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1. Definition of poverty

For long years in the former Soviet Union the question of poverty was not openly discussed in print. It was presumed that the existing system of social support, together with the full-employment of the able-bodied population, met the needs of those who could not work. The problem of poverty, its definition and measurement did not receive proper attention in the research of our economists.

The terms "subsistence minimum" and "poverty indicator" began to be used openly in print for the first time only at the beginning of the 90s. But this does not mean that before this time there was no problem of poverty in the USSR. In 1975 allowances for children in needy families were introduced in the Soviet Union for the first time. A needy family was defined as one with an income lower than 50 roubles. By 1985 the poverty threshold had been raised to 75 roubles and served as the criterion for the definition of the minimum wage and minimum pension.

In research beginning in the 1960s, which it was forbidden to publish, ‘rational’ and ‘minimum’ consumer budgets for various groups of the population were developed by a normative method. This normative method was based on a synthesis of absolute and relative concepts of poverty. M. Mozhina (2.9) noted that these minimum consumer budgets were not a real minimum. Both the minimum and the rational consumer budgets included the same 300 items of consumer goods, food and services (300 names). However, fixed state prices were used in accounting for the cost of the minimum consumer basket while average purchase prices were used for the rational consumer basket and this was the main difference between the minimum and rational consumer baskets. Hence, composition and structure of the goods and services included in the minimum budget were defined by the average standard of consumption. This method was used to define the boundary of neediness in 1975 and in 1985. In this way the subsistence minimum amounted to half the average per capita income. The proportion of food in this basket amounted to 50%.

According to the calculations of V.G.Zinina,� in 1975 16% of all white- and blue-collar families lower than the poverty line of 50 roubles per head, and 39% of collective farmers fell below this line. In a 1985, with a poverty line of 75 roubles per head the corresponding figures were 16.3 % and 27.6%. On the eve of reform, in 1989, the poor amounted to between 16 and 25% of the total population, on different estimates.� 

In 1992 a monograph edited by N.M. Rimashevska was published which for the first time analysed the socio-demographic characteristics and dynamics of poor families in Russia was on the basis of research in Taganrog (a typical average Russian city) between 1978 and 1989. In particular, she noted that in 1989 negative structural shifts in the composition of poor families could already be observed: the proportion of traditionally poor categories of the population was falling and the proportion of socially secure families had increased.

The liberalisation of prices in January, 1992 resulted in a more than twofold fall in the real incomes of all social strata of the population. There was obviously a need to change the volume and structure of the subsistence minimum. In November 1992 the new subsistence minimum was authorised by the Ministry of Labour of the Russian Federation. In its development the authors, in the main, were guided by the absolute conception, using together with it some elements of a relative approach. In accordance with the Methodological Recommendations� the subsistence minimum was calculated on the basis of a normative-statistical method.

Table 1

Structure of the subsistence minimum by socio-demographic groups of the population (percent)

�Total expenditure�Food�Consumer goods�Services�Taxes and payments��Whole population�100�68.3�19.1�7.4�5.2��Working age population�

100�

61.6�

21.4�

8.9�

8.1��Pensioners�100�82.9�10.0�7.1�-��Children:

0-6 years�

100�

74.5�

18.9�

6.6�-��7-15 years�100�73.4

�19.8�6.8�-��

The minimum food basket was defined as a natural set of foodstuffs which ensured the minimum necessary quantity of calories, fibres, fats and carbohydrates, for various social-demographic groups of the population. According to this approach the cost of the food basket was calculated first. Then the costs of consumer goods, services, taxes and obligatory payments were estimated on the basis of the proportion between these expenditures and the expenditure on food of low income families.

Since 1992 the composition and structure of the subsistence minimum have not changed, in spite of the fact that the low proportion of expenditure on non-food items in the structure of the subsistence minimum was based on the assumption that the basic consumption needs of the population for these items would be met from their reserves, it being anticipated that the subsistence minimum would be reviewed in future to increase the proportion of income spent on non-food items.�

As it has turned out in practice, the subsistence minimum has not been used in Russia as the main indicator for the determination of the size of the minimum social guaranties provided to the population by the Russian state. In most cases the social guaranties do not even reach 50 % of the subsistence minimum of the appropriate socio-demographic group of the population, as is confirmed by the data indicated in Appendix 1.

II. Evaluations of the level of poverty in Russia

Now in Russia at the macroeconomic level the main statistical indicator describing the incidence of poverty is the proportion of the population with per capita money incomes below the subsistence minimum.

Among the experts there is no uniform opinion concerning the scale of poverty in post-Soviet Russia. There are three main sources of information about the level of poverty in Russia.

1. State statistical data. The main source of information about the standard of living of the population provided by the state statistical bodies is the family budget survey carried out in all subjects of the Federation by Goskomstat of the Russian Federation, covering 48.6 thousand households. The sample of households is drawn to be representative of the whole population within the borders of each region of the Russian Federation.

2. The Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survcy (RLMS) has been carried out since 1992, initially with the financial support of the World Bank. Seven rounds of the survey, the most recent of which was conducted in October 1996, have been held. RLMS is based on a representative sample of 6.5 thousand households, representing the population of the Russian Federation as a whole. This is a panel survey, but in 1994 the sample was completely changed and it is necessary to take this into account in analysing changes in the level of poverty.

3. Specially organised single surveys. This includes a survey of eight thousand households commissioned by the Central Bank of the Russian Federation and conducted by the Institute of Socio-Economic Problems of the Population (ISEPN) of the Russian Academy of Science in October 1996, in which the author of this report participated. This survey was conducted with the purpose of studying the savings behaviour of the population. The principal source of increases in savings are the current money incomes of the population, so the basis of the survey was questions concerning the standard of living of the population, with the household as the basic unit of observation. The sample was designed as a random, stratified, multistage sample with a four-stage procedure of selection: selection of subjects of federation; selection of population points; selection of electoral districts and selection of households. At the first stage thirteen Russian regions were chosen to represent Russia as a whole on the basis of a cluster analysis of the main characteristics of the standard of living (see Appendix 2).

The estimates of various researchers are presented in Table 2. As is clear from the table, different sources provide different estimates not only of the scale of poverty for particular years but also of changes in the level of poverty. According to the Goskomstat data the proportion in poverty has fallen over the years of reform from 33% to 22%, but according to the RLMS data it has increased from 11.1 %  to 36.3%.

