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B U S I N E S S  P E R F O R M A N C E  

FORECASTING IN RUSSIAN INDUSTRY * 

Sergei Aukutsionek 

The ability of industrialists to foresee the coming changes is an important 

precondition for their enterprises’ successful performance. After the January 

1992 liberalisation to forecast the nearest future became much more difficult 

than under the former system of centralised planning. For the overwhelming 

majority of Russian managers the market economy is a new and unusual 

practice, and its functioning from the very beginning of the reform in an 

extreme regime has caused additional hindrances. A deep crisis, inflation, 

political instability render forecasting exceedingly hard, and if this problem is 

solved in anyway, it is done with serious errors. 

What is the scale of these errors? Do they diminish with time? And finally, 

what could be said about the model of forming expectations of various 

indicators? The present paper deals with these issues using the Russian 

Economic Barometer’s (REB) survey statistics. 

The REB’s industrial sample embraces over 500 units that regularly provide 

from 150 to 200 filled questionnaires. The distribution of enterprises from the 

sample by the main geographical regions, branches of industry, legal forms of 

ownership and size is almost identical to that of enterprises across Russia. 

The data studied below include the following six indicators: 

1) output prices 

2) input prices 

3) wages 

4) labour force 

                                                                 
* The work was prepared with financial assistance of National Counsil for Soviet and East European 

Research, Contract No.803-11. 
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5) output 

6) fixed capital investments (the latter two are valued in real terms). 

Beginning with 1992, respondents quarterly reported their assessments of 

the rates of growth (or fall) of each of the indicators mentioned over the past 

half-year and forecasts for the coming 6 months. Individual assessments 

(relating to the performance of individual enterprises) were obtained as centres 

of intervals in which the whole scale of their meanings was divided and were 

then aggregated over the entire sample without any weighing. 

1. Absolute Errors of Forecasting 

As could be expected, managers’ ―abilities‖ appeared to vary substantially 

across the set of indicators. The most accurate assessments were given for the 

changes of the number employed in enterprises. The average error for the 6-

months forecast (from the IV quarter of 1992 to the I quarter of 1996) 

amounted to about 2%. The forecasted changes of output were distinguished for 

a much bigger error of 5%. The errors in forecasting wages and prices were on a 

13-18% level. And finally, forecasting fixed capital investments proved to be 

the hardest: the average error here amounted to 36% (See Table 1). 

What factors determine such visible differences? Let us dwell here on three 

simple hypotheses. 



Business Performance 5  

Table 1. 

Forecasts and real changes of some indicators (average data over 1992-

1996) 

 Output 

prices 1) 

Input 

prices 1) 

Wages 

1) 

Number of 

employed 

2) 

Output 

2) 

Investments 

2) 

Absolute error of 6-months 

forecasts (%) 16 18 14 2 5 36 

Coefficient of variation of 

semi-annual rates of 

growth (%) 
21 22 25 1 4 14 

Average semi-annual rate 

of growth X 3) 1.72 2.08 1.60 0.95 0.94 0.48 

Absolute rate of changes       

a) X 1  0.72 1.08 0.60 0.05 0.06 0.52 

b) ln X  0.54 0.73 0.47 0.05 0.06 0.74 

1) The IV quarter of 1992-the I quarter of 1996. 

2) The III quarter of 1992-the I quarter of 1996. 

3) The indicator’s level at the beginning of the semi-annual period = 1 . 

1. One of the possible factors accounting for the differences is various 

degrees of different indicators’ ―manageability‖. Other things being equal, one 

may assert that the more are the changes of the indicator influenced by outer, 

independent of the enterprise, market forces, the bigger is the forecasting error. 

This hypothesis is to some extent confirmed by the comparison of labour 

force and output. The output of Russian enterprises depends on the current 

situation more than the number of employed and, respectively, the forecasting 

error is 2.5 times bigger in the first case than in the second: 5% against 2%. 

By comparing prices and wages we arrive at a similar result. The errors of 

forecasting wages are smaller than those of output prices which, in their turn, 

are forecasted more accurately than input prices.  
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Respectively, the degrees of these three indicators’ manageability are ranged in 

the same order. 

Investments stand far apart from this dependence. On the whole, this 

dependence is not too convincing. First, it does not cover investments and, 

second, it is hard to generalise while comparing volume indicators with price 

ones. 

2. Another factor which affects forecasting is the character of the indicator’s 

changes. Other things being equal, it is natural to expect that the wider is the 

range of the changes observed the harder they are to predict. 

This thesis shows itself sound right when the 1st hypothesis seems hard to 

verify: during the comparison of volume indicators (labour force and output) 

with price ones (including wages). Indeed, the coefficient of variation of semi-

annual rates of growth is several times higher in the latter three cases (21-25%) 

than in the former two (1-4%). And the likely big difference between the 

degrees of accuracy of forecasts quite corresponds to that (See Table 1). 

As for investments they again do not conform to this trend. Their coefficient 

of variation occupies an intermediary position, while the forecasting error is the 

biggest. 

3. And finally, the third factor is the absolute rate of the changes observed. A 

respective hypothesis can be put as follows: the quicker the indicator increases 

(or decreases) the harder it is to forecast accurately, other things being equal. 

Evidently, this supposition agrees better than the other two with the data 

studied, especially if we measure the rate of changes on a logarithmic scale, 

which, in a certain sense, makes the comparison between the rates of increase 

and decrease more correct (taking into account that the variables considered 

here can not fall by more than 100%, whereas their growth is not limited in the 

like manner). In such a case the two rankings — by the forecasting error and by 

the rate of changes — practically coincide. Though as the Figure shows, 

investments again display their peculiarity. 
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Figure.  

Dependence of the forecasting accuracy on the rate of indicators' changes 
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2. Trends of Forecasting Errors 

For the most part, the errors of forecasting prices and wages tended to 

diminish gradually. Indeed, whereas on the average over 1993 they amounted to 

27-33%, over 1995 it was 3-9% (See Table 2). So swift an improvement in the 

accuracy of forecasting was caused by the 3rd factor. During the period 

considered the rate of prices’ and wages’ growth fell sharply: from 230-290% 

to 143-175% (over half-year). 

No less evident is the influence of the 3rd factor on the variations of errors 

in forecasting labour force and output. Some speeding up (in  
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1994) and slowing down (in 1995) of the fall of rates of these indicators were 

accompanied by a parallel decrease and increase in their forecasts’ accuracy. 

Investments display the most manifest absence of the trend of the increasing 

accuracy of forecasts (and that of the dependence of accuracy on the ups and 

downs of rates, too). 

Table 2. 

Variations of rates and forecasting errors (%) 

 Forecasting errors 1) Annual rates 1), 2) 

 1993 1994 1995 1993 1994 1995 

1. Output prices 27 14 8 240 158 146 

2. Input prices 31 9 9 290 196 175 

3. Wages 33 7 3 230 142 134 

4. Number of employed 2 3 1 95 92 96 

5. Output 4 8 1 96 90 97 

6. Capital investments 20 53 44 49 47 51 

1) Data for each year were obtained as an average over 4 quarterly surveys. 

2) The level of the indicator at the beginning of the semi-annual period = 100. 

Source: The REB surveys. 

The salient feature of most forecasts is that they are not biased in respect to 

actual values of indicators in any certain direction. On the average in half of 

cases the future increase in prices appeared to be overestimated, and in the other 

half of cases underestimated (See Table 3). The same picture was observed for 

labour force. 

The forecasts of output do not quite conform to this trend, being too 

optimistic (i.e. overestimated) in 2 cases out of 3. And investments continue to 

stand clearly apart. Their expectations provided by managers were, on the 

contrary, too pessimistic and underestimated the actual volume of investments 

in 4 cases out of 5. 
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Table 3. 

Distribution of forecasts by the sign of their deviations from the actual 

values of indicators (the portion of the number of observations, 1992-1996, 

%) 

The portion of cases 

when the indicator 

was: 

Output 

prices 1) 

Input 

prices 1) 

Wages 1) Number 

of 

employed 

2) 

Output 

2) 

Investments 

2) 

a) underestimated 43 50 57 53 33 80 

b) overestimated 57 50 43 47 67 20 

1) The IV quarter of 1992-the I quarter of 1996. 

