

42.3076923077

9.0909090909

60.3305785124

9.9173553719

20.6611570248

36.3363363363

5.7553956835

62.5899280576

7.1942446043

24.4604316547

37.3655913978

8.0810810811

64.6486486486

4.0324324324

23.2432432432

48.3028720627

9.3

65.5

3.9

21.5

53.3



Лист1

		22.4. ИНВЕСТИЦИИ В ОСНОВНОЙ КАПИТАЛ В ОТРАСЛИ ЭКОНОМИКИ

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001						1999		2000		2001

				Миллионов рублей (до 1998 г. – млрд. руб.; в фактически действовавших ценах)

		промышленность		35.8		36.1		35.6		37		35.9		34.7		41.3		37		32.3		34.4		34.8		36.4		33.3		37.2		38.3		41.7		-3				41.9		41.4		43.7				-0.5		2.3

		сельское хозяйство		14.6		16.9		17		15.1		15.9		17.8		10.8		7.9		5		3.5		2.9		2.5		3		2.9		2.6		2.5		-8.2				3.2		2.8		2.5				-0.4		-0.3

		строительство		3.9		4.3		4.6		3.7		4.5		4.5		2.7		2.4		3.3		2.5		4		4.2		4.1		3.9		3.9		2.9		1.2				2.3		2.5		2.9				0.2		0.4

		транспорт		9.3		11.3		12.8		12.9		10.9		8.5		8.2		10.4		11.9		13.2		13.5		15.2		14.1		18.5		21.5		22.9		13.3				18.6		23.8		24.7				5.2		0.9

		связь		0.8		0.8		0.8		0.8		0.9		0.9		0.6		0.6		0.9		1.4		1.8		2.8		3.5		3.2		2.6		2.7		2				3.5		2.5		2.7				-1		0.2

		торговля и общественное питание, оптовая торговля продукцией произ-водственно-технического назначе-ния		2.2		1.9		2.1		2.4		1.9		1.7		1		0.9		1.6		2		2.2		2.2		2.53		2.5		2.34		1.8		1.34				1.9		1.8		1.9				-0.1		0.1

		жилищное хозяйство		18.4		15.8		14.6		16		16.6		18.2		21.7		23.1		23.7		22.8		20.3		16.7		16.1		14		11.6		13.6		-10.1				17.8		15.1		13.6				-2.7		-1.5

																														82.2		82.84		88.1								89.9		92

				1992 - 1995		1995 - 1998		1998 - 2000		2000- 2001

		промышленность		-6.9		-1.1		4.1		3.4

		сельское хозяйство		-7.3		-0.5		-2.5		-0.1

		строительство		-0.2		1.6		0.9		-1

		транспорт		5		0.9		3.3		1.4

		связь		0.8		2.1		1.9		0.1

		торговля		1		0.53		0.6		-0.54

		жилищное хозяйство		1.1		-6.7		-7		2

				1995 - 1998		1998 - 2000		2000- 2001

		промышленность		-1.1		5.0		2.3

		сельское хозяйство		-0.5		-0.4		-0.3

		строительство		1.6		-0.2		0.4

		транспорт		0.9		7.4		0.9

		связь		2.1		-0.9		0.2

		торговля		0.53		-0.2		0.1

		жилищное хозяйство		-6.7		-4.5		-1.5
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Изменение структуры инвестиций по секторам экономики в период 1995-2001 гг., в %% за соотвествующий период
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Лист4

		22.4. ИНВЕСТИЦИИ В ОСНОВНОЙ КАПИТАЛ В ОТРАСЛИ ЭКОНОМИКИ

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001				2000		2001

				Миллионов рублей (до 1998 г. – млрд. руб.; в фактически действовавших ценах)

		промышленность		35.8		36.1		35.6		37		35.9		34.7		41.3		37		32.3		34.4		34.8		36.4		33.3		37.2		38.3						42.9		43.7

		из нее:

		электроэнергетика		3.7		3.4		3.3		3.9		2.4		2.7		4.9		5		4.7		5.2		6		6.9		6.1		4.5		3.7						4.3		4.1

		топливная		6		6.6		8.6		11.5		11.6		11.1		16.8		15.6		13		14.4		14.9		15.4		12.1		13.9		18.5						21.5		23.3

		черная металлургия		...		...		...		1.6		1.4		1.6		2.3		2		1.7		2		1.8		1.6		1.9		2		2						1.8		1.8

		цветная металлургия		...		...		...		...		1.5		1.6		2.3		2		1.9		1.9		1.6		1.9		1.6		2.4		2.7						2.2		2.4

		химическая и нефтехимическая		2.7		3.3		2.6		2		1.7		1.7		2.3		1.7		1.5		1.6		1.7		1.7		1.6		1.6		1.6						3.2		3.2

		машиностроение и		8.9		9.5		8.4		8.3		8.3		6.9		4.9		4.5		3.6		3.1		3.4		3.1		3.2		3.6		3						3.2		2.9

		лесная, деревообрабатывающая и целлюлозно-бумажная		2.3		2.1		1.8		1.6		1.7		1.9		1.6		0.8		1		1.3		1		0.9		1		1.4		1.5						1.7		1.2

		промышленность строительных материалов		2		1.7		1.4		1.2		1.4		1.7		1.6		0.9		1.1		1		0.8		0.7		0.5		0.6		0.6						0.6		0.6

		легкая		1.4		1.2		1		0.9		1.2		1.2		1		0.6		0.5		0.3		0.3		0.2		0.2		0.3		0.2						0.1		0.2

		пищевая		2.5		2.2		2.2		1.9		2.9		3.1		2.7		3		2.6		2.7		2.7		3.1		4.1		5.8		3.4						3.5		3.2

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000						2000		2001

				100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		0		0		100		100

				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0						0		0

				10.3		9.4		9.3		10.5		6.7		7.8		11.9		13.5		14.6		15.1		17.2		19.0		18.3		12.1		9.7						10.0		9.4

				16.8		18.3		24.2		31.1		32.3		32.0		40.7		42.2		40.2		41.9		42.8		42.3		36.3		37.4		48.3						50.1		53.3

										4.3		3.9		4.6		5.6		5.4		5.3		5.8		5.2		4.4		5.7		5.4		5.2						4.2		4.1

												4.2		4.6		5.6		5.4		5.9		5.5		4.6		5.2		4.8		6.5		7.0						5.1		5.5

				7.5		9.1		7.3		5.4		4.7		4.9		5.6		4.6		4.6		4.7		4.9		4.7		4.8		4.3		4.2						7.5		7.3

				24.9		26.3		23.6		22.4		23.1		19.9		11.9		12.2		11.1		9.0		9.8		8.5		9.6		9.7		7.8						7.5		6.6

				6.4		5.8		5.1		4.3		4.7		5.5		3.9		2.2		3.1		3.8		2.9		2.5		3.0		3.8		3.9						4.0		2.7

				5.6		4.7		3.9		3.2		3.9		4.9		3.9		2.4		3.4		2.9		2.3		1.9		1.5		1.6		1.6						1.4		1.4

				3.9		3.3		2.8		2.4		3.3		3.5		2.4		1.6		1.5		0.9		0.9		0.5		0.6		0.8		0.5						0.2		0.5

				7.0		6.1		6.2		5.1		8.1		8.9		6.5		8.1		8.0		7.8		7.8		8.5		12.3		15.6		8.9						8.2		7.3

				1992 - 1995		1995 - 1998		1998 - 2000		2000-2001

		электроэнергетика		3.3		3.2		-8.7		-0.6

		топливная		1.2		-5.5		12.0		3.2

		черная металлургия		0.2		-0.1		-0.5		-0.1

		цветная металлургия		-0.0		-0.7		2.2		0.4

		химическая		-0.9		0.2		-0.6		-0.1

		машиностроение		-2.9		0.6		-1.8		-0.8

		лесная,		-0.1		-0.8		0.9		-1.2

		строительные материалы		-1.0		-1.4		0.1		-0.0

		легкая		-1.5		-0.3		-0.1		0.2

		пищевая		1.3		4.5		-3.4		-0.8

																123.44904
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Лист3

		

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		топливная		6		6.6		8.6		11.5		11.6		11.1		16.8		15.6		13		14.4		14.9		15.4		12.1		13.9		18.5				электроэнергетика		10.0		9.4

		нефтедобывающая		4.5		3.8		6		8.3		7.6		8		12.3		10.6		8		8.4		8		8.5		7.3		8.7		12				топливная		50.1		53.3

		нефтеперерабатывающая												0.2		0.4		1.2		1.3		1.4		1.2		0.9		1.1		0.8		1.5				в т. ч. газовая		11.2		11.4

		газовая				1.6		1.3		2.1		2.9		1.5		2		2.1		2.1		2.9		4		4.3		2.5		3.4		4.3				нефтеперепабатываюшая		2.8		5.0

		угольная		1.4		1.1		1.2		1		1.1		1.4		2.1		1.8		1.6		1.7		1.7		1.6		1.2		1		0.8				нефтедобываюшая		33.3		34.8