The main reason for such disparities in the estimation of the level of poverty is different methods of calculation of the per capita money income. Since 1993 Goskomstat has corrected the data obtained from the household budget survey by adding approximately 20% to the income estimates on the basis of macroeconomic estimates of retail turnover, including services and including estimates of the volume of trade in informal markets, as well as other expenditures and estimated increases in households’ holdings of cash and savings.� This addition has the effect of practically halving Goskomstat’s poverty estimate. This method of inflating the income data is criticised by the majority of Russian researchers.�

The proportion of the population with incomes lower than the poverty line according to the data of the ISEPN survey was corrected by excluding from the poor two categories of respondents who at the time of the survey had no money income but were using savings to pay for their current consumption and whose total savings exceeded ten million roubles. The first category is households renting out homes and other real estate and having received rental payments in the past. The second category are families of businessmen and those engaged in individual labour activity who for some particular reason connected had not received any income in the current month. These categories of households are practically absent from the RLMS samples and budget statistics.

Table 2

Proportion of the population with incomes lower than the subsistence minimum



Sources of information� 1992� 1993�1994�1995�1996��1. Goskomstat data, after correction (annual average) � -� -� 22.4� 24.7� 22. 0��2. Goskomstat data, before correction (annual average)� 33.5�31.5�42.0� -� 34.5 �January –September�� 

3. RLMS data

� 11.1 September� 13.1 November� 17.2 December�29.5 October� 36.3 �October��4. Corrected ISEPN data � -� -� -� -� 38.6 �October��5. Uncorrected ISEPN data����� 44.4 �October��

Sources: 

1. Óðîâåíü æèçíè íàñåëåíèÿ Ðîññèè. Ãîñêîìñòàò Ðîññèè. Ñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé ñáîðíèê.Ì. , 1996, ñòð. 86-87.
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3. T. Mroz,  B. Popkin,  D.Mancini, E. Glinskaya,  M. Lokshin. ‘Monitoring Economic Conditions  in  the Russian Federation:  The Russia Longitudinal  Monitoring  Survey  1992-96’. Agency for International Development . Carolina Population Center, University  of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, North  Carolina. February 1997, p. 13.



The RLMS and the uncorrected household budget survey data give almost identical estimates of the incidence of poverty in 1996. This is also very close to the corrected estimate derived from the ISEPN data. So we can estimate with some confidence that in 1996 34-38 % of the population of Russia has incomes which fell below the poverty line defined by the Russian government.

Alongside these there estimates of the proportion of the Russian population with incomes below the subsistence minimum we can use an equivalent methodology for defining the incidence of poverty which is that of comparing the current money incomes of the population with the subsistence minimum.

The economic reforms carried out in Russia have been accompanied by such negative phenomenon as delays in the payment of wages, pensions and other social payments. The irregular receipt of income by household members has a profound influence on the size of the monthly incomes of the population. Indicators of the acuteness and duration of poverty in this connection deserve attention. If consider as poor only those who have had incomes below the subsistence minimum for three consecutive months, the estimates of the scale of poverty will differ radically from estimates based on monthly data. So, according to the Goskomstat budget survey data (see Appendix 3), during 1996 the proportion of households with money incomes lower than the subsistence minimum consistently for three months is 1.5-2 times lower than the proportion with income below that level in the given month. On average 34.5 % of surveyed households in any month in 1996 had incomes lower than the subsistence minimum, but only an average of 20.1% had had incomes below that level continuously for three months.

Here it is necessary also to note the concentration of poor families in rural districts: on average  26.4% of urban households and 59.2 % of rural households had per capita incomes below the subsistence minimum, while 14% of urban households and 39% of rural households had such low incomes constantly for three months.

At the same time, over the years of radical market reforms in Russia such phenomena as employment in subsidiary agriculture and deriving income from employment in the shadow economy have become widespread. Therefore comparison of the subsistence minimum to the size of recorded current money incomes is not absolutely correct, since money incomes do not take into account all the resources of the domestic economy which are used for personal consumption.

In such a situation the most objective characterisation of the level of poverty can be achieved on the basis of the analysis of real consumption and real expenditure of the population.

The most complete information on the expenditure of Russian households is provided by the Goskomstat data on budget statistics. The structure of expenditure even of the first decile group (see Appendices 4.1-4.2) is radically different from the specifications of the subsistence minimum. In particular, food accounts for only 50.6% (against the norm of 68.3%) of the total expenditure of the first decile income group, while the money expenditure of this group on food amounts to only 24.8% of the cost of the minimum food basket. The money expenditure on food of the poorest 10% of the rural population amounts to only 15% of the cost of the minimum food basket (Appendix 5).

 A situation in which poor households appear to economise first of all on food requires additional explanation, as the consumption of food is considered to be the most inelastic element of consumption. We can consider two possible hypotheses: first, apart from money expenditure, there are the resources of the domestic economy which are used for the personal consumption of foodstuffs but which not taken into account in calculating household expenditure; second, the poor do not get enough food and really are starving. To test these hypotheses on the basis of the budget statistics data on the availability and use of foodstuffs in households, all sources of receipt of food products were analysed.�

On the basis of data about the prices and monthly turnover of food products in the domestic economy for the whole range of products the consumption of food products from personal subsidiary agriculture was evaluated in money form both for all the households surveyed and fir each decile group. In this calculation different prices of food products were used, calculated from the average weighted purchase prices in each decile group:

� EMBED Equation.3  ���

where

Nkji = consumption per head by the ith decile group in the jth month of the kth food product, in kilos, derived from subsidiary agriculture and other non-monetary sources. 

Pkji = the average purchase price in the ith decile group in the jth month of the kth food product

The corresponding results of these calculations are presented in Appendix 6, which shows clearly that subsidiary agriculture plays a fundamental role in household subsistence. In monetary terms, on average for the whole sample about 40% of the food products consumed by households are produced from personal subsidiary agriculture.� This data also reveals the fact that in the calculation of all sources of foodstuffs the subsistence expenditure of rural households undergoes the largest correction. So, in the first decile income group of rural households after revision of the expenditure data (see Appendix 6), only 21% of food products consumed were purchased from monetary income. For all the rural households surveyed, 25% of the total consumption of food products was purchased for money.

Hence, it is not really appropriate to compare money expenditure alone to the subsistence minimum in the assessment of poverty. The most objective indicator of the real current level of poverty is the comparison of the subsistence minimum with all expenditure, including the monetary equivalent of the consumption of food products from non-monetary consumption sources. The appropriate calculations are presented in Table 3. These data allow us to draw two rather important conclusions.

First, with allowance for all potential capacities of households, on the average for 1996, on the data of budget statistics, approximately 26-28% of households had levels of expenditure below the level of the subsistence minimum and 10% did not possess sufficient resources to cover the cost of the minimum food basket, i.e. were in extreme poverty.