2) The III quarter of 1992-the I quarter of 1996. 

Source: The REB surveys. 

3. Comparison with a Simple Model of Expectation 

The issue of modelling enterprise managers’ expectations in the Russian 

transition economy deserves to be studied particularly. Below only one facet of 

this problem is considered, namely, whether enterprise managers’ expectations 

were (and in what measure) nearer to the future than to the past. 

Let tX 6 be a semi-annual actual rate of growth of an indicator X which is 

known at the moment t (the month of the survey), and tY 6  be a forecast of the 

same indicator in the same survey for the coming 6 months. In half-year the 

predicted rate of growth will be known and we shall designate it as tX . 

Speaking about forecasting errors we hitherto meant variables of the 

following kind: 

at t tY X6  (1) 

Let us now compare them with variables of another kind 

bt t tY X6 6  (2) 

which measure the absolute difference between the predicted rate of growth 

in the coming 6 months with the latest known (at the moment of  
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the forecasting) assessment of the actual rate of growth over the past half-year. 

Averaged results of the comparison are given in Table 4. 

These data show that the forecasts of the increase in prices were about twice 

farther from the future actual values than from the past. For wages the actual 

future and the past actual values were practically equally distanced from the 

forecasts. The same is true for labour force and output. The only indicator the 

forecasts of which were nearer to the future than to the past was the volume of 

capital investments. But allowing for a very big error this case can be also 

attributed to equidistant. 

Therefore, on the whole, proceeding from the absolute values of deviations 

we may conclude that Russian managers have succeeded in ―approaching the 

future‖ not better (or even worse) than in ―reproducing the past‖. In other 

words, the past values of indicators are given in their forecasts more accurately 

than the future ones. 

The comparison between the signs of deviation paints, for the most part, a 

different picture. Thus, the forecasts of the change in prices and wages were 

fairly well ―centred‖ around their actual future values: the percentages of 

―falling short‖ and ―falling over‖ were here almost equal and kept at a 43-57% 

level. However, the forecasts appeared to shift visibly from the past rates: in 71-

86% of all the cases managers predicted the inflation lower than observed in the 

past half-year. 
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Table 4. 

Deviations of forecasts from the actual past and future values (averaged 

data, %) 

 Output 

prices 1) 

Input 

prices 1) 

Wages 

1) 

Number of 

employed 2) 

Output 

2) 

Capital 

investments 2) 

Absolute deviation of 

forecasts from 

      

a) future rates 16 18 14 2 5 36 

b) past rates 8 10 13 2 4 39 

The portion of cases 

when the predicted rates 

X were less than actual 

      

a) future rates 43 50 57 53 33 80 

b) past rates 71 86 86 33 7 100 

1) The IV quarter of 1992-the I quarter of 1996. 

2) The III quarter of 1992-the I quarter of 1996. 

Source: The REB surveys. 

On the contrary, the assessments of labour force and output shifted to the 

side of overestimation. This meant that enterprise managers expected, as a rule, 

a slower fall than that which had occurred half-year before the moment of 

forecast. For example, only in 7% of all the cases the forecasted reductions of 

output were more than actual (for the past half-year). The shift of assessments 

of investments, however, appeared to be still larger: in 100% of cases managers 

predicted a higher rate of cutting investments than that observed during the past 

half-year. 

On the whole, all these comparisons suggest the following implication. For 

the first five indicators (prices, wages, employment and output) managers’ 

forecasts were tinged with optimism. In most part of cases they expected some 

slow-down of both inflation and recession. At the same time, managers’ errors 

were more or less symmetrically distributed around (actual) future rates. 
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As for the forecasts of investments they had a principally different character 

because of their permanent underestimation. This was so not only in respect to 

the actual past values but to the actual future ones too. For the time being, it is 

difficult to judge on reasons for such a divergence from other indicators. 

Apparently, they may be caused by significant differences between the models 

of forming expectations. 

4. Conclusions 

1. The forecasting errors were the biggest when Russian industrial enterprise 

managers predicted behaviour of capital investments; in the decreasing order 

they were followed by those of prices, wages, output, and the number of 

employed. 

2. Throughout 1992-96 we observed the increase of accuracy of forecasting 

for all the indicators except capital investments. 

3. The managers’ forecasts were mostly optimistic. During the period 

studied they have been, as a rule, expecting some slow-down of inflation and 

recession. To be more precise, they expected falling rates of increase in prices 

and wages and for a slowing down decrease in output and the number of 

employed in their enterprises. 

4. Forecasts of capital investments were persistently pessimistic (their 

volume was underestimated). This fact together with some others enables us to 

assert that the expectations of investments are being formed by a principally 

different scheme (model) than in the case of all the other indicators considered. 
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GOVERNMENT SECURITIES MARKET: FROM START 

TO DATE IN BRIEF * 

Dmitriy Malievsky 

GENERAL 

The contemporary market of short-term government securities (SGS) 

emerged a bit more than three years ago: the first auction took place in May 

1993. It has been developing swiftly and is now the most organised and 

equipped financial market in Russia. 

Financial Instruments 

Nowadays Russian analogues of both treasury bills and treasury notes 

circulate on the SGS market: 

3- and 6-month zero-coupon securities which can be sold at a discount 

(known as GKO — the acronym is Russian); 

from 12- to 24-month securities with a variable coupon which can be sold 

both at a discount and a premium (known as OFZ). 

All of them are issued by the Ministry of Finance. 

Market Infrastructure 

To service the primary and secondary markets of government securities there 

was created a technological complex comprising the following three blocks: 

1. A centralised electronic depository situated in Moscow. 

2. A computer programme, TRADE SYSTEM, installed on computer terminals 

in 7 stock exchange halls and in offices of large Moscow operators. 

3. A united payment system which automatically performs clearing between 

auction participants. 

                                                                 
* I am grateful to my tutor, Dr. Elena Belyanova, for her critical remarks and general guidance. 
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This complex is serviced by experts of the Moscow Inter-bank Foreign 

Currency Exchange (MIEFCE) together with 6 regional foreign currency 

exchanges of Russia. MIEFCE operates as a monopoly trade and depository 

centre. 

The primary market is organised as weekly auctions to which bids of two 

kinds can be submitted: competitive and non-competitive. The former can be 

presented by firm quotes for the purchase. The latter (which amount to no more 

than a fixed percentage of the total volume) are presented by sums of money 

which guarantee the purchase of a certain number of bonds at the auction’s 

weighed price. The secondary market is organised as a two-hour auction 

conducted on working days except Wednesday. 

Participants 

The market participants can be divided into two groups: 

1. Authorised dealers who have received a formal authorisation of the Central 

Bank of Russia to make deals directly; 

2. Investors who have no opportunity to effect transactions themselves and 

charge authorised dealers with that for a commission. 

Among dealers there always predominated commercial banks though their 

number gradually diminished (from 90% in 1993 to 70% in 1996) in favour of 

financial companies. As for investors, they are trade and industrial enterprises 

(they comprise the majority of participants), medium and small banks, 

insurance companies and investment funds. 

In 1995 the SGS market was entered by foreign investors whose activities 

were subject to a number of limitations applied for protectionist purposes. From 

August 1996 the limitations have been mitigated. Non-residents are given the 

right to carry out transactions both on the primary and the secondary markets of 

SGS. However, in distinction from domestic market participants foreigners’ 

yield is limited from above — it shall not exceed 19 per cent. 
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Regulators 

 The market of government securities is regulated by the Central Bank of 

Russia (CBR) and the Ministry of Finance (MoF). 

 The right to admit an organisation as an authorised dealer and to exclude it 

from the number of such dealers is given to the Central Bank. 

 The volume of each issue and the portion of non-competitive bids is 

determined by MoF. In the case of undersubscription MoF charges CBR 

with placing the rest of securities through a secondary tender. 