																																				угольная		2.0979020979		2.0594965675				22.3255813953		21.4592274678

		промышленность		35.8		36.1		35.6		37		35.9		34.7		41.3		37		32.3		34.4		34.8		36.4		33.3		37.2		38.3				черная металлургия		5.1282051282		5.4919908467				5.5813953488		9.4420600858

																																				цветная металлургия		7.4592074592		7.3226544622				66.511627907		65.2360515021

				16.8		18.3		24.2		31.1		32.3		32.0		40.7		42.2		40.2		41.9		42.8		42.3		36.3		37.4		48.3				химическая и		4.1958041958		4.118993135				4.1860465116		3.8626609442

																																				машиностроение		7.4592074592		6.6361556064

																																				лесная,		3.9627039627		4.347826087

																																				строиматериалов		1.3986013986		1.3729977117

		топливная																																		легкая		0.4662004662		0.4576659039

		нефтедобывающая		75		57.6		69.8		72.2		65.5		72.1		73.2		67.9		61.5		58.3		53.7		55.2		60.3		62.6		64.9				пищевая		8.1585081585		7.3226544622

		нефтеперерабатывающая		0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		1.8		2.4		7.7		10.0		9.7		8.1		5.8		9.1		5.8		8.1				медицинская		0.4662004662		0.4576659039

		газовая		0		24.2		15.1		18.3		25.0		13.5		11.9		13.5		16.2		20.1		26.8		27.9		20.7		24.5		23.2				полиграфическая		0.2331002331		0.2288329519

		угольная		23.3		16.7		14.0		8.7		9.5		12.6		12.5		11.5		12.3		11.8		11.4		10.4		9.9		7.2		4.3

				98.3

				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		нефтедобывающая		72.1		73.2		67.9		61.5		58.3		53.7		55.2		60.3		62.6		64.6		65.5

		нефтеперерабатывающая		1.8		2.4		7.2		10.0		9.7		8.1		6.4		9.1		5.8		8.1		9.3

		газовая		13.5		11.9		13.5		16.2		20.1		26.8		27.9		20.7		24.5		23.2		21.5

		угольная		12.6		12.5		11.4		12.3		11.8		11.4		10.5		9.9		7.2		4.0		3.9

		доля топливной отрасли в инвестициях в промышленность		32.0		40.7		42.2		40.2		41.9		42.8		42.3		36.3		37.4		48.3		53.3
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				42.9		43.7				451.8

		электроэнергетика		4.3		4.1				20.4

		топливная		21.5		23.3				197.5

		в т. ч. газовая		4.8		5.0

		нефтеперепабатываюшая		1.2		2.2

		нефтедобываюшая		14.3		15.2

		угольная		0.9		0.9

		черная металлургия		2.2		2.4				29.5

		цветная металлургия		3.2		3.2				68.0

		химическая и		1.8		1.8				19.1

		машиностроение		3.2		2.9				52.8

		лесная,		1.7		1.9				12.2

		строиматериалов		0.6		0.6				6.1

		легкая		0.2		0.2				2.2

		пищевая		3.5		3.2				34.3

		медицинская		0.2		0.2

		полиграфическая		0.1		0.1

		электроэнергетика		10.0		9.4		-0.6				электроэнергетика		-0.6

		топливная		50.1		53.3		3.2				топливная		3.2

		в т. ч. газовая		11.2		11.4		0.3				в т. ч. газовая		0.3		22.3		21.5

		нефтеперепабатываюшая		2.8		5.0		2.2				нефтеперепабатываюшая		2.2		5.6		9.4

		нефтедобываюшая		33.3		34.8		1.4				нефтедобываюшая		1.4		66.5		65.2

		угольная		2.1		2.1		-0.0				угольная		0.0		4.2		3.9

		черная металлургия		5.1		5.5		0.4				черная металлургия		0.4

		цветная металлургия		7.5		7.3		-0.1				цветная металлургия		-0.1		7.7419354839		12.6436781609

		химическая и		4.2		4.1		-0.1				химическая и		-0.1		92.2580645161		87.3563218391

		машиностроение		7.5		6.6		-0.8				машиностроение		-0.8

		лесная,		4.0		4.3		0.4				лесная,		0.4

		строиматериалов		1.4		1.4		-0.0				строиматериалов		-0.0

		легкая		0.5		0.5		-0.0				легкая		-0.0

		пищевая		8.2		7.3		-0.8				пищевая		-0.8

		медицинская		0.5		0.5		-0.0

		полиграфическая		0.2		0.2		-0.0

																				Жилищно-коммунальное хозяйство		13.6		15.7

																				жилищное хозяйство		7.1		8.4

																				коммунальное хозяйство		6.5		7.3

																				Здравоохранение, физическая

																				культура и социальное обеспечение		2.7		2.9

																				Образование		1.6		1.5

																				Культура и искусство		0.7		0.7

																				Наука и научное обслуживание		0.5		0.4

																						32.7		36.9
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Изменение структуры инвестици в с основной капитал по отраслям промышленности в январе-сентябре 2001г.,%% к соответствующему периоду 2000 г
.
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Лист1

		22.4. ИНВЕСТИЦИИ В ОСНОВНОЙ КАПИТАЛ В ОТРАСЛИ ЭКОНОМИКИ

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001						1999		2000		2001

				Миллионов рублей (до 1998 г. – млрд. руб.; в фактически действовавших ценах)

		промышленность		35.8		36.1		35.6		37		35.9		34.7		41.3		37		32.3		34.4		34.8		36.4		33.3		37.2		38.3		41.7		-3				41.9		41.4		43.7				-0.5		2.3

		сельское хозяйство		14.6		16.9		17		15.1		15.9		17.8		10.8		7.9		5		3.5		2.9		2.5		3		2.9		2.6		2.5		-8.2				3.2		2.8		2.5				-0.4		-0.3

		строительство		3.9		4.3		4.6		3.7		4.5		4.5		2.7		2.4		3.3		2.5		4		4.2		4.1		3.9		3.9		2.9		1.2				2.3		2.5		2.9				0.2		0.4

		транспорт		9.3		11.3		12.8		12.9		10.9		8.5		8.2		10.4		11.9		13.2		13.5		15.2		14.1		18.5		21.5		22.9		13.3				18.6		23.8		24.7				5.2		0.9

		связь		0.8		0.8		0.8		0.8		0.9		0.9		0.6		0.6		0.9		1.4		1.8		2.8		3.5		3.2		2.6		2.7		2				3.5		2.5		2.7				-1		0.2

		торговля и общественное питание, оптовая торговля продукцией произ-водственно-технического назначе-ния		2.2		1.9		2.1		2.4		1.9		1.7		1		0.9		1.6		2		2.2		2.2		2.53		2.5		2.34		1.8		1.34				1.9		1.8		1.9				-0.1		0.1

		жилищное хозяйство		18.4		15.8		14.6		16		16.6		18.2		21.7		23.1		23.7		22.8		20.3		16.7		16.1		14		11.6		13.6		-10.1				17.8		15.1		13.6				-2.7		-1.5

																														82.2		82.84		88.1								89.9		92

				1992 - 1995		1995 - 1998		1998 - 2000		2000- 2001

		промышленность		-6.9		-1.1		4.1		3.4

		сельское хозяйство		-7.3		-0.5		-2.5		-0.1

		строительство		-0.2		1.6		0.9		-1

		транспорт		5		0.9		3.3		1.4

		связь		0.8		2.1		1.9		0.1

		торговля		1		0.53		0.6		-0.54

		жилищное хозяйство		1.1		-6.7		-7		2

				1995 - 1998		1998 - 2000		2000- 2001

		промышленность		-1.1		5.0		2.3

		сельское хозяйство		-0.5		-0.4		-0.3

		строительство		1.6		-0.2		0.4

		транспорт		0.9		7.4		0.9

		связь		2.1		-0.9		0.2

		торговля		0.53		-0.2		0.1

		жилищное хозяйство		-6.7		-4.5		-1.5
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-1.1

5

2.3

-0.5

-0.4

-0.3

1.6

-0.2

0.4

0.9

7.4

0.9

2.1

-0.9

0.2

0.53

-0.19

0.1

-6.7

-4.5

-1.5
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		22.4. ИНВЕСТИЦИИ В ОСНОВНОЙ КАПИТАЛ В ОТРАСЛИ ЭКОНОМИКИ

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001				2000		2001

				Миллионов рублей (до 1998 г. – млрд. руб.; в фактически действовавших ценах)

		промышленность		35.8		36.1		35.6		37		35.9		34.7		41.3		37		32.3		34.4		34.8		36.4		33.3		37.2		38.3						42.9		43.7

		из нее:

		электроэнергетика		3.7		3.4		3.3		3.9		2.4		2.7		4.9		5		4.7		5.2		6		6.9		6.1		4.5		3.7						4.3		4.1

		топливная		6		6.6		8.6		11.5		11.6		11.1		16.8		15.6		13		14.4		14.9		15.4		12.1		13.9		18.5						21.5		23.3

		черная металлургия		...		...		...		1.6		1.4		1.6		2.3		2		1.7		2		1.8		1.6		1.9		2		2						1.8		1.8