�Table 3

Corrected total average household expenditure, January - December 1996.



��1

Decile�2

Decile�3

Decile�4

Decile�5

Decile��1. All monetary expenditure, thousand roubles*�Whole sample

Urban

Rural�

170.6

197.2

92.5�

234.4

269.2

134.2�

274.4

317.5

157.3�

318.3

364.8

185.5�

360.4

411.8

212.0��

2. Monetary equivalent of food consumption from non-monetary sources�Whole sample

Urban

Rural�

62.7

29.4

137.3�

75.6

39.7

167.3�

83.4

40.7

200.5�

84.2

39.7

176.0�

98.2

46.0

215.1��

Total expenditure (1 + 2)�Whole sample

City

Village�

233.3

226.6

229.8�

310.0

308.9

301.5�

359.8

358.2

357.8�

402.5

404.5

361.5�

458.6

458.0

427.1��

* - all monetary expenditure in this case does not include organised savings and money remaining in hand.

- The subsistence minimum on the average for 1996 was 369.4 thousand roubles��Second, the correction of the expenditure data to allow for the cost of products consumed in the household which are derived from personal subsidiary agriculture and from other non-monetary sources practically equalises the potential consumption capacity of rural and urban households at the level of the subsistence minimum. So, according to the data of Table 3, on average in 1996, the proportion of the population with total expenditure below the subsistence minimum is between 26 and 28% in both town and country. The fact that rural inhabitants lag far behind city dwellers in their money incomes is most likely the consequence of the absence of monetary resources in the countryside and the high prevalence of non-monetary forms of exchange.

In addition to an assessment of the appropriateness of approaches to the measurement of the level of poverty using a minimum consumer basket we can also explore the data on the qualitative characteristics of the diet of poor and non-poor categories of the population. The Goskomstat budget surveys  are the only ones which contain the information on household consumption of food products necessary for these calculations. On the basis of these data and norms of the contents and the caloric value of food products consumed we designed the qualitative indicators presented in Appendix 6 of the daily food allowance of Russian households in 1996.

If we focus on calorie intake as one of the main indicators, and take into account the fact that the calculation of the daily food allowance does not include the consumption of alcohol and consumption in public catering outlets,� we can conclude that 10-15% of the Russian population are deficient in their calory intake. Hence, the previous estimate of the level of extreme poverty (extreme poverty is the absence of the means to acquire a balanced diet) on the basis of income data as around 10% of the population is confirmed.

As to the structure of food consumption among the surveyed households, the consumption of fibre is insufficient. Even if the daily consumption of fibre were augmented by 15-20% by consumption outside the home (though the proportion will be rather less than this since alcohol contains only calories), the daily consumption of fibre by respondents to the budget survey would still be 50% lower than the norm. In the countryside the problem of insufficient consumption of fibre is acute for 20-30% of the households surveyed. Alongside this there is a clear tendency towards the consumption of excessive amounts of fat.

An unbalanced diet is characteristic not only of the poor, but also of middle and high income groups, which indicates a certain lack of correspondence between traditional dietary preferences and the rules of healthy nutrition. 

III. Socio-demographic structure of the poor population

In the 1980s a low standard of living was mainly a feature of the traditionally poor categories of the population: single-parent families, families with many children, elderly pensioners living alone and the disabled. Those in work who were poor were those who had a large number of dependants and were in low-paid jobs. The proportion of the population of working age who were in poverty amounted to about 30% (9). In the countryside the level of poverty was about twice that of the towns.

The heterogeneity of the social structure of the poor population continued through the years of reform, as the data presented in Appendix 7 testify. This data shows that the increase in the proportion of the population in poverty is accompanied by an increase in the relative weight of workers among the poor, so that the expansion of the boundary of poverty is taking place through its extension within the economically active population. The present structure of poverty is also distinguished from the pre-reform period in the increase in the proportion of non-working adults. The qualitative structure of adults with incomes below the subsistence minimum who are not working has also changed: at the end of the 80s they were predominantly women on maternity or child-care leave, but now the majority are unemployed or temporarily not working.

Today a new form of poverty which is a specific feature of transition period has become more and more apparent. This is the phenomenon of the impoverishment of those in employment. The intensity and the scale of this phenomenon has led to the emergence of a whole army of ‘new poor’, whose number in some regions exceeds that of the traditionally poor strata of the population. On our data, the proportion of ‘old’ poor in the total number of the population with incomes lower than the subsistence minimum ranges between 70 and 45%, depending on the region. Alongside this, the lower the level of poverty in a region, the higher the proportion of this category of the poor. In those regions which, from the point of view of adaptation to a market economy, are prosperous, the  ‘new’ poor make up 30-35% of the total number of the population with incomes below the subsistence minimum. In crisis regions they account for 50-55% of the total number in poverty. In their social composition these ‘new poor’ households are those of people in employment which have few or no dependants and which in the past belonged to the middle or high income groups of the population. 

To determine which groups of employees are the most affected by the process of impoverishment we have analysed the distribution of employees of various occupational groups by their levels of money income per head. Groups were allocated on the income scale as follows: the poor were defined as those with incomes per head below the subsistence minimum; those in need were those with per capita incomes between the subsistence minimum and twice that level; the moderately comfortable were those with per capita incomes between the subsistence minimum and five times that level and the well-off were those with per-capita incomes over five times the subsistence minimum.

The results presented in Appendix 8 show that the principal victims of impoverishment are workers and that poverty has the least impact on managers. Despite mass delays in the payment of wages, managers seem to resolve the problems of the payment of their own labour by various means. Employees of private enterprises are distinguished by their higher standard of living in comparison with those working at state enterprises. At the same time, the fact of employment in the private sector does not guarantee a high income. About 50% of white-collar workers in private enterprises have incomes at the poor or needy level, showing that destructive processes in the payment of labour have spread to all sectors of the economy, irrespective of the pattern of ownership.

The situation can be summed up as follows: the highest living standards are enjoyed by senior and middle managers employed in the private sector, businessmen and senior managers of state enterprises. Taken together these categories of employees make up about 70% of all the well-off (Appendix 9). The chiefs of state enterprises are the most representative of this group by virtue of their greater aggregate number in comparison with businessmen and managers of private concerns.

The growth of the scale of poverty has occurred mainly at the expense of families of workers in state enterprises and agriculture (the latter are mostly employees of former collective farms and state farms, transformed into new organisational structures). These categories of employees account for half of the total employed population with incomes below the subsistence minimum. From the point of view of ownership, about 82% of poor workers are employed in the public sector, and 18% are employed in the private sector, most of the latter being employees of former collective farms and state farms transformed into the new non-state economic forms.