 CBR determines how often the auctions and tenders are conducted. 

 CBR carries out open market operations to regulate the level of return on 

SGS and effect the money supply. 

Characteristics of expansion: May 1993/August 1996 

 The volume of issues on the market tended to grow constantly: in 1993 it 

amounted to 0.1% of GDP and in 1995 to over 6%. 

 From the first transactions on MIEFCE (May 18, 1993) the number of 

authorised dealers grew from 26 to 230 and that of participants from 0 to 

more than 15 thousand. 

 The market started with the only instrument — 3-month discount bills — 

and now quite a number of instruments which satisfy ―tastes‖ of different 

investors are being traded on it (See above). 

 While in 1993 the auctions for primary placement of SGS were conducted 

monthly, from November 1995 they are conducted twice a week. 

 In 1993 auctions were conducted every other day and in 1996 daily. 

 The geography of trade has expanded widely. Regional trade sites were 

organised on the basis of currency exchanges in the largest provincial 

centres of the country (the first one was opened in Novosibirsk on October 

10, 1995). The sites are united into a  
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general network through the sputnik communications which enabled 

regional banks and financial companies to enter the number of authorised 

dealers and conduct direct operations with SGS without resorting to 

Moscow brokers. 

 The market technology has been improved significantly during the past two 

years and approached, in the opinion of experts, the level of the world 

largest securities exchanges. 

FUNCTIONS IN THE ECONOMY 

Financing of budget deficit 

The portion of the budget deficit covered by SGS has been growing at a high 

rate: 2% in 1994, 9% in 1994 and 50% in 1995. As for its rampant growth in 

1995, it was caused by the decrease of budget deficit (See Table). 

The debt burden becomes heavier with every year. Because of the short 

average maturity term and high value of the debt the most part of receipts from 

auctions is spent to redeem the previous issues. Whereas in 1993 the volume of 

funds channelled into the budget amounted to 83% of receipts from sales, in 

1994 this indicator fell to 44% and in 1995 to 26%. 
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Table 

The market of short-term government securities and the budget deficit 

(trillion roubles) 

 1993 1994 1995 

1. Budget deficit 7.9 65.3 54.7 

2. SGS issued, par value 0.24 20.5 173.0 

3. Gross budget receipts * 0.18 12.9 106.1 

4. Net budget receipts ** 0.15 5.7 27.5 

5. Ratio: net budget receipts to gross budget receipts: (4):(3) 83% 44% 26% 

6. Ratio: net budget receipts to budget deficit: (4):(1) 2% 9% 50% 

* Total receipts from sales 

** Total receipts from sales minus spendings on redemption of previous issues. 

Source: Rossiiskii statisticheskii ezhegodnik, Goskomstat, Moscow, 1995. 

Sotsial’no-ekonomicheskoe polozhenie Rossii, Goskomstat, 1995, No.12. 

Ministry of Finance. 

Government Securities’ Role in Financial Institutions’ Portfolios 

To promote the SGS market development the government had to set high 

interest rates on these securities. For this reason financial institutions treat SGS, 

first, as highly profitable investment and only in the second turn as liquid 

assets. The combination of a low risk of default, high liquidity and high yield, 

peculiar for SGS, is unusual for financial institutions in developed countries 

and can be considered as a paradox of the transition economy. 

During the first two years SGS were as profitable as inter-bank credits and 

hard currency transactions. From 1995 after the introduction of an exchange 

corridor (May) and the credit crunch on the inter-bank credit market (August) 

SGS became beyond competition. Nowadays their portion in assets of large 

banks amounts to 20-30% and in those of insurance companies over 30%. At 

the same time, they secure — by experts’ assessments — over half of net profit 

of these institutions. 
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Advancing Financial Market Business Culture and Upgrading Participants 

The development of SGS market produced a revolution in Russian finance. 

Diverse term-to-maturity and high liquidity of these securities enabled market 

participants to constantly restructure the investment portfolio and allowed 

dealers, besides all the other things, to conduct trust operations for their clients. 

As a result, the optimisation of investment portfolios becomes an everyday 

practice of the growing number of Russian traders and analysts. The emergence 

of confidence between clients and financial institutions servicing them is 

another, no less important, result. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The formation of the Russian market of government short-term securities is 

an example of elaboration and implementation of complicated organisational 

and technical structure within the shortest time. 

Among its positive effects there are the upgrading of participants of the 

financial market and the establishment of new business culture. This market 

served as a sort of proving ground or a training centre which promoted 

mastering ―modern games‖ that will be played on other financial markets later. 

As for negative effects of the rapid growth of the market of government 

securities, it is, first of all, necessary to assess the scale of crowding out. This is 

a special and not an easy task. We can not be sure that the money being now 

invested into SGS could have been invested in the production sector because up 

to now the SGS market was closely linked only with the foreign currency 

exchange and inter-bank credits markets, and in an incomparably less degree 

with industrial and trade credits and the equities market. 
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OWNERSHIP EFFECTS IN A TRANSITION ECONOMY * 

Sergei Aukutsionek, Rostislav Kapeliushnikov 

1. Introduction 

The issue of systematic behavioral differences between firms with various 

ownership structures and patterns of control proved to be one of the most 

intriguing and controversial. 

Being one of the key elements of the market transformation, the privatisation 

implied that the bulk of enterprises was transformed from the state sector units 

into the private sector ones. To what extent are the dominant views on the 

ownership effects confirmed or rejected by this ―laboratory‖ experiment carried 

out by the history itself? 

The present study may be considered as an effort to give a partial answer to 

this question. It is based on the data of monthly surveys of about 200 Russian 

industrial enterprises from the sample of ―The Russian Economic Barometer‖ 

(for more details on the sample see Survey Outline, this issue) and may be 

viewed as a direct continuation of the research as already reflected in the 

previous REB publications [1]. 

By present a peculiar consensus on the assessment of the Russian 

privatisation results has been achieved. Recognition of its evident formal 

success (scale, speed, etc.) is being usually tinged with doubts as to whether it 

has caused any actual shifts in the enterprise behavior. Indeed, for the most part 

the empirical studies have not revealed any  

                                                                 
*  This reseach was undertaken with support from the European Commission’s Tacis ACE 

Programme 1994. 

The authors are most grateful to Elena Belyanova, Max van der Sleen and Leo Sleuwaegen for 

interesting and fruitful discussions of issues considered here. 
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persistent differences between the privatised enterprises and those preserving 

the state status. As a rule, positive effects were observed in the cases of de novo 

enterprises, and of those privatised by special schemes (buy-outs through 

leasing by workers’ collectives, etc.) [2]. 

One of explanations of inability to trace any visible ownership effects is that 

the analysis was usually based on the simplified grouping of the 

―privatised/non-privatised‖ kind. But in a transition economy the privatisation 

is far from immediately moulding clear, well-structured forms of private 

property. It may turn to result not in a transparent and clearly specified, but 

often in ambiguous and confused configuration of the rights of ownership and 

control. The haziness of external environment is aggravated by uncertainty in 

the delineation of rights for ―residual income‖ (i.e., profit) and ―residual 

control‖. In such a situation, the privatisation’s impact on efficiency could be, 

at least, ambiguous. Only the empirical analysis can define whether the pluses 

of de-etatization outweigh the minuses of attenuation of property rights. The 

only evident thing is that the conservation of an intermediate state of the 

assignment of property rights without forming a dominant category of owners 

and without clear delineation of control functions is counter-productive and 

leaves the economy in ―a transition state‖ forever. 

2. Some methodological notes 

Methodologically, the REB approach is specific in two respects. First, 

enterprises are attributed to particular ownership status groups in compliance 

with personal estimates of their managers. In our opinion, this criterion is 

undoubtedly advantageous in the economy under transition. Non-formal 

estimates of respondents, who are familiar with the situation at their enterprises 

from inside, may be more ―sapid‖ than formal juridical qualifications and more 

exact in reflecting the actual ownership status of enterprises [3]. 