		цветная металлургия		...		...		...		...		1.5		1.6		2.3		2		1.9		1.9		1.6		1.9		1.6		2.4		2.7						2.2		2.4

		химическая и нефтехимическая		2.7		3.3		2.6		2		1.7		1.7		2.3		1.7		1.5		1.6		1.7		1.7		1.6		1.6		1.6						3.2		3.2

		машиностроение и		8.9		9.5		8.4		8.3		8.3		6.9		4.9		4.5		3.6		3.1		3.4		3.1		3.2		3.6		3						3.2		2.9

		лесная, деревообрабатывающая и целлюлозно-бумажная		2.3		2.1		1.8		1.6		1.7		1.9		1.6		0.8		1		1.3		1		0.9		1		1.4		1.5						1.7		1.2

		промышленность строительных материалов		2		1.7		1.4		1.2		1.4		1.7		1.6		0.9		1.1		1		0.8		0.7		0.5		0.6		0.6						0.6		0.6

		легкая		1.4		1.2		1		0.9		1.2		1.2		1		0.6		0.5		0.3		0.3		0.2		0.2		0.3		0.2						0.1		0.2

		пищевая		2.5		2.2		2.2		1.9		2.9		3.1		2.7		3		2.6		2.7		2.7		3.1		4.1		5.8		3.4						3.5		3.2

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000						2000		2001

				100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		0		0		100		100

				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0						0		0

				10.3		9.4		9.3		10.5		6.7		7.8		11.9		13.5		14.6		15.1		17.2		19.0		18.3		12.1		9.7						10.0		9.4

				16.8		18.3		24.2		31.1		32.3		32.0		40.7		42.2		40.2		41.9		42.8		42.3		36.3		37.4		48.3						50.1		53.3

										4.3		3.9		4.6		5.6		5.4		5.3		5.8		5.2		4.4		5.7		5.4		5.2						4.2		4.1

												4.2		4.6		5.6		5.4		5.9		5.5		4.6		5.2		4.8		6.5		7.0						5.1		5.5

				7.5		9.1		7.3		5.4		4.7		4.9		5.6		4.6		4.6		4.7		4.9		4.7		4.8		4.3		4.2						7.5		7.3

				24.9		26.3		23.6		22.4		23.1		19.9		11.9		12.2		11.1		9.0		9.8		8.5		9.6		9.7		7.8						7.5		6.6

				6.4		5.8		5.1		4.3		4.7		5.5		3.9		2.2		3.1		3.8		2.9		2.5		3.0		3.8		3.9						4.0		2.7

				5.6		4.7		3.9		3.2		3.9		4.9		3.9		2.4		3.4		2.9		2.3		1.9		1.5		1.6		1.6						1.4		1.4

				3.9		3.3		2.8		2.4		3.3		3.5		2.4		1.6		1.5		0.9		0.9		0.5		0.6		0.8		0.5						0.2		0.5

				7.0		6.1		6.2		5.1		8.1		8.9		6.5		8.1		8.0		7.8		7.8		8.5		12.3		15.6		8.9						8.2		7.3

				1992 - 1995		1995 - 1998		1998 - 2000		2000-2001

		электроэнергетика		3.3		3.2		-8.7		-0.6

		топливная		1.2		-5.5		12.0		3.2

		черная металлургия		0.2		-0.1		-0.5		-0.1

		цветная металлургия		-0.0		-0.7		2.2		0.4

		химическая		-0.9		0.2		-0.6		-0.1

		машиностроение		-2.9		0.6		-1.8		-0.8

		лесная,		-0.1		-0.8		0.9		-1.2

		строительные материалы		-1.0		-1.4		0.1		-0.0

		легкая		-1.5		-0.3		-0.1		0.2

		пищевая		1.3		4.5		-3.4		-0.8

																123.44904
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		электроэнергетика		электроэнергетика		электроэнергетика

		топливная		топливная		топливная

		черная металлургия		черная металлургия		черная металлургия

		цветная металлургия		цветная металлургия		цветная металлургия

		химическая		химическая		химическая

		машиностроение		машиностроение		машиностроение

		лесная,		лесная,		лесная,

		строительные материалы		строительные материалы		строительные материалы

		легкая		легкая		легкая

		пищевая		пищевая		пищевая



1995 - 1998

1998 - 2000

2000-2001

Изменение структуры инвестиций по секторам экономики в период 1995-2001 гг., в %% за соотвествующий период

3.2020392486

-8.6577439058

-0.6411589936

-5.5241287799

11.9665357263

3.2015276867

-0.1082477827

-0.4837735908

-0.0768110608

-0.7184510091

2.2448035503

0.3637857185

0.1536420141

-0.6272591129

-0.136552997

0.5979817026

-1.7767114373

-0.8230518528

-0.7760667644

0.9134460832

-1.2167085394

-1.4054752427

0.065078133

-0.0256036869

-0.2714924227

-0.0784073891

0.2245656708

4.463475103

-3.435027717

-0.8358536963
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		Федеральные округа

				промышленность		сельское хозяйство		инвестиций		Оборот розничной торговли		Объем платных услуг населению

		Россия		104.9		106.8		108.7		110.8		100.8				108.7		117

		Центральный		108		102		94.2		108.1		105				94.2		112.6

		Северо-Западный		103.7		103.2		110.4		112.8		99				110.4		104.3

		Южный		112.9		115		100		109.8		103				100		140.5

		Приволжский		103		104		103.3		107.6		100				103.3		110.8

		Уральский		107.1		108.2		111.8		114.3		98				111.8		157

		Сибирский		105.3		104.2		107		110.9		100				107		111.8

		Дальневосточный		99.8		107		145		111		98				145		91.5

				1999		2000		2001

		Russia		105		117		108.7

		Central		108.4		112.6		94.2

		North-West		126.6		104.3		110.4

		Southern		121.9		140.5		140.5

		Volga region		105.2		110.8		103.3

		Urals		115.8		157		111.8

		Siberia		104.7		111.8		107

		Far Eastern		144.3		91.5		145
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		Россия

		Центральный

		Северо-Западный

		Южный

		Приволжский

		Уральский

		Сибирский

		Дальневосточный



инвестиций

108.7

94.2

110.4

100

103.3

111.8

107

145
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		Россия		Россия		Россия

		Центральный		Центральный		Центральный

		Северо-Западный		Северо-Западный		Северо-Западный

		Южный		Южный		Южный

		Приволжский		Приволжский		Приволжский

		Уральский		Уральский		Уральский

		Сибирский		Сибирский		Сибирский

		Дальневосточный		Дальневосточный		Дальневосточный



1999

2000

2001

Динамика инвестиций в основной капитал по федеральным округам за период 1999-2001 гг., в % к предыдущему году

105

117

108.7

108.4

112.6

94.2

126.6

104.3

110.4

121.9

140.5

140.5

105.2

110.8

103.3

115.8

157

111.8

104.7

111.8

107

144.3

91.5

145



		

				1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		топливная		6		6.6		8.6		11.5		11.6		11.1		16.8		15.6		13		14.4		14.9		15.4		12.1		13.9		18.5				электроэнергетика		10.0		9.4

		нефтедобывающая		4.5		3.8		6		8.3		7.6		8		12.3		10.6		8		8.4		8		8.5		7.3		8.7		12				топливная		50.1		53.3

		нефтеперерабатывающая												0.2		0.4		1.2		1.3		1.4		1.2		0.9		1.1		0.8		1.5				в т. ч. газовая		11.2		11.4

		газовая				1.6		1.3		2.1		2.9		1.5		2		2.1		2.1		2.9		4		4.3		2.5		3.4		4.3				нефтеперепабатываюшая		2.8		5.0

		угольная		1.4		1.1		1.2		1		1.1		1.4		2.1		1.8		1.6		1.7		1.7		1.6		1.2		1		0.8				нефтедобываюшая		33.3		34.8

																																				угольная		2.0979020979		2.0594965675				22.3255813953		21.4592274678

		промышленность		35.8		36.1		35.6		37		35.9		34.7		41.3		37		32.3		34.4		34.8		36.4		33.3		37.2		38.3				черная металлургия		5.1282051282		5.4919908467				5.5813953488		9.4420600858

																																				цветная металлургия		7.4592074592		7.3226544622				66.511627907		65.2360515021

				16.8		18.3		24.2		31.1		32.3		32.0		40.7		42.2		40.2		41.9		42.8		42.3		36.3		37.4		48.3				химическая и		4.1958041958		4.118993135				4.1860465116		3.8626609442

																																				машиностроение		7.4592074592		6.6361556064

																																				лесная,		3.9627039627		4.347826087

																																				строиматериалов		1.3986013986		1.3729977117

		топливная																																		легкая		0.4662004662		0.4576659039

		нефтедобывающая		75		57.6		69.8		72.2		65.5		72.1		73.2		67.9		61.5		58.3		53.7		55.2		60.3		62.6		64.9				пищевая		8.1585081585		7.3226544622

		нефтеперерабатывающая		0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		1.8		2.4		7.7		10.0		9.7		8.1		5.8		9.1		5.8		8.1				медицинская		0.4662004662		0.4576659039