Despite the variety and the contradictory character of the factors stimulating the growth of ‘new’ poverty, it is possible to identify two rather homogeneous groups. First, the degree of success of the adaptation of employees to the changing rules of economic partnership is determined by personal qualities and the individual market potential of the skills of particular workers. Second, it is directly connected with the capacity for transformation of the enterprises, branches and regions, within the framework of which those workers are employed. The influence of these two groups of factors is approximately equal, and in a number of regions they mutually supplement one another.

IV Regional differences in living standards

Russia, like most countries, is marked by a socio-economic differentiation determined by environmental and climatic, economic and demographic factors. Established traditions and national peculiarities have a profound influence even on the structure of food consumption in various regions of Russia. For example, the consumption of fruit in Lipetsk and Voronezh oblasts, which have the highest level of consumption, is 7.7 times greater than in the Republics of Buryatiya and Tyva, which have the lowest levels of consumption.� Similarly, the consumption of fish in Astrakhan oblast is 9.5 times that of the Republics of Kalmykia and Karachaevo-Cherkesskia. Taking into account these customary differences in patterns of consumption, the developers of the official Russian subsistence minimum differentiated all the Subjects of the Federation into eight environmental-climatic zones on the basis of an integrated indicator of the living conditions of the population estimated with the help of a quantitative valuation of the importance of a number of determining factors (environmental-climatic conditions, age and gender structure of the population, size and structure of families, density of population, character of migration, economic development of the territory, features of national life and others).� A different Subsistence Minimum is defined for each of these eight groups of regions. The proportion of costs of food in the structure of regional subsistence minima range from 66.5% up to 69.1% (11).

In Russia a realistic assessment of regional differentiation in levels of poverty is made much more complicated by the lack of representative statistical data: the budget statistics are in a process of transition from a branch to a territorial principle of sampling, while the RLMS data is in general not representative at the regional level. In this report the analysis of regional differentiation is based on the budget data, in the absence of any other source. For Moscow and St Petersburg, in which about 50% of entrepreneurial income is concentrated, some estimates have been corrected on the basis of the ISEPN survey.

To analyse regional differences in the level of poverty all Subjects of the Federation were ranked according to the proportion of the population with per capita money incomes below the subsistence minimum. In Appendices 11.1 -11.2 the data on regions with the lowest (12 Federation Subjects) and with the highest (11 Federation Subjects) levels of poverty are indicated. On the average for 1996, the lowest level of poverty is found in St Petersburg (11.6%) and in Lipetsk oblasst (16.9%), and highest in the Tyva Republic (82.2%) and Chita oblast (77.4%). Thus the incidence of poverty in the poorest region is eight times the incidence in that with the lowest level of poverty. The level of poverty is not directly related to the general prosperity of the region: some of the ten regions which have the highest per capita incomes are not among the twelve with the lowest incidence of poverty (Tyumen oblast, an oil-extracting region, and the Sakha Republic (Yakutia), the centre of diamond production). Corresponding to their high per capita incomes (three times greater than in Lipetsk), these regions also have a very high cost of living which inflates the level of the subsistence minimum (3 – 3.5 times higher than in Lipetsk) and also have a very high level of income inequality (the relation between the average income of the top and bottom decile groups was 14 in Lipetsk, 63 in Tyumen and 533 in the Sakha Republic). As a result the proportion in poverty in Tyumen oblast in 1996 amounted to 29% and in the Sakha Republic to 52.6%.

In the main, regional differences in the level of poverty are determined by the combined effect of the following factors: cost of living (which is the main determinant of the cost of the subsistence minimum), average earnings and their differentiation and socio-demographic features of households (above all, the dependency ratio).

The size of social transfers (pensions, benefits, grants) does not depend on the place of residence of the recipients. This means that in regions with a high cost of living pensioners and others whose main sources of income are social transfers deeds, are the first to fall into poverty. For example, in Amur oblast the high level of poverty is a result of this factor (here the cost of the subsistence minimum is 1.2 times greater than the average Russian level). In this region, in spite of the fact that the ratio of average wages to the subsistence minimum is even a little bit higher than the average Russian level, the relation between the average per capita income and the subsistence minimum, on the contrary, is below the Russian average. As a result, the proportion of the population with incomes lower than the subsistence minimum is double the Russian figure and the average income of the richest 10% is 142 times that of the poorest 10%. In some regions (mainly rich ones) the practice of supplementary payments exists (poverty allowances, regional pension supplements, payment for social unprotected categories). However, this results in even greater strengthening of regional differences.

In the North Caucasus and Volgo-Vyatsky regions, apart from low wages, poverty is intensified by the high number of dependants supported by each employee.

V. Social policy and the struggle with poverty

As a whole the struggle with poverty has two main purposes: to provide social assistance to families which are not able to overcome poverty independently, and the creation of the necessary conditions for those who can do so for them to escape from their situation independently. Two strategies of providing assistance for the poor are possible, depending on the balance of priorities: guaranteeing and not guaranteeing a minimum income at the poverty level. In the first case, an income lower than the poverty level is a sufficient condition to claim benefit, whose size is determined by the desire completely to cover the difference between the actually received income and the subsistence minimum.

In the majority of transition countries the struggle with poverty is based on a structure which does not aim to raise the incomes of all citizens to the poverty level. A per capita income below the subsistence minimum is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for the receipt of benefit and the size of these benefits does not guarantee an income at the level of the minimum consumer basket.

Russia is one of these countries. The size of all minimum social payments is not connected in any way to the monetary estimate of the poverty level and is much less than the subsistence minimum, as can be seen in Appendix 1. In 1996 all pensions, grants, allowances and privileges amounted to 25% of total income. Russia continues to have a ramified system of social privileges and payments for various categories of the working population: the military, the police and militia, customs officers, tax collectors and so on all enjoy privileges in payment for housing and public transport. A ‘package of social measures’ which would annul most of these privileges has been considered by the Duma, but so far has not been adopted. The system of child benefit has already been changed in principle, with allowances being paid only to those families with a per capita money income lower than the subsistence minimum.

Apart from the Federal system of social guaranties, each Federation Subject has a social programme financed from the local budget. The most common are regional programmes of targeted assistance to the most needy categories of the population. However, the majority of regions have faced the problem of identifying the most needy families, since incomes from self-employment and informal activity are often concealed. Thus, in the majority of cases these regional programmes are targeted on the traditionally poor categories of the population: children from one parent or large families, the disabled, lone pensioners, diabetics, pregnant women and so on.