Second, the property relations may be so vague and complicated that the 

status of an enterprise may prove hard to be specified by respondents. For such 

instances the option ―something of intermediate‖  
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was introduced into the menu of answers. We proceed from the supposition that 

the choice of this variant indirectly means that the ownership and control 

structures at the enterprise are attenuated and internally contradictory [4]. 

Though the property rights seem to be insufficiently definite and poorly 

enforced at almost all the Russian enterprises, both state- and privately-owned, 

we assume (on the basis of respondents’ assessments) that it is the more so at 

enterprises of ―intermediate‖ ownership status. 

According to this, all the enterprises are categorised into three groups — 

―state-owned‖ (SE), ―intermediate‖ (IE), and ―non-state‖ (NE). (The term ―non-

state‖ was preferred to that of ―privately-owned‖ thanks to its being more 

general and neutral.) This classification lies in the basis of our analysis. Thus, it 

is aimed at revealing the ownership effects of the two types: 

a) behavioral differences caused by the state status of enterprises (―the effect 

of state form‖), and 

b) behavioral differences caused by poorly defined and enforced rights of 

ownership and control (―the effect of attenuation‖). 

In both cases the group of ―non-state enterprises‖ is taken as a benchmark 

for comparison. 

3. Enterprises of state, non-state and intermediate status 

What is each of status groups like and how has the breakdown of enterprises 

by their ownership status been changing with time? 

The dynamics of distribution of enterprises by status groups is shown in 

Table 1. During the period of observation the share of SE in the REB sample 

contracted from over 80% at the beginning of 1992 to 18% at the end of 1995. 

The share of NE grew up to 56%, that of IE reached 26%. 
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Table 1. 

Distribution of REB respondent enterprises- by the three ownership status 

groups (%, averaged annual data) 

 SE IE NE 

1992 70 18 12 

1993 36 26 38 

1994 19 27 54 

1995 18 26 56 

NOTE: Here and in all the other tables 

SE — state-owned enterprises, 

IE — enterprises of intermediate status, 

NE — non-state enterprises. 

Below we shall deal mostly with 1994-95 data, when the distribution of 

enterprises by status groups became more or less stable. It occurred about the 

mid of 1994 and can be connected with the end of the most intensive period of 

mass (voucher) privatisation. In 1995 the portions of SE, IE and NE have 

remained practically the same. 

We view the stability of the portion of "intermediate" enterprises as a bad 

sign. Most probably it testifies to peculiar for the transition economy high 

transaction costs which accompany the transfer of property rights. 

Our data suggests that the privatisation not always resulted in an inevitable 

change of ownership status of an enterprise as estimated by its manager (Table 

2). Indeed, privatised enterprises amount to 18% of SE. Their portion reaches 

90% among IE, and 99% among NE. 

The distribution of privatised enterprises by status groups depends, to a 

certain extent, on the option they have been privatised by. The risk of formation 

of an insufficiently clear ownership structure (getting into the IE group) was 

higher when Option 2 of privatisation was applied and negligible in cases with 

non-standard schemes which were beyond the framework of the State Program 

of Privatisation (leasing with buy-out by workers’ collectives, etc.). 
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Table 2. 

Distribution of enterprises of different status groups in respect to the 

variant of privatisation (%, averaged data over 1995) 

Status groups SE IE NE 

Privatised enterprises of which: 18 90 99 

– privatised by Option 1 48 32 31 

– privatised by Option 2 51 65 50 

– privatised by Option 3 0 0 1 

– privatised by other schemes 1 3 18 

Non privatised enterprises 62 6 0 

Enterprises not subject to privatisation 20 4 1 

 

The sample size does not allow to use the detailed classification by branches. 

So we have confined ourselves to the division of enterprises in three large 

sectors: I — production of consumer goods, II — production of investment 

goods, and III — production of intermediate goods. The data shows that 

enterprises belonging to different status groups are distributed by the three basic 

sectors in fairly the same manner (Table 3). Slight deviation in favor of SE (less 

than 5 percentage points) was registered only in sector I at the expense of NE. 

Table 3. 

Distribution of enterprises of different sectors by the status groups (% of 

the number of respondents in each sector, averaged annual data) 

Sectors SE IE NE 

 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 

I sector 15 17 26 26 59 57 

II sector 24 16 24 24 52 60 

III sector 19 19 24 20 57 61 
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The enterprises that comprise the SE and NE groups are of about the same 

size. Their average employment makes approximately 800 persons. The 

enterprises of the IE group are almost 1.5 times larger, their average 

employment making about 1100 persons. The formation of "transparent" 

patterns of ownership and control seems to be harder for larger enterprises. 

Small and medium ones are more successful in overcoming "organizational 

slack". 

IE have relatively higher wages, that is most probably connected with their 

big size. In comparison with NE the gap is not too large, about 10%, but rather 

stable. But as far as SE are concerned, IE advantage in wages practically 

disappeared in 1995. 

4. Distribution of share capital at enterprises of different status groups 

The analysis of distribution of shares by main categories of their holders 

shows that a salient feature of corporatised SE is the wide-spread practice of 

cross ownership: the share of other enterprises in their capital reaches 39% 

(against 12-17% for NE and IE). The main change expected by them in the 

nearest 1 or 2 years is active entering into holding companies. According to 

forecasts provided by corporatised SE, the portion of their shares concentrated 

within holding companies may grow from 9% to 22%. Besides, SE are 

distinguished for their forecasting an increase of the stake of shares, possessed 

by workers, while the two other groups predict its reduction (Table 4). 

The date presented in Table 4 unravels, perhaps, the main reason of why 

approximately every fourth privatised enterprise still attributes itself to 

"intermediate" group. This is most probably caused by the polarization of the 

structure of share capital. Relatively bigger stakes of IE shares belong to the 

state (represented by the Federal and regional funds of property and other 

bodies) on the one hand and to outside individual shareholders on the other. 

Indeed the average size of state stakes amounts to 22% for IE as against 3% for 

NE. It is even bigger  
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than the average state share-block at the enterprises that having been privatised 

still continue to consider themselves "state-owned" — 17%. 

Table 4. 

Real and anticipated distribution of share capital at enterprises of different 

status groups by main categories of shareholders. % (the February 1995 

survey) * 

 SE IE NE 

 now in 1-2 years now in 1-2 years now in 1-2 years 

Management 3 4 6 11 14 19 

Employees 20 28 29 24 51 39 

State funds of property 17 0 22 11 3 1 

Banks 2 3 1 5 2 5 

Voucher investment funds 3 2 3 3 4 4 

Other enterprises 39 28 17 17 12 14 

Holding companies 9 22 7 6 2 4 

Outside individuals 7 3 14 18 11 12 

Foreign shareholders 0 10 1 5 1 2 

 100 100 100 100 100 100 

* The data presented characterise the structure of distribution of the entire statutory 

capital without dividing the shares into voting and non-voting ones. The structure of 

distribution of voting shares, which could enable us to judge on major shareholders, 

may deviate from the above assessments [6]. 

At IE the state ownership holding is comparable to the sum of management 

and workers' stakes amounting to 35%. For NE this gap is by far larger: their 

management and workers hold 65% of all the shares on the average. One may 

suggest that the comparability of the stake of insiders and that assigned to the 

state is one of the sources of confusion in the ownership and control structures 

at IE. 

Moreover, this polarisation can not be considered as transient. At least, 

respondents themselves do not expect that the state will soon withdraw. 

According to their forecasts, the state stake will equal at least 11% in 1 or 2 

years. Compare with corporatised SE and NE that foresee the reduction of state 

participation to 0-1%. 
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At the same time, the portion of shares belonging to outside individuals is 

expected to increase at IE to 18%. If this forecast comes true, the stake of 

outside individual owners will become visibly nearer to the total stake of 

insiders. There is a certain exaggeration in the following statement, but we dare 

say that nowadays quite a number of IE are as if waiting for their "master" to 

come. 

As opposed to SE and IE, many of which are as if in suspension, the 

ownership structure of NE has virtually settled down. It is characterized by 

explicit dominance of insiders who hold 65% of shares. It is true though that in 

the nearest time the share of insiders at NE may begin to fall, whereas by 

respondents' assessments, it is going to grow in the two other groups. But even 

in this case NE will still exceed both IE and corporatised SE in the size of the 

insiders’ stake. 