		газовая		0		24.2		15.1		18.3		25.0		13.5		11.9		13.5		16.2		20.1		26.8		27.9		20.7		24.5		23.2				полиграфическая		0.2331002331		0.2288329519

		угольная		23.3		16.7		14.0		8.7		9.5		12.6		12.5		11.5		12.3		11.8		11.4		10.4		9.9		7.2		4.3

				98.3

				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		нефтедобывающая		72.1		73.2		67.9		61.5		58.3		53.7		55.2		60.3		62.6		64.6		65.5

		нефтеперерабатывающая		1.8		2.4		7.2		10.0		9.7		8.1		6.4		9.1		5.8		8.1		9.3

		газовая		13.5		11.9		13.5		16.2		20.1		26.8		27.9		20.7		24.5		23.2		21.5

		угольная		12.6		12.5		11.4		12.3		11.8		11.4		10.5		9.9		7.2		4.0		3.9

		доля топливной отрасли в инвестициях в промышленность		32.0		40.7		42.2		40.2		41.9		42.8		42.3		36.3		37.4		48.3		53.3





		1991		1991		1991		1991		1991

		1992		1992		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001		2001		2001



нефтеперерабатывающая

нефтедобывающая

угольная

газовая

доля топливной отрасли в инвестициях в промышленность

Структура инвестицй в топливную промышленность в 1991 - 2001 гг, в % к итогу

1.8018018018

72.0720720721

12.6126126126

13.5135135135

31.9884726225

2.380952381

73.2142857143

12.5

11.9047619048

40.6779661017

7.1923076923

67.9487179487

11.4384615385

13.4615384615

42.1621621622

10

61.5384615385

12.3076923077

16.1538461538

40.2476780186

9.7222222222

58.3333333333

11.8055555556

20.1388888889

41.8604651163

8.0536912752

53.6912751678

11.4093959732

26.8456375839

42.816091954

6.4415584416

55.1948051948

10.4896103896

27.9220779221

42.3076923077

9.0909090909

60.3305785124

9.9173553719

20.6611570248

36.3363363363

5.7553956835

62.5899280576

7.1942446043

24.4604316547

37.3655913978

8.0810810811

64.6486486486

4.0324324324

23.2432432432

48.3028720627

9.3

65.5

3.9

21.5

53.3



		

				42.9		43.7				451.8

		электроэнергетика		4.3		4.1				20.4

		топливная		21.5		23.3				197.5

		в т. ч. газовая		4.8		5.0

		нефтеперепабатываюшая		1.2		2.2

		нефтедобываюшая		14.3		15.2

		угольная		0.9		0.9

		черная металлургия		2.2		2.4				29.5

		цветная металлургия		3.2		3.2				68.0

		химическая и		1.8		1.8				19.1

		машиностроение		3.2		2.9				52.8

		лесная,		1.7		1.9				12.2

		строиматериалов		0.6		0.6				6.1

		легкая		0.2		0.2				2.2

		пищевая		3.5		3.2				34.3

		медицинская		0.2		0.2

		полиграфическая		0.1		0.1

		электроэнергетика		10.0		9.4		-0.6				электроэнергетика		-0.6

		топливная		50.1		53.3		3.2				топливная		3.2

		в т. ч. газовая		11.2		11.4		0.3				в т. ч. газовая		0.3		22.3		21.5

		нефтеперепабатываюшая		2.8		5.0		2.2				нефтеперепабатываюшая		2.2		5.6		9.4

		нефтедобываюшая		33.3		34.8		1.4				нефтедобываюшая		1.4		66.5		65.2

		угольная		2.1		2.1		-0.0				угольная		0.0		4.2		3.9

		черная металлургия		5.1		5.5		0.4				черная металлургия		0.4

		цветная металлургия		7.5		7.3		-0.1				цветная металлургия		-0.1		7.7419354839		12.6436781609

		химическая и		4.2		4.1		-0.1				химическая и		-0.1		92.2580645161		87.3563218391

		машиностроение		7.5		6.6		-0.8				машиностроение		-0.8

		лесная,		4.0		4.3		0.4				лесная,		0.4

		строиматериалов		1.4		1.4		-0.0				строиматериалов		-0.0

		легкая		0.5		0.5		-0.0				легкая		-0.0

		пищевая		8.2		7.3		-0.8				пищевая		-0.8

		медицинская		0.5		0.5		-0.0

		полиграфическая		0.2		0.2		-0.0

																				Жилищно-коммунальное хозяйство		13.6		15.7

																				жилищное хозяйство		7.1		8.4

																				коммунальное хозяйство		6.5		7.3

																				Здравоохранение, физическая

																				культура и социальное обеспечение		2.7		2.9

																				Образование		1.6		1.5

																				Культура и искусство		0.7		0.7

																				Наука и научное обслуживание		0.5		0.4

																						32.7		36.9
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		цветная металлургия

		химическая и

		машиностроение

		лесная,

		строиматериалов

		легкая

		пищевая



Изменение структуры инвестици в с основной капитал по отраслям промышленности в январе-сентябре 2001г.,%% к соответствующему периоду 2000 г
.
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Диаграмма1

		1985		1985		1985

		1986		1986		1986

		1987		1987		1987

		1988		1988		1988

		1989		1989		1989

		1990		1990		1990

		1991		1991		1991

		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000

		2001		2001		2001



Export

Import

Balance

Basic indices of foreign trade between Russia and non-NIS states (bln. USD)

86.8

82.8

4

96.9

88.9

8

107.6

95.9

11.7

110.5

107

3.5

109.1

114.5

-5.4

71.1

81.8

-10.7

50.9

44.5

6.4

42.4

37

5.4

44.3

32.8

11.5

53.2

36.9

16.3

66

44.1

21.9

71.9

42.2

29.7

69.5

50.1

19.4

58.9

32.8

26.1

63.6

29.1

34.5

90.6

30.9

59.7

87.7

40.3

47.4



Лист1

				Export		Import		Balance

		1985		86.8		82.8		4

		1986		96.9		88.9		8

		1987		107.6		95.9		11.7

		1988		110.5		107		3.5

		1989		109.1		114.5		-5.4

		1990		71.1		81.8		-10.7

		1991		50.9		44.5		6.4

		1992		42.4		37		5.4

		1993		44.3		32.8		11.5

		1994		53.2		36.9		16.3

		1995		66		44.1		21.9

		1996		71.9		42.2		29.7

		1997		69.5		50.1		19.4

		1998		58.9		32.8		26.1

		1999		63.6		29.1		34.5

		2000		90.6		30.9		59.7

		2001		87.7		40.3		47.4
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Стр. &P
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&A

Стр. &P

Экспорт

Импорт

Сальдо

Основные показатели российской внешней торговли со странами дальнего зарубежья (млрд.долларов)



Лист2

				Импорт

		1985		82.8

		1986		88.9

		1987		95.9

		1988		107

		1989		114.5

		1990		81.8

		1991		44.5

		1992		37

		1993		32.8

		1994		36.9

		1995		44.1

		1996		42.2

		1997		55.9

		1988		45.8
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		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0
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Стр. &P

Динамика российского импорта из стран, не входящих  в СНГ (млрд.долл.)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



Лист3

		Руды и концентраты		6%

		Сортовой прокат		13%

		Стальные слитки		5%

		Заготовки литые и катанные		25%

		Чугун		5%

		Прокат листовой		23%

		Ферросплавы		4%

		Прочие		19%
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Структура российскго экспорта черных металлов (%)
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Диаграмма3

		Минеральные продукты

		Продукция химической промышленности

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь

		Металлы и изделия из них

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства

		Прочее



2000

2001

Mineral products

Chemical products

Wood, paper and pulp products

Textile and footwear

Metals and metal products

Plant and equipment, transport vehicles

Other goods

56.2

6.8

5

0.9

15.3

8.6

7.2



Лист1

				1999		2000				2000		2001

		Минеральные продукты		45.1		54.4		Минеральные продукты		56.2		56.2

		Продукция химической промышленности		8.4		7.3		Продукция химической промышленности		6.8		6.8

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		5.3		4.3		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		5		5

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		1.1		0.8		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		0.9		0.9

		Металлы и изделия из них		20.6		17.2		Металлы и изделия из них		15.3		15.3

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		10.4		8		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		8.6		8.6

		Прочее		9.1		8		Прочее		7.2		7.2

										92.8		92.8





Лист1

		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000



Минеральные продукты

Продукция химической промышленности

Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия

Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь

Металлы и изделия из них

Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства

Прочее

Товарная структура российского экспорта (%)

45.1

8.4

5.3

1.1

20.6

10.4

9.1

54.4

7.3

4.3

0.8

17.2

8

8



Лист2

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



2000

2001 г.