Now,  under Resolution N 775 of the Government of the Russian Federation, dated 4.06.97, various methods of assessing the level of need will be tried out in three regions of Russia in order to identify the most effective approach to assessment for additional social support.

In Volgograd oblast a method of supplementing the estimates of officially declared income in conditions of incomplete information will be tested, with the scientific and methodological support of a team from ISEPN, including the author of this report. The size of the supplement is determined by comparison of the income and expenditure of families on the basis of a specially conducted survey of poor households. The method presumes that estimates can be made using only those factors which can easily be measured and do not require the development of a complex and costly set of instruments for their implementation: the presence or absence in the family of children, pensioners, unemployed; residing in an urban or rural district; presence or absence of a dacha, automobile and other elements of property.

In Voronezh oblast, with the scientific and methodological support of VTsUZh (the All-Russia Centre of the Standard of Living), is testing a method of assessing the total per capita income of families applying for benefits for the needy. This method will work out a system of norms for the assessment in money form of receipts from personal subsidiary agriculture. The total income of the family will also include help received from relatives. This method includes provision, where necessary, for investigation of the domestic economy.

In the Komi Republic, with the scientific and methodological support of “SÎÒÅÊÎ” (the Company of Social Technologies and Expertise) a method of assessment of the socio-economic potential of families applying for poverty allowances is being tested. According to this method the level of guaranteed minimum income for the region is established, based on financial capacities. An evaluation of all money income and family property which can generate additional stable income is made for the families which have applied for the allowance. Then the per capita income of households is determined, making allowance for possible property income. If this income is lower than the minimum guaranteed income, a needs allowance is paid to the family. Each family which has the right to receive benefit receives the difference between the accounting income (with allowance for possible receipts from property) and the minimum guaranteed income.

According to all three of these techniques the recipients of the allowance are families, rather than separate categories of the citizens.

VI. Main conclusions

Now in Russia the definition and measurement of poverty is based on the absolute concept of poverty. According to this approach the subsistence minimum and its cost are defined. The size of the minimum social guaranties do not reach the level of the subsistence minimum of the appropriate socio-demographic groups of the population.

The official indicator of the incidence of poverty in Russia is the proportion of the population with monthly money incomes below the subsistence minimum. In 1996, according to various estimates, 34-38% of the population were poor. According to this measure, poverty is especially concentrated in rural districts.

If one considers the poor to be those who have money incomes below the subsistence minimum for a  period of three months, the proportion who are poor is estimated to amount to 20% of the population.

In conditions of concealment of incomes and widespread employment in personal subsidiary agriculture the most objective evaluation of the level of poverty is that made on the basis of the analysis of the real consumption and expenditure of the population. If we add to household consumer expenditure the cost of food products which have been produced from personal subsidiary agriculture we reach the conclusion that in 1996 26-28% of the population of Russia could not afford expenditure at the level of the subsistence minimum. With such a poverty  measure the concentration of poverty in rural districts disappears.

Over the years of economic reform the representation of able-bodied categories of the population, referred to in Russia as the ‘new poor’ has increased. In crisis regions they comprise about half of those in poverty. The main reason for their impoverishment is the low level of earnings and long delays in the payment of wages.

In the system of state social protection in Russia there is no poverty allowance. However, in a number of regions such an allowance is paid from the local budget. The Government is now experimenting with three different methods of evaluation of the level of need of Russian families, with the purpose of defining the optimal method of evaluation of the material well-being of families applying for poverty allowances.
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�Appendix1

Sizes of the minimum social guarantees granted by the state to the population of the Russian Federation as a percentage of the subsistence minimum for the appropriate socio-demographic group of the population at January 1



�1994�1995�1996�1997��Minimum wage�28�10�16�19��Lowest grade of wage scale for employees of the budget sphere�30�11�15�14��Minimum size of pension:�� ���� - Old age�44�27�26�25�� - Disability group 1�73�54�52�50�� - Disability group 2�44�27�26�25�� - Disability group 3 �29�18�17�17�� - Loss of breadwinner�29�18�17�17�� - Disabled with children group 1 �73�54�52�50�� - Disabled with children group 2�44�27�26�25�� - Pension for those over 65 (60) with no work record�29�18�17�17��Monthly child allowances:������ - Up to 6 years�21�8�-�-�� - From 6 to 16 years�18�7�-�-�� - Up to 16 years�-�-�13�15��Minimum size of stipend:

�28�10�16�38�� 

Source: Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà. Ñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé ñáîðíèê. Ìîñêâà . 1997 ã. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ.

�Appendix 2

Characteristics of Federation Subjects included in sample of ISEPN survey 



Regions�Average per capita income (thousand rbl.)�Average per capita expenditure (thousand rbl.)�Subsistence minimum (thousand rbl.)�Increase of savings  %�population of region as % of total population�Percent of urban population in region�Percent of rural population in region��Russia�724.8�523.2�378.1�3.9�100�74�26��Komi�862.8�370.1�498.5�2.8�0.9�76�24��Leningrad oblast�510.4�369.6�333.1�4.1�1.1�66�34��St Petersburg�862.0�741.8�323.2�4.2�3.4�100�-��Ryazan oblast�423.7�280.7�293.3�6.4�0.9�67�33��Moscow�2251.6�1901.4�457.8�3.7�6.0�100�-��Nizhnyi Novgorod oblast�474.0�334.2�299.6�5.8�2.5�77�23��Voronezh oblast�495.2�349.2�268.3�6.4�1.7�62�38��Ulyanovsk oblast�442.6�369.5�231.0�6.6�0.9�72�28��Rostov oblast�491.8�319.7�287.6�5.4�2.9�71�29��Bashkortostan�436.7�298.7�289.5�4.1�1.7�57�43��Tomsk oblast�701.6�433.8�380.0�2.4�0.7�69�31��Irkutsk oblast�789.4�546.4�459.7�3.9�1.9�81�19��Primorye Krai�604.2�446.9�489.3�4.0�1.5�78�22��Average of sample�718.9�520.2�354.7�4.6�-�75�25��Deviations from Russian values, %�-0.8�-0.6�-6.2�+ 15.2�-�+ 1.3�-3.8��

�Appendix 3

Indicators of acuteness and persistence of household poverty, 1996, budget statistics, % of all surveyed households



�Proportion of households with money incomes lower than the subsistence minimum�Proportion of households with money incomes lower than the subsistence minimum constantly for one quarter�Proportion of households with money incomes less than half the subsistence minimum��All households: �- 1st quarter� 