A change of more importance may be connected with re-distribution of 

shares within the group of insiders, i.e., from workers to managers. This shift is 

anticipated for all the status groups, and an especially visible one for IE and NE 

(5-6 percentage points). 

For all that, the conclusions on peculiarities of the ownership structures at 

enterprises of different status groups should be treated with certain 

circumspection. They are based on results of a sole monthly survey (February 

1995) and may be considered only preliminary. Special caution is required 

while considering expectations of future changes in the distribution of share-

holdings [5]. 

5. The scheme of further analysis 

Our analysis aimed at revealing possible effects of ownership will be 

centered around a standard economic model of purposive behavior under the 

given set of constraints. All the available variables are divided into four large 

blocks. 

1. The first block embraces the main kinds of constraints under which 

enterprises have to act: 

— administrative constraints (i.e. state intervention into decision-making); 
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— market constraints (determined by the character and severity of 

competition); 

— budget constraints reflecting the degree of separation of enterprises’ 

finances from those of other economic agents (the state, banks, etc.); 

— intra-firm constraints connected with the operation of built-in corporate 

governance structures. 

The net of constraints determines the degree of freedom (independence) to 

be enjoyed by enterprises while elaborating and implementing economic 

decisions. 

2. The second block of variables corresponds to the objective function of 

enterprises. 

3. The economic performance in the narrow sense is presented by the third 

block of the scheme. 

4. Into the fourth block — efficiency — we include indicators which may be 

regarded as objective criteria of successfulness/unsuccessfulness of the 

enterprise’s performance. 

The main causalities are drawn in the diagram with solid line: from 

constraints and objectives to performance, from performance to results (Figure). 

In the first article we shall consider only the first block, the three other ones will 

be studied in the following article (to be presented in the next issue of the 

bulletin). 

6. Administrative constraints 

The set of constraints that influence the economic behavior may closely 

correlate with the ownership status, and such dependence may be two-way. For 

the one thing, the status of "non-state" should free the enterprise from most 

administrative restrictions. For the other one, it is most probable that the 

enterprises, which had been put under softer constraints from the very 

beginning, were the first to gain virtual freedom from the state guardianship 

through the change of their actual status. 



28 The Russian Economic Barometer, Vol.V, N3, 1996  

Figure 

Interaction between main block of variables. 

 

 

1. Constraints

– administrative

– market

– budget

– of internal control

2. Objective function

3. Performance

– procurement and marketing policy

– investment policy

– innovation policy

– employment and wage policy

– financial policy

3. Efficiency

– profitability

– liquidity
 



Business Performance 29  

It is natural to suppose that the stringency of administrative fetters will be 

maximum for SE, medium for IE and minimum for NE. The REB surveys 

confirm this conjecture. 

The degree of enterprise managers' economic independence was self-

assessed (on the quarterly basis) by five items in parallel: output prices; volume 

and structure of output; composition and volume of investments; wages; 

number and composition of employees. A question of the same type was put in 

respect to each of them: ―CAN YOU ASSERT THAT NOW YOUR 

ENTERPRISE IS INDEPENDENT IN SETTING…", and the following 

alternative answers were suggested: 

— yes, completely; 

— yes, on the whole; 

— yes, but for the smaller part (of production. etc.); 

— practically not. 

Table 5 gives data averaged over 1994 and 1995. 
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Table 5. 

The degree of independence of enterprises of the three status groups in 

economic decision-making (% of respondents in each group, averaged 

annual data) 

 SE IE NE 

 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 

PRICES       

Completely independent 32 31 45 40 59 62 

Independent in the general 44 36 35 40 28 32 

Dependent in the general 3 14 6 9 7 4 

Completely dependent 21 19 14 11 7 2 

WAGES       

Completely independent 24 39 48 44 59 65 

Independent in the general 47 40 40 35 32 29 

Dependent in the general 11 7 2 5 3 3 

Completely dependent 18 14 10 16 6 3 

OUTPUT       

Completely independent 43 44 53 48 68 71 

Independent in the general 46 35 34 38 25 27 

Dependent in the general 3 6 3 5 3 1 

Completely dependent 8 15 10 9 4 1 

INVESTMENTS       

Completely independent 50 42 53 49 75 74 

Independent in the general 38 46 35 35 19 20 

Dependent in the general 3 5 7 10 2 2 

Completely dependent 9 7 5 6 4 4 

EMPLOYMENT       

Completely independent 71 – 56 – 80 – 

Independent in the general 24 – 43 – 18 – 

Dependent in the general 2 – 0 – 1 – 

Completely dependent 2 – 2 – 0 – 

NOTE: The sum over columns is not always equal to 100 because of errors of rounding. 
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The REB surveys leave no doubts that NE suffer the least from the 

interference from above into decision-making. In most cases less than 10% of 

enterprises of this group report their being on the whole or completely 

dependent in pricing, determining the structure and the volume of output, 

directions and the volume of investments, the level of wages, the number and 

the composition of employees. For the two other groups the indicators prove to 

be several times higher. The IE's degree of independence is somewhat greater 

than that of SE, though in certain positions IE run against the same or even 

more active interference from above into their decision-making. 

On the base of these data "coefficients of independence" in setting all the 

parameters for each status group have been calculated through weighing the 

suggested variants of answer, and, in addition, an aggregate index of 

independence in economic decision-making was obtained [7]. The "coefficient 

of independence" — K — can be treated in quite a simple way: K=100% means 

that all the enterprises of this group are absolutely independent in making 

decisions on the issue studied; K=0 means that all of them are absolutely 

dependent. The aggregate index of independence in economic decisions was 

obtained as an arithmetic mean of coefficients of independence for particular 

parameters. The results of the calculations of five economic indicators for the 

three status groups are presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6. 

Coefficients of independence of enterprises of the three status groups in 

economic decision-making (K) 

 SE IE NE 

Coefficients of independence 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 

Prices 66 62 73 72 82 87 

Wages 62 71 79 72 84 88 

Output 78 72 79 78 88 92 

Investments 79 78 81 78 90 90 

Employment 90 – 88 – 94 – 

Aggregate index of economic independence 

(*) 

71 71 78 75 86 89 

(*) For 1994 the aggregate index of independence in economic decision-making was 

calculated without allowing for the coefficient of independence in employment. 

The analysis of coefficients of independence, calculated for different status 

groups, brings us to similar conclusions. In 1995 the aggregate index of the 

degree of economic independence equalled 89% for NE, 75% for IE and 71% 

for SE. Most coefficients of independence of particular parameters ranked in 

the same order. The IE position in the "middle" was disturbed only in the case 

with employment policy in 1994, when they lost to SE. 

The data presented suggests several important conclusions. 

— the overwhelming majority of Russian industrial enterprises, 

notwithstanding their ownership status, are completely or on the whole 

independent in decision-making; 

— ownership status is closely linked to the degree of independence in 

performing the economic activity. While the gap in degrees of economic 

freedom between IE and SE is not large (4-7 percentage points), that between 

these two groups on the one part and the leading NE group on the other is 

rather visible — 8-18 percentage points; 

— on the average enterprises run against harder administrative constraints in 

setting value parameters than in determining physical volumes; 
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— variations in the degree of economic independence by different 

parameters within the status groups yield but little to those observed between 

the status groups. 

7. Market pressure 

The market competition is one of the chief restrictions which severely 

constrains enterprise behavior. The conjecture is quite natural that the status of 

"state-owned" may serve for an enterprise as a shield more or less capable to 

protect it from the pressure of the market competition. 

The REB data confirms it. Judging by managers’ assessments in none of the 

three groups the competition was too severe. Nevertheless, the sharpest 

competition in product markets in 1995 was faced by NE followed by IE with 

SE being the last. The gap between the first and the last groups reaches almost 

0.8 on a 5 score scale. 

Table 7. 