Лист3

				1999		2000

		Продовольственные товары и сельскохозяйственное сырье		28.8		21.8

		Минеральные продукты		4		8.6

		Продукция химической промышленности		16.8		18

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		2.8		2.8

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		6.2		6.8

		Металлы и изделия из них		7.8		8.2

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		22		20.2

		Прочее		11.6		13.6

		Продовольственные товары и сельскохозяйственное сырье		21.8

		Минеральные продукты		8.6

		Продукция химической промышленности		18

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		2.8

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		6.8

		Металлы и изделия из них		8.2

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		20.2

		Прочее		13.6





Лист3

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Товарная структура российского импорта в 2000 г. (%)



				Индекс физического объема		Индекс импортных цен

		Всего		126.5		87.9

		Страны, не входящие в СНГ		124.6		80

		Страны СНГ		132.8		106.9





		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Индекс физического объема

Индекс импортных цен

Индексы физического объема импорта и импортных цен 
(в % к 1999 г.)
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Диаграмма2
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		Jun		Jun		Jun

		Jul		Jul		Jul
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		Sep		Sep		Sep

		Okt		Okt		Okt

		Nov		Nov		Nov

		Dec		Dec		Dec

		Jan		Jan		Jan

		Feb		Feb		Feb

		Mar		Mar		Mar

		Apr		Apr		Apr
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		Jun		Jun		Jun

		Jul		Jul		Jul

		Aug		Aug		Aug

		Sep		Sep		Sep

		Okt		Okt		Okt

		Nov		Nov		Nov
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Export

Import

Balance

1997 г.                           1998 г.                          1999 г.                              2000 г.                        2001 г.

Basic foreign trade indices in Russia (bln. USD)

7
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2.3
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5

1.7
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0.7
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0.9

6.9

6.2

0.7

8.2

6.2
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0.3

5.8
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-0.2
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0.3
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-0.2

6.1

5.8

0.3

6.5

5.8

0.7
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5.7

0.5

5.6

5.2

0.4

5.9

3

2.9

6

3

3

5.9

3

2.9

7.1

3.6

3.5

4.8

2.9

1.9

4.8

3

1.8

6

3.5

2.5

6.5

3.6

2.9

5.2

3.1

2.1

5.4

3.4

2

6.1

3.4

2.7

6

3.2

2.8

6.3

3.4

2.9

6.8

3.6

3.2

7.4

3.6

3.8

9.3

4.2

5.1

7

2.9

4.1

8.1

3.4

4.7

9.3

3.7

5.6

8.1

3.4

4.7

8.3

3.4

4.9

8.6

3.6

5

8.6

3.6

5

9.1

3.8

5.3

8.9

3.7

5.2

9

4.2

4.8

10.2

4.3

5.9

10.3

4.9

5.4

8.4

3.2

5.2

8.2

3.6

4.6

8.9

4.2

4.7

8.7

4.3

4.4

8.8

4.6

4.2

9.3

4.7

4.6

8.3

4.4

3.9

9.2

4.6

4.6

8.5

4.2

4.3

8.2

4.9

3.3

8.4

5.1

3.3

8.2
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Лист1

		

						январь		февраль		март		апрель		май		июнь		июль		август		сентябрь		октябрь		ноябрь		декабрь				январь		февраль		март		апрель		май		июнь		июль		август		сентябрь		октябрь		ноябрь		декабрь

		вне СНГ		1996		4.5		5.2		6.1		5.5		6		5.8		6.1		5.8		5.9		6.8		7.0		7.1				2.8		3.5		3.9		4		3.8		3.6		4		3.5		3.4		3.7		3.6		4.1

				1997		5.2		5.5		5.8		5.4		5.1		5.4		5.7		5.9		5.5		6.5		6.5		6.5				2.7		3.7		4		4		3.7		4.1		4		4.7		4.6		4.6		4.3		5.2

				1998		4.4																										3.8

		СНГ		1996		1.4		1.7		1.6		1.7		1.2		1.3		1.2		1.3		1.4		1.5		1.4		1.5				1.5		1.8		1.4		1.7		1.6		1.6		1.5		1.7		1.4		1.5		1.3		1.4

				1997		1.4		1.5		1.5		1.6		1.2		1.2		1.4		1.3		1.4		1.7		1.7		1.9				1.2		1.3		1.3		1.4		1.4		1.4		1.2		1.6		1.6		1.6		1.5		1.9

				1998		1.3																										1.3
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		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



&A

Стр. &P

вне СНГ 1996

вне СНГ 1997

вне СНГ 1998

СНГ 1996

СНГ 1997

СНГ 1998

ЭКСПОРТ                                                                              ИМПОРТ

ОСНОВНЫЕ ПОКАЗАТЕЛИ РОССИЙСКОЙ ВНЕШНЕЙ ТОРГОВЛИ (млрд.долл.)



Лист2

						январь		февраль		март		апрель		май		июнь		июль		август		сентябрь		октябрь		ноябрь		декабрь				январь		февраль		март		апрель		май		июнь		июль		август		сентябрь		октябрь		ноябрь		декабрь

		вне СНГ		1996		4.5		5.2		6.1		5.5		6		5.8		6.1		5.8		5.9		6.8		7.0		7.1				2.8		3.5		3.9		4		3.8		3.6		4		3.5		3.4		3.7		3.6		4.1

		СНГ		1996		1.4		1.7		1.6		1.7		1.2		1.3		1.2		1.3		1.4		1.5		1.4		1.5				1.5		1.8		1.4		1.7		1.6		1.6		1.5		1.7		1.4		1.5		1.3		1.4

		вне СНГ		1997		5.2		5.5		5.8		5.4		5.1		5.4		5.7		5.9		5.5		6.5		6.5		6.5				2.7		3.7		4		4		3.7		4.1		4		4.7		4.6		4.6		4.3		5.2

		СНГ		1997		1.4		1.5		1.5		1.6		1.2		1.2		1.4		1.3		1.4		1.7		1.7		1.9				1.2		1.3		1.3		1.4		1.4		1.4		1.2		1.6		1.6		1.6		1.5		1.9

		вне СНГ		1998		4.4																										3.8

		СНГ		1998		1.3																										1.3

				Экспорт				Импорт

				вне СНГ		СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ

		Янв.		4.5		1.4		2.8		1.5

		Фев.		5.2		1.7		3.5		1.8

		Март		6.1		1.6		3.9		1.4

		Апр.		5.5		1.7		4		1.7

		Май		6		1.2		3.8		1.6

		Июнь		5.8		1.3		3.6		1.6

		Июль		6.1		1.2		4		1.5

		Авг.		5.8		1.3		3.5		1.7

		Сен.		5.9		1.4		3.4		1.4

		Окт.		6.8		1.5		3.7		1.5

		Нояб.		7.0		1.4		3.6		1.3

		Дек.		7.1		1.5		4.1		1.4

		Янв.		5.5		1.5		3.4		1.3

		Фев.		5.2		1.5		3.8		1.2

		Март		5.8		1.5		4.2		1.4

		Апр.		5.4		1.5		4.6		1.6

		Май		5.2		1.3		4.1		1.4

		Июнь		5.4		1.2		4.1		1.4

		Июль		5.7		1.4		4		1.2

		Авг.		5.9		1.3		4.7		1.6

		Сен.		5.5		1.4		4.6		1.6

		Окт.		6.5		1.7		4.6		1.6

		Нояб.		6.5		1.7		4.3		1.5

		Дек.		6.5		1.9		5.2		1.9

		Янв.		4.5		1.3		4.5		1.2		11.5

		Фев.		4.3		1.5		4.6		1.4

		Март		5		1.7		5		1.5

		Апр.		4.8		1.4		4.8		1.4

		Май		4.8		1.2		4.5		1.3

		Июнь		5.3		1.1		4.4		1.3

		Июль		4.9		1.3		4.5		1.2

		Авг.		4.9		1.0		4.0		1.3

		Сен.		4.9		0.8		2.3		0.7

		Окт.		4.8		1.2		2.2		0.8

		Нояб.		4.6		1.3		2.2		0.8

		Дек.		5.9		1.2		2.7		0.8

		Янв.		3.6		1.0		2.2		0.6		7.4

		Фев.		4.1		0.9		2.4		0.6

		Март		4.9		1.0		2.7		0.9

		Апр.		5.7		0.8		2.6		0.8

		Май		4.3		0.8		2.3		0.7

		Июнь		4.5		0.9		2.5		0.8		8.7

		Июль		5.3		1.0		2.6		0.8		9.7

		Авг.		5.2		0.9		2.4		0.8

		Сен.		5.3		1.0		2.4		0.9

		Окт.		5.7		1.1		2.5		1

		Нояб.		6.2		1.3		2.6		1

		Дек.		8		1.6		3		1.1				139.175257732		140.7407407407

		Янв.		5.5		1.3		1.9		0.8

		Фев.		6.6		1.3		2.6		0.9

		Март		7.2		1.4		2.6		1.1

		Апр.		6.9		1.2		2.5		1

		Май		7.8		1.2		2.5		1

		Июнь		7.5		1.2		2.7		1.1														16.1		196.8944099379

		Июль		7.5		1.1		2.5		1.2														31.7

				41.5		7.6		14.8		5.9				84.5213849287

		Янв.		80.0				48.9						71.4975845411

		Фев.		95.3				52.2

		Март		98.0				54.0

		Апр.		118.8				54.2

		Май		89.6				51.1

		Июнь		84.9				56.8

		Июль		108.2				57.8

		Авг.		106.1				60.0

		Сен.		108.2				104.3

		Окт.		118.8				113.6

		Нояб.		134.8				118.2
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Экспорт вне СНГ

Экспорт СНГ

Импорт вне СНГ

Импорт СНГ

1996                                              1997                                         1998                                     1999                                 2000

Основные показатели российского внешнеторгового оборота (млрд.долл.)