42.3� 

26.5� 

13.1��- 2nd quarter�36.7�22.4�10.3��- 3rd quarter�34.5�18.8�9.8��- 4th quarter�24.2�12.6�6.4��Urban households: �- 1st quarter� 

32.5� 

18.2� 

5.9��- 2nd quarter�28.6�15.9�5.1��- 3rd quarter�27.0�13.4�5.1��- 4th quarter�17.7�8.3�3.2��Rural households: �- 1st quarter� 

70.5� 

50.4� 

33.9��- 2nd quarter�62.5�43.1�26.6��- 3rd quarter�58.7�36.5�24.7��- 4th quarter�45.2�26.1�16.5��

Source: Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ã.  Ì., Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è  Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ., ñòð. 43-44



�Appendix 4.1

Structure of expenditure of Russian households, Goskomstat budget statistics data for 3 quarters of 1996,  % (whole population of Russia)



Income groups

�Purchase of food products�Purchase of consumer goods�Payment for services�Purchase of alcoholic drinks�Other expenditure�Total money expenditure��First decile group�51.4�23.2�15.9�1.6�7.9�100��Second decile group�54.7�20.4�14.5�1.6�8.8�100��Third decile group�53.2�20.7�14.4�1.6�10.1�100��Fourth decile group�51.2�22.1�14.0�1.7�11.0�100��Fifth decile group�49.5�23.2�13.9�1.8�11.6�100��Sixth decile group�46.8�25.6�13.3�1.8�12.5�100��Seventh decile group�44.5�25.5�14.2�1.9�13.9�100��Eighth decile group�41.9�26.9�13.7�2.0�15.5�100��Ninth decile group�38.3�29.3�14.0�2.0�16.4�100��Tenth decile group�27.7�35.2�15.4�1.8�19.9�100��Average of all households�41.4�27.6�14.4�1.8�14.8�100��

Source: Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 3 êâàðòàë 1996 ã.  Ì., Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è  Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ., ñòð. 120





�Appendix 4.2

Structure of expenditure of  Russian households according to Goskomstat budget statistics data for 3 quarters of 1996, in % (Urban population of Russia)



Income groups

�Purchase of food products�Purchase of consumer goods�Payment for services�Purchase of alcoholic drinks�Other expenditure�Total money expenditure��First decile group�52.2�22.1�17.0�1.4�7.3�100��Second decile group�55.3�19.3�15.5�1.4�8.5�100��Third decile group�53.9�19.4�15.4�1.5�9.8�100��Fourth decile group�51.9�20.9�14.9�1.5�10.8�100��Fifth decile group�50.2�21.9�14.9�1.6�11.4�100��Sixth decile group�47.2�24.6�14.2�1.7�12.3�100��Seventh decile group�45.0�24.6�15.1�1.7�13.6�100��Eighth decile group�42.4�25.8�14.7�1.8�15.3�100��Ninth decile group�38.6�28.6�14.9�1.8�16.1�100��Tenth decile group�28.3�33.6�16.6�1.7�19.8�100��On the average on all äîìîõîçÿé-ñòâàì�42.0�26.4�15.4�1.7�14.5�100��

Source: Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 3 êâàðòàë 1996 ã.  Ì., Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è  Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ., ñòð. 121



�Appendix 4.3

Structure of expenditure of  Russian households according to  Goskomstat budget statistics data for 3 quarters of 1996, in % (Rural population of Russia)





Income groups

�Purchase of food products�Purchase of consumer goods�Payment for services�Purchase of alcoholic drinks�Other expenditure�Total money expenditure��First decile group�47.3�29.0�10.3�2.9�10.5�100��Second decile group�51.1�26.8�9.1�2.6�10.4�100��Third decile group�49.5�28.0�8.7�2.5�11.3�100��Fourth decile group�47.6�28.6�9.2�2.6�12�100��Fifth decile group�45.6�29.8�8.7�2.8�13.1�100��Sixth decile group�44.4�31.2�8.5�2.6�13.3�100��Seventh decile group�41.9�30.4�9.2�2.5�16.0�100��Eighth decile group�39.4�32.5�9.1�2.7�16.3�100��Ninth decile group�36.6�32.7�9.5�2.6�18.6�100��Tenth decile group�25.2�43.3�9.6�2.3�19.6�100��Average of all households�38.4�37.5�9.5�2.4�12.2�100��Source: Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 3 êâàðòàë 1996 ã.  Ì., Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è  Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ., ñòð. 122



�Appendix 5

Monetary expenditure for purchase of food products (average for January - December, 1996)



�All �Including Income groups:���households�1st

Decile�2nd

Decile�3rd

Decile�4th

Decile�5th

Decile��ALL HOUSEHOLDS��Monetary expenditure

on food:

Thousand roubles

% of cost of minimum food basket*�



127.4

50.6�



62.5

24.8�



90.7

36.0�



102.8

40.9�



104.6

41.5�



123.5

49.0��URBAN HOUSEHOLDS��Monetary expenditure

on food:

Thousand roubles

% of cost of minimum food basket*�



146.6

58.2�



71.8

28.2�



105.3

41.2�



118.3

46.9�



121.0

48.0�



142.6

56.6��RURAL HOUSEHOLDS ��Monetary expenditure

on food:

Thousand roubles

% of cost of minimum food basket*�



73.6

29.2�



36.6

14.5�



49.2

19.5�



58.2

23.1�



58.3

23.1�



70.1

27.8��

* - Expenditure on alcohol and public catering are not included in expenditure on food products

- The cost of the minimum food basket on the average for January - December 1996 was 252 thousand roubles

��

Source: Calculations made by the author together with I.I. Korchagina for Goskomstat of the Russian Federation in the framework of the monitoring of the socio-economic potential of families, with the financial support of the Eurasia Fund.