The competition sharpness for enterprises of different status groups in 1995 

 SE IE NE 

 1995 1995 1995 

Competition sharpness, scores (*) 2.3 3.0 3.1 

(*) The estimates were given on a 5-score scale: 5 scores — the competition is very 

sharp, 1 — there is practically no competition at all. 

Indirectly this conclusion is confirmed by another fact observed: in 1995 

only 32% of SE mentioned the lack of demand as a production limiting factor, 

whereas among IE and NE such respondents made 48-49%. 

8. Budget constraints 

Whether the budget constraints are hard or soft is, in the end, determined by 

the extent to which the finances of enterprises are separated from the finances 

of other economic agents — the state,  
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banks, other financial institutions, trade partners, their workers. It is 

acknowledged that soft budget constraints were characteristic for an economy 

of the Soviet type. Under transition they undoubtedly became harder (in 

particular, this could be seen on the REB survey data). For all that, they are still 

very far in stringency from the mature market economies [8]. 

The budget constraints can be softened through several channels. 

First, through the state assistance. It can take various forms. In the starting 

post-reform years the leading role was performed first by subsidies, and then by 

soft credits. Now the most important form may be tax privileges. Another way 

to soften the budget constraints may be state orders that stipulate guaranteed 

supplies of raw materials and equipment at prices lower than the market ones, 

or purchases of finished products at prices higher than the market ones. 

Second, the budget constraints can grow softer because of soft credits from 

"pocket" banks or banks with which the enterprise maintains close non-formal 

relations. In the last years this factor has become less important, but it should 

not be altogether neglected. 

Third, as a specific form of softening of budget constraints one may consider 

arrears — to the state, creditors, trade partners, employees. In such cases, the 

enterprise seizes additional money without agreement of the other party, 

through violation of its contractual obligations. The tremendous scale of debts 

to the state (on taxes), banks (on received loans), enterprises-partners (for 

supplied products), employees (on wages) makes us suppose that it is arrears 

that turn into the main instrument for softening budget constraints under 

transition. Of course, customers’ arrears should rather make them more 

stringent. However, since in dealing with some agents the arrears may be only 

one-sided (state tax agencies, employees), their net effect should be the 

softening of budget constraints. 

How can the stringency of budget constraints be connected with ownership 

status? 
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Theoretically, it should be the least for SE, moderate for IE, and the greatest 

for NE. Unfortunately, the REB data allows only most indirect methods of 

verifying this supposition. 

First of all, it is hard to decide how the integral estimate of the degree of 

budget constraints' stringency can be obtained. There are two indicators at our 

disposal, which could, though unobtrusively, claim playing this role. 

The first one is the share of enterprises which considered the shortage of 

finance as one of the main causes of restricting output. No visible differences 

have been traced between the status groups in this indicator. 

The second is the share of enterprises oriented at the improvement of 

financial condition. It might be supposed that the harder are the budget 

constraints, the more importance will be ascribed by enterprises to the 

improvement of their financial condition. By this indicator NE are leading, IE 

occupy the second place and SE the third. Therefore, the result is nearer to that 

theoretically anticipated. 

Neither the ramified set of special indicators, which could be helpful in 

characterizing particular facets of budget constraints, is available. 

As an indicator of hardness/softness of constraints on mobilizing credit 

resources there may serve the interest rate at which an enterprise counts on 

getting the principal part of bank credit. The REB survey data shows that terms 

for receiving bank credit are worse for IE than for SE or NE. 

On the whole, the data available does not allow to compose any integral and 

sound picture. Their scantiness leaves the problem of stringency of budget 

constraints for enterprises of different status groups unsolved. 

9. Intra-firm constraints generated by corporate governance structures 

Intra-firm patterns of control discipline managers' behaviour in the interest 

of owners. In the transition economy of Russia such devices  
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acquire a particular importance because of the underdeveloped external 

mechanisms of control (i.e., the stock market, the market of managerial labor, 

etc.). 

At enterprises of different status groups, efficacy of intra-firm patterns of 

control may vary. Presumably, it should be the least at IE: opacity of ownership 

structures is known to create preconditions for uncontrolled behaviour of 

management. Besides, one might expect that all the other things being the same, 

the SE behavior would deviate from the interests of owners more than that of 

NE. 

Let us compare main characteristics of corporate structures at enterprises of 

the three status groups (Table 8). 

By the REB data, Boards of Directors have been set up at the overwhelming 

majority of NE — 85%, most IE — 70%, but less than half of SE — 36%. The 

average number of the members of Boards of Directors varies little, making 6 

persons at SE and IE and about 7 persons at NE. 



Business Performance 37  

Table 8. 

Characteristics of the corporate structures of ownership and control at 

enterprises of different status groups 

Status groups SE IE NE 

Share of enterprises which had no Board of Directors (%) 

in 1994 75 21 18 

in 1995 63 31 15 

Average membership of a Board of Directors, persons 6.0 6.1 6.6 

The stake of shares belonging to 5 biggest share-holders, % 45 37 37 

The number of seats in a Board of Directors occupied by 

representatives of 5 biggest shareholders 2.2 2.4 2.9 

Average age of the CEO, years 49 48 49 

Job tenure of the present CEO, years 9.3 7.6 8.2 

Share of enterprises the former CEO of which was not reelected, % 13 17 25 

Share of enterprises which have not renewed the top-management in the 

last 2-3 years (the July 1995 survey) 50 42 41 

Percentage of renewal of the top-level management in the last 2-3 years 19 32 18 

 

As show the REB surveys, after the intensive period of privatisation had 

been completed, the structure of Boards of Directors suffered remarkable 

changes (Table 9). They were most significant at SE. While in 1994 Boards of 

Directors included only insiders and state representatives, by mid-1995 outside 

directors had become much more numerous. This tendency embraces the two 

other groups too. The portion of enterprises, that have outside directors of any 

category in their Boards, grew twice or three times. However, in parallel to this 

still more and more enterprises were including state representatives into their 

Boards of Directors. The growing participation of the state was registered in all 

the status groups, and especially in the IE and SE ones. 
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Table 9. 

Share of enterprises having representatives of a particular category of 

share-holders in the Board of Directors, (%) 

 SE IE NE 

 1994 1995 1994 1995 1994 1995 

Management 33 89 84 96 87 97 

Representatives of workers’ collective 67 81 62 86 76 84 

Representatives of the Federal Fund of 

Property 

33 53 56 76 28 37 

Banks 0 23 12 7 4 14 

Other financial institutions 0 13 4 21 10 24 

Representatives of other enterprises 0 31 32 54 25 46 

Other classes 0 36 16 58 13 40 

 

As one could expect, among SE the largest is the share of enterprises, where 

the former Director was dismissed from above, and among NE of those where 

he was voted down. (The questionnaire did not specify whether he was voted 

down in a "perestroika" manner— by the general meeting of the workers' 

collective, or in a "market" way — by the general meeting of shareholders). 

Separations for other reasons (retiring, etc.) prevailed among IE. 

Throughout 1993-1995 the team of managers has not been renewed at all at 

about 50% of SE and 40% of IE and NE (See Table 8). In cases when it has, the 

renewal was more deep at IE (32% of the top-level management), than at either 

SE or NE (18-19%). The composition of management changed radically (from 

10 to 100%) at almost every second enterprise of IE, and only at every fourth of 

the SE and NE groups. 

Most probably, the more intensive rotation of top-level managers at IE is 

connected with the worse economic position of enterprises of this group. 

Thus, the structures of corporate governance seem to be more developed at 

NE — Boards of Directors have been set at almost all of  
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them, outside directors are more numerous, the state presence is weaker, the 

management was more often changed through voting. However, these 

advantages may prove temporary, if we remember about absolute prevalence of 

insiders both in the share capital and in the Boards of Directors of NE which, 

according to forecasts, will persist in the nearest future. 

On the whole, differences in intra-firm control mechanisms between 

different status groups may be assessed as small and their efficacy as not high. 

This should sharply extend the Director's authority. As the REB data shows the 

CEOs from all the groups perform the principal role in making decisions 

virtually in any area of economic activity. 