Лист3

				ЭКСПОРТ				ИМПОРТ

				вне СНГ		СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ

		Янв.		4.5		1.4		2.8		1.5

		Фев.		5.2		1.7		3.5		1.8

		Март		6.1		1.6		3.9		1.4

		Апр.		5.5		1.7		4		1.7

		Май		6		1.2		3.8		1.6

		Июнь		5.8		1.3		3.6		1.6

		Июль		6.1		1.2		4		1.5

		Авг.		5.8		1.3		3.5		1.7

		Сен.		5.9		1.4		3.4		1.4

		Окт.		6.8		1.5		3.7		1.5

		Нояб.		7.0		1.4		3.6		1.3

		Дек.		7.1		1.5		4.1		1.4

		1996 год		71.8		17.2		43.9		18.4

		Янв.		5.5		1.5		3.4		1.3

		Фев.		5.2		1.5		3.8		1.2

		Март		5.8		1.5		4.2		1.4

		Апр.		5.4		1.5		4.6		1.6

		Май		5.2		1.3		4.1		1.4

		Июнь		5.4		1.2		4.1		1.4

		Июль		5.7		1.4		4		1.2

		Авг.		5.9		1.3		4.7		1.6

		Сен.		5.5		1.4		4.6		1.6

		Окт.		6.5		1.7		4.6		1.6

		Нояб.		6.5		1.7		4.3		1.5

		Дек.		6.5		1.9		5.2		1.9

		1997 год		69.1		17.9		51.6		17.7

		Янв.		4.4		1.3		4.2		1.3

		Фев.		4.5		1.6		4.6		1.4

		Март		4.9		1.6		5.1		1.4

				13.8		4.5		13.9		4.1		18.3		18		0.3		0.4

		Апр.		4.2		1.2		4.5		1.3

		Май		4.9		1.3		4.7		1.4

		Июнь		5.1		1.2		4.4		1.2

				14.2		3.7		13.6		3.9		17.9		17.5		0.4		0.8

		Июль		4.9		1.3		4.5		1.2

		Авг.		4.9		1.0		4.0		1.3

		Сен.		4.9		0.8		2.3		0.7

				14.7		3.1		10.8		3.2		17.8		14		3.8		3.8

		Окт.		4.8		1.2		2.2		0.8

		Нояб.		4.6		1.3		2.2		0.8

		Дек.		5		1.2		2.2		0.9

				14.4		3.7		6.6		2.5		18.1		9.1		9		9.4

		1998 год		57.1		15		44.9		13.7						13.5		14.4

				Экспорт (млрд.долл.)		Импорт (млрд.долл.)		Сальдо (млрд.долл.)

		1996		89.0		61.1		27.9

		1997		87		69.5		17.5

		январь-июль 1998		42.4		41.1		1.3

		Экспорт нефти		1996		1997		1998

		млрд.долл		16.073		14.773		6.397

		доля в экспорте		18.1		17.0		15.1



&A

Стр. &P



Лист4

				Экспорт (млрд.долл.)		Импорт (млрд.долл.)		Сальдо (млрд.долл.)

		1996		89.0		61.1		27.9

		1997		87		69.5		17.5

		январь-июль 1998		42.4		41.1		1.3

		Экспорт нефти		1996		1997		1998

		млрд.долл		16.073		14.773		6.397

		доля в экспорте		18.1		17.0		15.1
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				Экспорт				Импорт

				вне СНГ		СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ

		Янв.		4.5		1.4		2.8		1.5

		Фев.		5.2		1.7		3.5		1.8

		Март		6.1		1.6		3.9		1.4

		Апр.		5.5		1.7		4		1.7

		Май		6		1.2		3.8		1.6

		Июнь		5.8		1.3		3.6		1.6

		Июль		6.1		1.2		4		1.5

		Авг.		5.8		1.3		3.5		1.7

		Сен.		5.9		1.4		3.4		1.4

		Окт.		6.8		1.5		3.7		1.5

		Нояб.		7.0		1.4		3.6		1.3

		Дек.		7.1		1.5		4.1		1.4

		Янв.		5.5		1.5		3.4		1.3

		Фев.		5.2		1.5		3.8		1.2

		Март		5.8		1.5		4.2		1.4

		Апр.		5.4		1.5		4.6		1.6

		Май		5.2		1.3		4.1		1.4

		Июнь		5.4		1.2		4.1		1.4

		Июль		5.7		1.4		4		1.2

		Авг.		5.9		1.3		4.7		1.6

		Сен.		5.5		1.4		4.6		1.6

		Окт.		6.5		1.7		4.6		1.6

		Нояб.		6.5		1.7		4.3		1.5

		Дек.		6.5		1.9		5.2		1.9

		Янв.		4.4		1.3		4.2		1.3

		Фев.		4.5		1.6		4.6		1.4

		Март		4.9		1.6		5.1		1.4

		Апр.		4.2		1.2		4.5		1.3

		Май		4.9		1.3		4.7		1.4

		Июнь		5.1		1.2		4.4		1.2

		Июль		4.9		1.3		4.5		1.2

		Авг.		4.9		1.0		4.0		1.3

		Сен.		4.9		0.8		2.3		0.7

		Окт.		4.8		1.2		2.2		0.8

		Нояб.		4.6		1.3		2.2		0.8
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				Экспорт				Импорт

				вне СНГ		СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ

		Янв.		4.5		1.4		2.8		1.5

		Фев.		5.2		1.7		3.5		1.8

		Март		6.1		1.6		3.9		1.4

		Апр.		5.5		1.7		4		1.7

		Май		6		1.2		3.8		1.6

		Июнь		5.8		1.3		3.6		1.6

		Июль		6.1		1.2		4		1.5

		Авг.		5.8		1.3		3.5		1.7

		Сен.		5.9		1.4		3.4		1.4

		Окт.		6.8		1.5		3.7		1.5

		Нояб.		7.0		1.4		3.6		1.3

		Дек.		7.1		1.5		4.1		1.4

		Янв.		5.5		1.5		3.4		1.3

		Фев.		5.2		1.5		3.8		1.2

		Март		5.8		1.5		4.2		1.4

		Апр.		5.4		1.5		4.6		1.6

		Май		5.2		1.3		4.1		1.4

		Июнь		5.4		1.2		4.1		1.4

		Июль		5.7		1.4		4		1.2

		Авг.		5.9		1.3		4.7		1.6

		Сен.		5.5		1.4		4.6		1.6

		Окт.		6.5		1.7		4.6		1.6

		Нояб.		6.5		1.7		4.3		1.5

		Дек.		6.5		1.9		5.2		1.9

														1995 г.