�Appendix 6

Estimation of the cost of consumption of food products by households on the data of budget survey, average for January - December 1996



�Total�Of which (in percentage):���monetary value of food products consumed

(roubles)�Purchased from money income�Produced on personal

subsidiary plot�Used for personal consumption��First decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�125182

101227

174125�49.9

70.9

21.0�50.1

29.1

79.0�70.0

90.1

64.0��Second decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�166173

145041

216390�54.5

72.6

22.7�45.5

27.4

77.3�78.4

86.1

62.0��Third decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�186184

159032

258686�55.2

74.4

22.5�44.8

25.6

77.5�76.7

86.3

58.4��Fourth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�188864

160608

234392�55.4

75.3

24.9�44.6

24.7

75.1�64.0

86.6

59.3��Fifth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�221663

188619

284911�55.7

75.6

24.6�44.3

24.5

75.4�75.6

86.0

59.8��Sixth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�203407

181159

274640�57.6

75.0

23.4�42.4

25.0

76.6�76.4

84.9

53.3��Seventh decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�237283

201954

282703�57.0

77.6

26.5�43.0

22.4

73.5�75.3

88.1

58.2��Eighth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�240669

202513

340056�59.1

79.0

27.0�40.9

21.0

73.0�75.8

87.2

58.6��Ninth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�294595

250360

374413�57.9

78.3

26.4�42.1

21.7

73.6�74.7

86.2

55.6��Tenth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�365269

310707

486716�59.6

79.8

26.9�40.4

20.2

73.1�74.0

86.8

53.4��Russian average����Whole sample

Urban

Rural�223465

191298

292174�57.0

76.6

25.2�43.0

23.4

74.8�76.2

86.3

58.4�� 

Source: Calculations made by the author together with I.I. Korchagina for Goskomstat of the Russian Federation in the framework of the monitoring of the socio-economic potential of families, with the financial support of the Eurasia Fund.



�Appendix 7

Structure of food stuffs and caloric value of daily consumption according to budget survey data, average January – December 1996



�Energy value�Fibre�Fats�Carbohydrates��� In Kilocalories�% of norm� In grammes�% of norm� In grammes�In % to norm� In grammes�% of norm��First decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�1738.7

1605.4

2096.3�77.7

71.7

93.7�44.0

40.0

55.1�59.8

54.3

74.9�52.8

48.7

63.5�93.0

85.7

111.8�270.7

250.8

323.9�76.6

71.0

91.7��Second decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�1888.6

1767.4

2216.5�84.4

79.0

99.0�48.1

44.3

58.8�65.4

60.2

79.9�59.4

55.8

69.0�104.6

98.2

121.5�287.8

269.6

337.5�81.5

76.3

95.5��Third decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2117.2

1867.5

2813.2�94.7

83.5

125.6�52.6

48.5

64.6�71.5

65.9

87.8�68.0

60.7

89.2�119.7

106.9

157.0�320.8

280.0

439.2�90.8

79.3

124.3��Fourth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�1952.8

1932.9

2006.2�87.0

86.4

89.7�53.7

50.4

62.6�73.0

68.5

85.1�63.3

63.4

64.2�111.4

111.6

113.0�289.1

287.5

293.0�81.8

81.4

82.9��Fifth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2152.7

1996.3

2575.0�96.2

89.3

115.1�56.5

52.3

67.8�76.8

71.1

92.1�71.8

67.8

83.0�126.4

119.4

146.1�318.9

293.5

386.8�90.3

83.1

109.5��Sixth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2221.8

2066.4

2651.2�99.3

92.3

118.5�58.4

54.4

69.5�79.3

73.9

94.4�75.3

71.4

86.3�132.6

125.7

151.9�325.9

300.7

396.1�92.2

85.1

112.1��Seventh decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2268.1

2098.7

2728.5�101.4

93.8

122.0�60.0

56.0

71.3�81.5

76.1

96.9�78.0

73.7

89.7�137.3

129.8

157.9�329.1

301.2

405.2�93.2

85.3

114.7��Eighth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2366.7

2190.2

2860.3�105.8

98.0

127.9�62.9

58.4

76.1�85.5

79.3

103.4�82.3

77.9

93.9�144.9

137.1

165.3�340.9

311.4

424.0�96.5

88.1

120.0��Ninth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2472.5

2290.2

2965.8�110.5

102.4

132.5�67.0

61.8

79.1�91.0

84.0

107.5�87.7

82.6

102.5�154.4

145.4

180.5�350.7

321.8

429.0�99.3

91.1

121.4��Tenth decile group��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2649.5

2464.8

3167.7�118.5

110.2

141.6�72.7

68.2

85.0�98.8

92.7

115.5�95.9

91.7

109.4�168.8

161.4

192.6�369.6

338.5

457.1�104.6

95.8

129.4��Russian Average��Whole sample

Urban

Rural�2193.3

2038.7

2617.7�98.0

91.1

117.0�57.8

53.9

69.1�78.5

73.2

93.9�74.3

70.3

85.5�130.8

123.8

150.5�321.4

296.6

389.9�91.0

84.0

110.4��Norm (average per head of the population)���2236.7�100�73.6�100�56.8�100�353.3�100��Source: Calculations made by the author together with I.I. Korchagina for Goskomstat of the Russian Federation in the framework of the monitoring of the socio-economic potential of families, with the financial support of the Eurasia Fund.

�Appendix 8

Social structure of the poor population



�Employees and working pensioners�Not Working of Working Age�Not Working Pensioners�Children under

16 

�Those with stipends� TOTAL�� WHOLE POPULATION��1995 (data of budget statistics)�40.6�12.0�6.9�39.0�1.5�100��1996 (data of budget statistics�42.7�13.0�10.5�32.8�1.0�100��WHOLE ADULT POPULATION��1996 (data of budget statistics)�64.4�19.7�15.9���100��1996 (ISEPN data)�63.9�15.6�20.9���100��

�Appendix 9

Distribution of employees by employment status by levels of income per head, ISEPN data, percent. 





� Poor�Needy�Comfortable�Well-off� TOTAL�� All employees

Including:�37.3�31.1�21.3�10.3�100��Workers and junior service personnel in  state enterprises�52.2�33.3�12.8�1.7�100��White collar employees of state enterprises�34.9�36.0�24.1�5.0�100��Senior and middle managers in  state enterprises�3.4�30.2�34.4�32.0�100��Workers and junior service personnel in  private enterprises�33.0�35.3�25.0�6.7�100��White collar employees of private enterprises�16.6�31.1�35.7�16.6�100��Senior and middle managers in  private enterprises� -� -�44.7�55.3�100��Entrepreneurs

� -� 12.7�35.5�51.8�100��Others (collective farmers, working for private persons and so on)�86.8�8.5�3.2�1.5�100��

�Appendix 10

Employment status of poor and needy workers, ISEPN data, percent





� All employees� Poor�Needy�������Workers and junior service personnel in  state enterprises�37.9�53.0� 6.4��White collar employees of state enterprises�30.6�28.5�15.0��Senior and middle managers in  state enterprises� 9.6� 0.9�29.5��Workers and junior service personnel in  private enterprises� 6.7� 6.0� 4.4��White collar employees of private enterprises� 3.1� 1.4� 4.9��Senior and middle managers in  private enterprises� 1.3� -� 7.1��Entrepreneurs

� 6.4� -�32.1��Others (collective farmers, working for private persons and so on)�10.2� -� 0.6��TOTAL of all groups�100�100� 100��

�Appendix 11.1

Regions with the highest level of poverty (on the budget statistics data for 1996)

 Regions�Percentage of population with incomes below the subsistence minimum�Regional subsistence minimum�Ratio of per capita money income to the subsistence minimum�Ratio of average earnings to the subsistence minimum�Coefficient of differentiation of incomes��Republic of Tyva (Eastern Siberia)�82.2�530.5�74�110�299��Chita oblast (Eastern Siberia)�77.4�527.2�98�135�605��Republic of Dagestan (North Caucasus)�73.4�255.4�93�102�14��Republic of Buryatiya  (Eastern Siberia)�70.8�408.1�111�184�136��Republic of Kalmykia (Volga Region)�70.2�289.5�108�145�47��Republic of Altai (Western Siberia)�67.0�347.7�130�127�391��Republic of Mari-El (Volga-Vyatskii Region)�64.4�341.3�102�110�47��Karachaevo-Cherkesskaya Republic (North Caucasus)�64.4�266.7�118�147�64��Amur oblast (Far East)�61.6�441�170�211�142��Republic of Mordovia (Volga-Vyatskii Region)�61.5�308�122�139�20.6��Kabardino-Balkarskaya Republic (North Caucasus)�60.0�284�121�142�68��Russia average�34.5�369�211�208�21.3��Sources:  1. Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 3 êâàðòàë 1996 ã. Ì., Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è  Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ., ñòð. 37-40

2. Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà.Ñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé ñáîðíèê. Ìîñêâà . 1997 ã. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ. Ñòð.47-52.

3. Results of ISEPN survey. 

�Appendix 11.2

Regions with the lowest level of poverty (on the budget statistics data for 1996)



 Regions�Percentage of population with incomes below the subsistence minimum�Regional subsistence minimum�Ratio of per capita money income to the subsistence minimum�Ratio of average earnings to the subsistence minimum�Coefficient of differentiation of incomes��St.-Petersburg

(North West Region)�11.6�316.9�296�241�48��Lipetsk oblast (Central Black Earth Region)�16.9�265.4�231�232�14.3��Murmansk oblast (Northern Region)�18.7�506.9�184�295�438.9��Nizhniy Novgorod oblast (Volgo-Vyatskii Region)�18.8�273.7�188�215�7.6��Moscow (Central Region)�19.5�472.4�550�630�86��Moscow oblast (Central oblast�19.8�340.7�126�205�-��Leningrad oblast (Northwest Region)�23.7�317.7�180�222�-��Chelyabinsk oblast (Ural Region)�23.7�336.4�172�225�25.7��Ulyanovsk oblast (Volga Region)�24.4�221.3�218�231�28.1��Krasnoyarsk region (Western Siberia)�24,4�386.8�211�314�39.2��Kemerovo oblast (Western Siberia)�24.7�386.8�192�449�116.3��Sverdlovsk oblast (Ural Region)�25.0�403.3�174�206�28.7��Russian average �34.5�369�211�208�21.3��Sources: 1. Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 3 êâàðòàë 1996 ã. Ì., Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è  Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ., ñòð. 37-40

2. Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà.Ñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé ñáîðíèê. Ìîñêâà . 1997 ã. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ. Ñòð.47-52.

3. Results of ISEPN survey. 





� Ìîíèòîðèíã  ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé çà  III  êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà  è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ , Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ , Ì , 1996, ñòð. 221.

� At the end of the 80s and the beginning of the 90s growing economic shortages means that the majority of final consumption goods were sold at prices which were two to three times higher than the official prices. On the basis of black market prices the subsistence minimum amounted to between 100 and 120 roubles, and the estimation of the level of poverty would differ accordingly. 

� The Methodological Recommendations for calculating the subsistence  minimum by regions of the Russian Federation were worked out by the Ministry of Labour in accordance with the Presidential Decree N 210 of 2 March 1992, ‘On the system of the minimum consumer budget’. 

� [The subsistence minimum was developed with technical assistance from the WHO and the World Bank. It was designed to be the minimum needed to secure the short-term reproduction of household members, which is why food takes such a large proportion of the budget. It was expected that the minimum would also be revised to take account of changes in the structure of household budgets as non-food prices rose. S.C.]

� Âîëêîâà Ã.Í., Ìèãðàíîâà Ë.À., Ðèìàøåâñêàÿ  Í.Ì. Âîïðîñû ìåòîäèêè îöåíêè  äèôôåðåíöèàöèè  äîõîäîâ íàñåëåíèÿ . Âîïðîñû ñòàòèñòèêè.  N 2,  1997, ñòð. 30. [This change in methodology was demanded of the Russian government at the Davos summit in order to bring the income estimates into line with the much higher macroeconomic estimates of consumption and the apparent large increase in household dollar holdings. The latter at least is spurious (Russian Economic Trends, 1997.1). S.C.].

� [There are other problems with the Goskomstat survey: the sampling method is dubious and the response rate is relatively low (a refusal rate unofficially reported as being of the order of 30%). S.C.]

� This analysis was carried out by the author jointly with I.I. Korchagina (ISEPN) for the Monitoring of the Socio-Economic Potential of Families carried out by Goskomstat and the Ministry of Labour and Social Development of the Russian Federation, with the financial support of the Eurasia Foundation. 

� According to the RLMS data for 1996, food from personal subsidiary agriculture amounted to only 25% of the total expenditure of the poorest 20% of households (Mroz, Popkin et al., p. 9) The RLMS caluclations do not take account of seasonal variations. Moreover, in the collection of the primary data respondents are asked to remember how much produce of their personal subsidiary agriculture they have consumed, and this is something that they can easily forget. The data of the Goskomstat budget statistics are checked against the balance of production and consumption of products of personal subsidiary agriculture over the whole year and so are more likely to reflect the true movement of receipts from personal subsidiary agriculture.

� According to the estimates of Professor Baturin (Institute of Nutrition of the Russian Academy of Medical Sciences), who participates in the RLMS programme, 10-15 % of the daily energy needs of the urban population is received through consumption outside the home (in catering outlets, school, kindergartens, etc). 

� Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé  çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ Ðîññèéñêîé Ôåäåðàöèè  è Ãîñêîìñòàò Ðîññèéñêîé Ôåäåðàöèè. Ì., 1997 ã., ñòð.230-231.

� Ìåòîäèêà ðàñ÷åòà îñíîâíûõ ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêèõ   ïîêàçàòåëåé  óðîâíÿ æèçíè íàñåëåíèÿ, Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ.,  1996 ã.,  ñòð. 15-16.
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