We asked our respondents to assess the importance of CEO’s decisions in 

determining the volume and the structure of output, price and wage setting, 

employment, financial and investment policies. The most dependent on the 

CEO's decisions turned out SE — 74 scores (on the average), and IE — 73 

scores. For NE it is slightly lower, i.e., 71 scores, which is consistent with 

conclusions made while discussing the stringency of constraints of different 

kinds. For all that, at present differences between the status groups in this 

respect are very small. They were a bit more articulated 4 years ago and are 

expected to be even larger in future. 

Through the study of how the role of CEOs has been changing and will be 

changing we arrive at non-trivial inferences. In the opinion of IE and NE 

representatives, at the start of market reforms, when there still remained debris 

of the former administrative mechanism, it was more modest. For the future 

they also predict that CEOs' influence will diminish and, in some areas of 

economic activity, very visibly too — by 20-25 scores. In other words, 

respondents view the current strengthening of the CEOs' role as a transient 

phenomenon. Their role is expected to become more limited when the 

structures of corporate governance are put into action. If this is true, the 

Russian economy is now (i.e. in 1993-96) at the peak of CEOs' omnipotence. 
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At the same time, SE do not conform to this tendency. By forecasts of 

respondents representing them, the role of CEOs at SE will grow in the nearest 

3 years. 

Basing on the REB respondents’ assessments we can conclude that 

expectations that market mechanisms will increasingly play the disciplining role 

which are wide-spread among Russian managers, are combined with their 

disbelief that the state is capable of doing it. 

10. Interim conclusions 

So, from the point of view of administrative constraints, SE are the most and 

NE the least strained. From that of the market pressure exerted by competition 

and pressure imposed by intra-firm disciplining devices, NE are the last to 

enjoy freedom. The problem of differentiation of budget constraints was left 

unsolved. 

Such configuration of constraints may result in the higher degree of 

concentration of power in the hands of managers at SE and IE. In the case with 

IE it most probably ensues from the fact that no category of owners is 

indisputably dominant, while in that with SE it is caused by the state keeping 

itself aloof from the role of active controller. 

(To be continued.) 
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Second, as shows the analysis of the REB survey data, enterprises of 

"intermediate" status are not closely linked with the mixed form of ownership. 

Indeed, the state holds certain stakes of shares of almost one fourth of 

enterprises of non-state status. At the same time, the state does not participate in 

share capital of almost one third of enterprises attributing themselves to 

"intermediate". 

[5] The total number of respondents that gave answer to this question was 

54, i.e., less than one third of the total number of respondents. 

[6] As is known, according to the I option workers’ collectives received 25% 

of enterprise statutory capital free in the form of non-voting shares. Some 

researchers take this circumstance into account by diminishing by 25% the 

share of the workers’ collective in the capital of enterprises privatised by the I 

variant. We did not do it because non-voting shares could be introduced in 

other variants applied during the post-privatisation period. 

[7] The weighing was carried out through ascribing to the variants of answer 

the following weights: 
Variant of answer Weight 

yes, completely 1 

yes, in the general 0.75 

yes, but in respect to the smaller part of… 0.25 

practically no 0 

[8] The issue of budget constraints in a transition economy was minutely 

investigated through theory and empirics in the following REB studies: 

S.Aukutsionek, E.Belyanova. The Budget Constraints in Economy under 

Transition. — The Russian Economic Barometer, 1994, No.4; S.Aukutsionek, 

E.Belyanova. Are the Russian Enterprise Budget Constraints Hardening? — 

Mirovaya ekonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnoshenya, 1994, No.7. 
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S U M M A R Y  A N D  C O M M E N T S  

THE LAW “ON PRODUCTION SHARING 

AGREEMENTS”: HINDRANCES IN THE WAY TO 

ENACTMENT 

Mikhail A. Subbotin* 

Russia’s industries of minerals and raw material attract a steadily close 

attention of potential investors. Nevertheless, foreign capital is being mobilised 

at an extremely low rate that in the least corresponds neither to the financial 

capacities of large international companies nor to the needs of Russian 

economy. 

Only in the oil and gas industry taken separately there are several big 

contract projects prepared to be signed with leading oil companies of the world 

that possess a necessary capital, technical facilities and modern technologies, 

extensive experience of operating all over the world. In many cases negotiations 

have been completed, agreement on practically all the main issues has been 

reached, but for all that investors have neither any legal guarantees nor feel sure 

of the stability of the investment regime. 

The highly developed countries of the world widely practise contracts of a 

concessional type between the state and a non-state investor. Russia, however, 

until recently has had no legal base for the state to grant — for a certain time — 

rights to use its property to a private investor. The state can sell its property 

which it actually does in the framework of the privatisation programme, but it 

can not ―on a par‖ negotiate its concession on certain terms. 

The law ―On Production Sharing Agreements‖ (PSA) is the first of those 

intended to remove this injustice at least in utilisation of mineral resources. And 

it is because of its being ―a pioneer‖ that it raises a lot  

                                                                 
* The author is a State Duma Consultant. 
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of questions caused by either the lack of knowledge, or by ignorance and 

prejudices. 

1. The Essence of the PSA Law 

Principally, the practice when the state grants its rights or its property for a 

temporary use to a ―private person‖ on certain terms stipulated beforehand, is 

not in the least a new phenomenon: as early as the biblical times publicans 

purchased from the state the right to collect taxes and duties. Nowadays, the 

concessional legislation is effective in France, Germany, Italy and dozens of 

other countries. 

The mechanism of production sharing is rather simple: the investor produces 

an output, pays for the right to use mineral resources, covers his expenses, 

shares the surplus of products with the state and pays the tax on profit from his 

own share of the profit. All the details are contained in the contracts of the 

parties which are drawn up minutely. PSA stipulates that the more profitable is 

the investor’s performance, the bigger is the state share. This constitutes the 

base for mutual profitability. Moreover, being a universal law, PSA can be 

applied (and is often actually applied) to various industries of the economy. Of 

course, in those cases when and where there is something to share. 

PSA enables the parties to be flexible in estimating peculiarities of 

exploitation of a certain deposit, in timing and sizing the investor’s payments. 

Having concluded a PSA the investor does not have to deal anymore with the 

bed of Procreates of the standard tax system which makes investing money in 

the exploitation of quite a number of difficult deposits patently absurd. 

Therefore, we speak about replacing the existing tax regime (too rigid for 

some, while others easily avoid it) with production sharing which secures both 

for the state and the investor — independently of the stringency of particular 

commercial conditions — the stability of the regime over all the term of the 

contract’s validity and an individual approach to particular projects. 
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The protection of state interests is the backbone of the law. For example, 

prior to tenders and auctions the law on PSA is no less severe than the effective 

legislation, i.e. the law ―On Underground Resources‖. After tenders and 

auctions have been conducted, a state commission created for the purpose 

negotiates with the investor. For the state the terms of the future contract shall 

not be worse than those set as a result of a tender or an auction. This means that 

in any case they will be more advantageous for the state than under the 

nowadays effective licensing system: in exchange for guarantees of the 

contract’s stability the investor meets the state half-way in the contract’s 

commercial terms. In the meantime, independent examinations are carried out 

along with examinations by ministries and departments. On the basis of equal 

representation, the parties establish a managing committee endowed with 

certain authority, etc. 

With the enactment of the PSA law new forms of relations between the 

centre and regions emerge, opportunities for their co-operation on equal terms 

are created, the real replenishment of local budgets is secured, i.e. the problem 

of combining interests of the Russian Federation and its subjects is solved 

which is of a special importance in the current social and political situation. The 

government of the Russian Federation and a body of executive power of the RF 

subject conclude a preliminary agreement stipulating the degree of their 

participation in a certain project and control functions, the terms of the surplus 

of production sharing between budgets of various levels, etc. 