		Янв.		4.4		1.3		4.2		1.3				янв.		5.71		3.74		1.97		9.45

		Фев.		4.5		1.6		4.6		1.4				февр.		6.22		4.51		1.71		10.73

		Март		4.9		1.6		5.1		1.4				март		6.76		4.67		2.09		11.43

		Апр.		4.2		1.2		4.5		1.3				апр.		6.61		4.15		2.46		10.76

		Май		4.9		1.3		4.7		1.4				май		6.97		4.94		2.03		11.91

		Июнь		5.1		1.2		4.4		1.2				июнь		7.18		5.14		2.04		12.32

		Июль		4.9		1.3		4.5		1.2				июль		6.16		4.74		1.42		10.9

		Авг.		4.9		1.0		4.0		1.3				авг.		6.46		5.28		1.18		11.74

		Сен.		4.9		0.8		2.3		0.7				сент.		6.76		5.33		1.43		12.09

		Окт.		4.8		1.2		2.2		0.8				окт.		7.22		5.53		1.69		12.75

		Нояб.		4.6		1.3		2.2		0.8				нояб.		7.58		6.24		1.34		13.82

		Дек.		5.9		1.2		2.7		0.9				дек.		7.96		6.51		1.45		14.47

				Export		Import		Balance

		Jan		7		4.7		2.3				11.7

		Feb		6.7		5		1.7				11.7

		Mar		7.3		5.6		1.7				12.9

		Apr		6.9		6.2		0.7				13.1

		May		6.5		5.5		1				12

		Jun		6.6		5.5		1.1				12.1

		Jul		7.1		5.2		1.9				12.3

		Aug		7.2		6.3		0.9				13.5

		Sep		6.9		6.2		0.7				13.1

		Okt		8.2		6.2		2				14.4

		Nov		8.2		5.8		2.4				14

		Dec		8.4		7.1		1.3				15.5

		Jan		5.9		5.6		0.3		11.5		11.5		98.3

		Feb		5.8		6		-0.2				11.8		100.9

		Mar		6.8		6.5		0.3				13.3		103.1

		Apr		6.1		6.3		-0.2				12.4		94.7

		May		6.1		5.8		0.3				11.9		99.2

		Jun		6.5		5.8		0.7				12.3		101.7

		Jul		6.2		5.7		0.5				11.9		96.7

		Aug		5.6		5.2		0.4				10.8		80.0

		Sep		5.9		3		2.9				8.9		67.9

		Okt		6		3		3				9		62.5

		Nov		5.9		3		2.9				8.9		63.6

		Dec		7.1		3.6		3.5				10.7		69.0

		Jan		4.8		2.9		1.9		7.7		7.7		67.0

		Feb		4.8		3		1.8				7.8		66.1

		Mar		6		3.5		2.5				9.5		71.4

		Apr		6.5		3.6		2.9				10.1		81.5

		May		5.2		3.1		2.1				8.3		69.7

		Jun		5.4		3.4		2				8.8		71.5

		Jul		6.1		3.4		2.7				9.5		79.8

		Aug		6		3.2		2.8				9.2		85.2

		Sep		6.3		3.4		2.9				9.7		109.0

		Okt		6.8		3.6		3.2				10.4		115.6

		Nov		7.4		3.6		3.8				11		123.6

		Dec		9.3		4.2		5.1				13.5		126.2

		Jan		7		2.9		4.1				9.9		128.6

		Feb		8.1		3.4		4.7				11.5		147.4

		Mar		9.3		3.7		5.6				13		136.8

		Apr		8.1		3.4		4.7				11.5		113.9

		May		8.3		3.4		4.9				11.7		141.0

		Jun		8.6		3.6		5				12.2		138.6

		Jul		8.6		3.6		5				12.2		128.4

		Aug		9.1		3.8		5.3				12.9		140.2

		Sep		8.9		3.7		5.2				12.6		129.9

		Okt		9		4.2		4.8				13.2		126.9

		Nov		10.2		4.3		5.9				14.5		131.8

		Dec		10.3		4.9		5.4				15.2		112.6

		Jan		8.4		3.2		5.2				11.6		117.2

		Feb		8.2		3.6		4.6				11.8		102.6

		Mar		8.9		4.2		4.7				13.1		100.8

		Apr		8.7		4.3		4.4				13		113.0

		May		8.8		4.6		4.2				13.4		114.5

		Jun		9.3		4.7		4.6				14		114.8

		Jul		8.3		4.4		3.9				12.7		104.1

		Aug		9.2		4.6		4.6

		Sep		8.5		4.2		4.3

		Okt		8.2		4.9		3.3

		Nov		8.4		5.1		3.3

		Dec		8.2		5.6		2.6
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		Jan		Jan		Jan

		Feb		Feb		Feb

		Mar		Mar		Mar

		Apr		Apr		Apr

		May		May		May

		Jun		Jun		Jun

		Jul		Jul		Jul

		Aug		Aug		Aug

		Sep		Sep		Sep

		Okt		Okt		Okt

		Nov		Nov		Nov

		Dec		Dec		Dec

		Jan		Jan		Jan

		Feb		Feb		Feb

		Mar		Mar		Mar

		Apr		Apr		Apr

		May		May		May

		Jun		Jun		Jun

		Jul		Jul		Jul

		Aug		Aug		Aug

		Sep		Sep		Sep

		Okt		Okt		Okt

		Nov		Nov		Nov

		Dec		Dec		Dec

		Jan		Jan		Jan

		Feb		Feb		Feb

		Mar		Mar		Mar

		Apr		Apr		Apr

		May		May		May

		Jun		Jun		Jun

		Jul		Jul		Jul

		Aug		Aug		Aug

		Sep		Sep		Sep

		Okt		Okt		Okt

		Nov		Nov		Nov

		Dec		Dec		Dec

		Янв.		Янв.		Янв.

		Фев.		Фев.		Фев.

		Март		Март		Март

		Апр.		Апр.		Апр.

		Май		Май		Май

		Июнь		Июнь		Июнь

		Июль		Июль		Июль

		Авг.		Авг.		Авг.

		Сен.		Сен.		Сен.

		Окт.		Окт.		Окт.

		Нояб.		Нояб.		Нояб.

		Дек.		Дек.		Дек.

		Янв.		Янв.		Янв.

		Фев.		Фев.		Фев.

		Март		Март		Март

		Апр.		Апр.		Апр.

		Май		Май		Май

		Июнь		Июнь		Июнь

		Июль		Июль		Июль

		Авг.		Авг.		Авг.

		Сен.		Сен.		Сен.

		Окт.		Окт.		Окт.

		Нояб.		Нояб.		Нояб.

		Дек.		Дек.		Дек.
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Export

Import

Balance

1997 г.                           1998 г.                          1999 г.                              2000 г.                        2001 г.

Основные показатели российской внешней торговли (млрд.долл.)



Лист7

				Экспорт				Импорт

				вне СНГ		СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ

		Янв.		4.5		1.4		2.8		1.5

		Фев.		5.2		1.7		3.5		1.8

		Март		6.1		1.6		3.9		1.4

		Апр.		5.5		1.7		4		1.7

		Май		6		1.2		3.8		1.6

		Июнь		5.8		1.3		3.6		1.6

				33.1		8.9		21.6		9.6

		Янв.		5.5		1.5		3.4		1.3

		Фев.		5.2		1.5		3.8		1.2

		Март		5.8		1.5		4.2		1.4

		Апр.		5.4		1.5		4.6		1.6

		Май		5.2		1.3		4.1		1.4

		Июнь		5.4		1.2		4.1		1.4

				32.5		8.5		24.2		8.3

		Янв.		4.5		1.3		4.5		1.2

		Фев.		4.3		1.5		4.6		1.4

		Март		5		1.7		5		1.5

		Апр.		4.8		1.4		4.8		1.4

		Май		4.8		1.2		4.5		1.3

		Июнь		5.3		1.1		4.4		1.3

				28.7		8.2		27.8		8.1

		Янв.		3.7		1.0		2.3		0.6

		Фев.		3.9		0.9		2.3		0.6

		Март		5.1		1.0		2.7		0.8

		Апрель		5.6		0.8		2.8		0.8

		Май		4.3		0.9		2.4		0.7

		Июнь		4.6		0.8		2.6		0.8

				27.2		5.4		15.1		4.3

				Экспорт		Импорт		Экспорт		Импорт		Сальдо

				вне СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ		СНГ				вне СНГ		СНГ

		1996		33.1		21.6		8.9		9.6				11.5		-0.7

		1997		32.5		24.2		8.5		8.3				8.3		0.2

		1998		28.7		27.8		8.2		8.1				0.9		0.1

		1999		27.1		14.7		5.4		4.4				12.4		1.0

		2000		41.5		14.8		7.6		5.9

				94.4		52.9		65.9		54.3

				5.6		47.1		34.1		45.7
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		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Экспорт вне СНГ

Импорт вне СНГ

Экспорт СНГ

Импорт СНГ

Основные показатели российской внешней торговли 
в I полугодии соответствующего года (млрд.долл.)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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				Экспорт				Импорт

				вне СНГ		СНГ		вне СНГ		СНГ

		Янв.		5.5		1.5		3.4		1.3		11.7

		Фев.		5.2		1.5		3.8		1.2		11.7

		Март		5.8		1.5		4.2		1.4		12.9

		Апр.		5.4		1.5		4.6		1.6		13.1

		Май		5.2		1.3		4.1		1.4		12

		Июнь		5.4		1.2		4.1		1.4		12.1

		Июль		5.7		1.4		4		1.2		12.3

		Авг.		5.9		1.3		4.7		1.6		13.5

		Сен.		5.5		1.4		4.6		1.6		13.1

		Окт.		6.5		1.7		4.6		1.6		14.4

		Нояб.		6.5		1.7		4.3		1.5		14

		Дек.		6.5		1.9		5.2		1.9		15.5

		Янв.		4.5		1.3		4.5		1.2		11.5

		Фев.		4.3		1.5		4.6		1.4		11.8

		Март		5		1.7		5		1.5		13.2

		Апр.		4.8		1.4		4.8		1.4		12.4

		Май		4.8		1.2		4.5		1.3		11.8

		Июнь		5.3		1.1		4.4		1.3		12.1

		Июль		4.9		1.3		4.5		1.2		11.9

		Авг.		4.9		1.0		4.0		1.3		11.2

		Сен.		4.9		0.8		2.3		0.7		8.7

		Окт.		4.8		1.2		2.2		0.8		9

		Нояб.		4.6		1.3		2.2		0.8		8.9

		Дек.		5.9		1.2		2.7		0.8		10.6

		Янв.		3.6		1.0		2.2		0.6		7.4

		Фев.		4.1		0.9		2.4		0.6		8

		Март		5.0		1.0		2.7		0.9		9.6

		Апр.		5.7		0.8		2.6		0.8		9.9

		Май		4.3		0.8		2.3		0.7		8.1

		Июнь		4.5		0.9		2.5		0.8		8.7

		Июль		5.4		1.0		2.6		0.8		9.8

		Авг.		5.3		0.9		2.4		0.8		9.4

		Сен.		5.5		1.0		2.4		0.9		9.8

		Окт.		5.9		1.1		2.5		1		10.5

		Нояб.		6.3		1.3		2.6		1		11.2

		Дек.		8.2		1.6		3		1		13.8

		Янв.		5.7		1.2		1.9		1		9.8

		Фев.		6.8		1.3		2.6		0.8		11.5

		Март		7.9		1.4		2.5		1.1		12.9

		Апр.		7		1.1		2.4		1.1		11.6

		Май		7.2		1.1		2.4		1		11.7

		Июнь		7.4		1.2		2.5		1		12.1

		Июль		7.5		1		2.5		1.2		12.2

		Авг.		8		1.1		2.5		1.1		12.7

		Сен.		7.6		1.2		2.5		1.2		12.5

		Окт.		7.5		1.2		2.8		1.2		12.7

		Нояб.		8.9		1.4		3		1.3		14.6

		Дек.		8.5		1.5		3.4		1.3		14.7		106.5

		Янв.		6.9		1.1		2.1		1		11.1		113.3

		Фев.		6.8		1.2		2.5		1		11.5
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Экспорт вне СНГ

Экспорт СНГ

Импорт вне СНГ

Импорт СНГ

1999                                                                     2000                                                                 2001

Основные показатели российской внешней торговли (млрд.долл.)
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Диаграмма2

		Продовольственные товары и сельскохозяйственное сырье

		Минеральные продукты

		Продукция химической промышленности

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь

		Металлы и изделия из них

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства

		Прочее



2001

Other goods

Food products and agricultural materials

Textile and footwear

Wood, paper and pulp products

Chemical products

Metals and metal products

Plant and equipment, transport vehicles

Mineral products

24.3

1.4

20

4.5

4.3

4.8

35.8

4.9



Лист1

				1999		2000				2000		2001

		Минеральные продукты		45.1		54.4		Минеральные продукты		54		56.2

		Продукция химической промышленности		8.4		7.3		Продукция химической промышленности		6.7		6.8

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		5.3		4.3		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		4.5		5

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		1.1		0.8		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		0.8		0.9

		Металлы и изделия из них		20.6		17.2		Металлы и изделия из них		18		15.3

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		10.4		8		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		7.5		8.6

		Прочее		9.1		8		Прочее		8.5		7.2

										91.5		92.8





Лист1

		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000		2000



Минеральные продукты

Продукция химической промышленности

Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия

Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь

Металлы и изделия из них

Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства

Прочее

Товарная структура российского экспорта (%)

45.1

8.4

5.3

1.1

20.6

10.4

9.1

54.4

7.3

4.3

0.8

17.2

8

8
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		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



2000

2000 г.
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				1999		2000		2001

		Продовольственные товары и сельскохозяйственное сырье		28.8		21.8		24.3

		Минеральные продукты		4		8.6		1.4

		Продукция химической промышленности		16.8		18		20

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		2.8		2.8		4.5

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		6.2		6.8		4.3

		Металлы и изделия из них		7.8		8.2		4.8

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		22		20.2		35.8

		Прочее		11.6		13.6		4.9

		Продовольственные товары и сельскохозяйственное сырье		24.3

		Минеральные продукты		1.4

		Продукция химической промышленности		20

		Древесина и целлюлозно-бумажные изделия		4.5

		Текстиль, текстильные изделия, обувь		4.3

		Металлы и изделия из них		4.8

		Машины, обрудование и транспортные средства		35.8

		Прочее		4.9
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		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



2000 г.



				Индекс физического объема		Индекс импортных цен

		Всего		126.5		87.9

		Страны, не входящие в СНГ		124.6		80

		Страны СНГ		132.8		106.9





		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Индекс физического объема

Индекс импортных цен

Индексы физического объема импорта и импортных цен 
(в % к 1999 г.)
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Диаграмма1

		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999

		2000		2000		2000

		I-IX 2001		I-IX 2001		I-IX 2001



exports

imports

balance

mln. dollars

1322.9

10452.8

-9129.9

1329.8

13040.6

-11710.8

1682.1

11152

-9469.9

1407.1

12714.6

-11307.5

1186.9

10265.6

-9078.7

761.9

7660.8

-6898.9

1298.8

6976.8

-5678

1023.4

6229.2

-5205.8
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				exports		imports		balance

		1994		1322.9		10452.8		-9129.9

		1995		1329.8		13040.6		-11710.8

		1996		1682.1		11152.0		-9469.9		732087

		1997		1407.1		12714.6		-11307.5

		1998		1186.9		10265.6		-9078.7

		1999		761.9		7660.8		-6898.9

		2000		1298.8		6976.8		-5678.0

		I-IX 2001		1023.4		6229.2		-5205.8

				926.8		4946.3

				110.4229607251		125.9365586398

		мясо		2001		732

						11.7511076864		-

				1997		2450.1

						19.2699731018

				1998		1895.6

						18.4655548628

				1999		1205.2

						15.7320384294
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exports

imports

balance

mln. dollars



Лист2

		

		Хлебные злаки		37.9

		Сахар белый		86.5

		Изделия и консервы из мяса		93.1

		Чай		100.5

		Кофе		111.6

		Молоко и сливки сгущенные		121.5

		Масло подсолнечное		122.7

		Сахар-сырец		123.5

		Цитрусовые		123.7

		Рыба свежая и мороженая		131								1241.3

		Продукты, содержащ. какао		162								1146.6

		Мясо свежее и мороженое		175.7						-13.5		108.2592011163

		Мясо птицы		210

		Масло сливочное		210								62.1
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		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



%



Лист3

		

		кофе		3315		4436				1.3381598793		5203				7420		1.4261003267

				3415		5114				1.497510981		5166				7706		1.4916763453

		Экспорт		1 кв. 2001		2 кв. 2001				1 кв. 2000		2 кв. 2000

		Рыба мороженая		53986		72971		130239		40543		64234		108791		257196		213568		120.4281540306

		Пшеница и меслин		15381		55436		647039		32252		47930		177256		717856		257438		278.8461687863

		Ячмень		18404		26743		808805		3599		430		351785		853952		355814		239.9995503269

		Масло подсолнечное		52411		36108		18257		73873		70484		31250		106776		175607		60.8039542843

		Семена подсолнечника		208477		47844		34		291638		288173		72898		256355		652709		39.2755423933		3439		74.5434719395		136.3285644412

		Водка		145192		204062		216720		96924		149756		174009		565974		420689		134.5350128004

												76.7405095777				125.2865812542

		Импорт														-27000		66169

		Подс.масло		36694		47997		49085		31680		34089		43669		133776		109438

														60.7244576067		4170		6740

		зерновые														61.4760191847		96.8410979228

		экспорт		5747		13603		119127		5911		7120		46412		138477		59443

		импорт		45944		92142		50107		137570		235994		105201		188193		478765				152.0618556701

																-49716		-419322

														88.2		11.8562822843		11.8562822843

																1.3590199094		8.0541863634

		мука пшеничная или пшенично-ржаная		64351		61759		15299		19898		63845		30980		141409		114723		123.261246655

				52000

				70820

				73.4255859927						п		с

										67574		95827

										92652		169340						44995

										137.1119069465		176.7142872051						60045

																		74.9354650679

						и				84691		149512

						э				88519		194828

										1.045199608		1.3030927283

						1 кв. 2001

				Азерб.		28327		40754		81539

				всего		32252		47930		177256				251.4

				Азерб.		37819

				Укр		44027

				всего		319496		77901		128363

				2001								2000

		соевое		85619		83721		108179		277519		45956		49871		72835		168662		164.5415090536

		пальмовое		38709		53943		71703		164355		35431		32143		27738		95312		172.4389373846





Лист4

		Мясо		я-с 2001								1997		2000

				1		2		3

		201		11321		9349		11311		31981		30430.8		12341.6

		202		95411		109596		135166		340173		820192.3		338338.8

		203		54792		69793		82007		206592		518743.6		212622.8

		204		763		1058		505		2326		14839.9

		205		1896		1844		478		4218				5855.3

										585290		1384206.6		569158.5

										585.29		1384.2066		569.1585

										6229.2		12714.6		6976.8

										9.3959095871		10.8867490916		8.157873237

				СНГ		ДЗ

		Мясо		132.1		656.5		788.6

		Мясо птицы		7.4		1233.9		1241.3

		Рыба		30.2		343.8		374.0

		Изделия и консервы из мяса		9.2		13.6		22.8

		Хлебные злаки		976.2		726.4		1702.6

		Чай		3.5		136.6		140.1

		Масло подсолнечное		105.9		59.6		165.5

		Масло сливочное		76.1		49.8		125.9

		Цитрусовые		16.0		458.3		474.3

		Продукты, содержащие какао		91.9		28.6		120.5

		Алкогольные и безалкогольные напитки		279.3		204.9		484.2

				СНГ		ДЗ

		Мясо		16.8		83.2

		Мясо птицы		0.6		99.4

		Рыба		8.1		91.9

		Изделия и консервы из мяса		40.4		59.6

		Хлебные злаки		57.3		42.7

		Чай		2.5		97.5

		Масло подсолнечное		64.0		36.0

		Масло сливочное		60.4		39.6

		Цитрусовые		3.4		96.6

		Продукты, содержащие какао		76.3		23.7

		Алкогольные и безалкогольные напитки		57.7		42.3
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