Stability and transparency are two sides of the same coin: in case PSA is 

concluded the investor has a stable contract and the state benefits from 

transparency which provides opportunities quite unprecedented in Russia to 

collect the investor’s payments into the state budget — opportunities that can 

not be as yet secured by the present tax system. In their turn, the issues of 

regulation must (and shall!) be detailed in normative documents and, in the first 

instance, in the statute on procedure for concluding and enforcing contracts… 
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Nowadays, the relations between the state and the investor are established by 

state administrative orders. Whereas this can be done through discussions and 

negotiations to be carried out until both parties are satisfied. To the utilisation 

of mineral resources both approaches can be applied. To make this possible the 

civil legislation regulating the utilisation of mineral resources should ―be born‖. 

The continuation of the current policy has no future, it only compromises 

Russia as an object for investment. When somebody tries to order an investor to 

behave in a certain way, he silently packs his things and moves to a place where 

he will be treated more politely. That is why investors (both domestic and 

foreign, especially the latter) are so hopeful about the law on PSA. That is why 

the conception of the civil legislation on PSA was chosen and confirmed by the 

State Duma’s voting. Only such an approach secures stable conditions in our 

unstable times. 

2. Arguments “pro” and “contra” the PSA Law 

After the PSA law had been adopted by the State Duma and passed to the 

Council of Federation, the discussion of the law by senators showed that two 

groups of issues were the focus of their attention: the so-called ―privileges‖ 

under the PSA law and control over state property. 

―Privileges‖ are constantly mentioned by both opponents and proponents of 

the PSA law. Proponents assert that no investor can be enticed without 

―privileges‖ which are indispensable at the initial stage of such luring. 

Opponents prove that a particular regime of PSA means inequality of different 

groups of entrepreneurs, dividing them into privileged and inferior, the latter 

sinking under the tax burden… 

Quite often in the place of uniform ―rules of game‖ for domestic and foreign 

investors PSA was suggested to be applied only to foreign ones, thus creating 

favourable conditions for them. For example, one of the articles which appeared 

in the press when the draft PSA law was being discussed was named just 

―Unless there are any concessions for  
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foreign firms there are no contracts on production sharing‖. Whereas what is 

meant is a standard procedure for concluding contracts which envisages that 

during negotiations parties bargain ―the price‖ of granting the right to use land 

plots, mineral resources, etc. In other words, they set the price at which the state 

would be ready to grant the right to use to the investor and the latter would 

agree to acquire this right. And no privileges at all! Moreover, in some cases 

―the price‖ bargained may be even higher than the effective tax deduction. 

PSA stipulates a fair price and nothing else! Such a price is determined 

through negotiations, the compilation of different variants of technical and 

economic substantiation, the analysis of various combinations of provisions of 

the future contract. After the parties have agreed on everything the provisions of 

the contract can not be revised: their hardening means the discrimination of the 

investor. 

Some ―experts‖ go on asserting that the only way to attract a foreign investor 

and to preserve national capitals lies through granting a special favourable 

regime. Paradoxically the situation is just reverse: in today’s Russia it is having 

no privileges against Russian companies that the foreign investor is interested 

in. All the reform experience acquired shows that concessions are equally easily 

granted and cancelled. And the main thing for the investor is a stable 

environment where he can quite accurately calculate when and under what 

conditions the return of resources invested is secure. This is a necessary 

condition for concluding important contracts, especially PSA in oil and gas 

industry which stipulate investments of billions of dollars and a long pay-back 

period. 

As for the second group of issues — those of state property — the position 

of opponents stands no criticism either. It is the enactment of the PSA law that 

could provide the state with effective management of its property, secure a 

rational use of mineral resources, a modern system for protecting environment, 

etc. At last, it could secure the establishment of a strict and clear regime for 

collecting revenues into budgets of different levels and a device for mobilising 

investments  
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successfully tested all over the world. The investor, in his turn, would, at last, 

have a stable regime that guarantees the return of resources invested in five, ten 

and even in twenty years… Once concluded the contract is effective during all 

the term agreed! 

The preservation of minerals, raw materials and especially oil and gas for the 

coming generations is another wide-spread argument against the 

implementation of investment projects. However, if the humanity does not 

improve the traditional scheme of consuming mineral resources, it is doomed. 

Resources-preserving psychology and corresponding technologies will enable 

the human civilisation only to postpone its end for several generations. The 

history provides evidence of constantly changing technological patterns which 

give opportunity to utilise new kinds of resources and refuse those that are 

being exhausted or can not be restored. The mobilisation of large investments 

guarantees that not only the state economic power will grow but living 

standards of the present generation will rise. Besides, it will secure a flexible 

response to the exhaustion of this or some other kind of natural resources. 

The nature of disputes over the PSA law shows that unfortunately its 

opponents do not understand its essence properly. Two main groups of them 

have formed: those who try to maintain the status quo and present PSA as a 

kind of licensing agreement in the framework of the existing public legal system 

and those who ―fight for the maximum privileges‖ for few projects with 

participation of foreign investors. That is why to draw results of this discussion 

it is necessary to clearly specify what the PSA law is and what it is not. So PSA 

implies 

— a civil legal deal and not an international agreement; 

— the payment of the rent and not the establishment of a favourable tax 

regime; 

— granting the right to utilise minerals within a certain period and not their 

privatisation; 

— a new form of relations in the utilisation of minerals and not ―selling‖ or 

―wasting‖ them; 
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— mobilising investments on terms of project financing and not receiving 

credits guaranteed by the state; 

— providing to every investor the opportunity to enjoy the national regime 

and not privileges to foreign companies, etc. 

3. Brief History of Enactment of PSA Law 

On July 4, 1991, the Supreme Council of the RSFSR adopted the law ―On 

Foreign Investment in RSFSR‖. Article 6 of this law established for foreign 

investment in Russia a so-called ―national regime‖, i.e. the conditions under 

which ―the legal regime of foreign investment along with the activities of 

foreign investors for implementation thereof can not be less favourable than that 

for the property, property rights and investment activities of legal entities and 

citizens of the RSFSR‖. 

Chapter 6 of the same law stipulates cases of ―acquisition of rights to use 

land and other property rights for foreign investors and enterprises with foreign 

investments‖. In conformity with article 40 of the law ―the rights to work and 

exploit restorable and non-restorable natural resources and perform economic 

activities connected with the use of units in state ownership are granted on the 

basis of concessional contracts… through a procedure established by the 

RSFSR legislation on concessions‖. Other kinds of contracts between the state 

and an investor being applied in the world practice (including PSA) were not 

mentioned in this law. 

On February 21, 1992, the RF SC adopted the law ―On Underground 

Resources‖ article 12 of which mentioned the application of concessional and 

other (on production sharing, on providing services) kinds of contracts in the 

use of mineral resources; moreover, it concerned both foreign and domestic 

investors (in strict conformity with article 6 of the law ―On Foreign 

investment‖). 

On July 21, 1993, the RF SC passed the law ―On Concessional and Other 

Contracts to Be Concluded with Foreign Investors‖. On August 18, 1993, the 

President put a veto on the law and ordered to revise it thoroughly. 
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All the consequent versions of the ―concessional‖ law contained a special 

article on contracts on production sharing which gave the impression that to 

legalise the relations between an investor and the state the law — 

conventionally named ―On Concessional Contracts and Production Sharing 

Agreements‖ and mentioned by the media for a couple of times — was 

sufficient. However, taking into account the specific character of PSA such an 

article entirely failed to fill the legal vacuum surrounding firms that had been 

working up large investment projects of PSA type in the oil and gas industry of 

Russia for several years. For this reason at the beginning of November 1993 in 

the course of discussions with the then First Vice-Premier E.Gaidar it was 

suggested to single out a number of key issues of a general character that had 

not been settled legally and thus could not advance, and to resolve the situation 

— enjoying the authority granted to the RF President in compliance with his 

own decree of 6.10.93 No.1598 ―On Legal Regulation During Staged 

Constitutional Reform in RF‖ — by adopting a respective decree 

After such a presidential decree appeared — No.2285 of December 24, 

1993, ―Issues of Production Sharing Agreements in Use of Underground 

Resources‖ — the Government charged the Ministry of Fuel and Power in 

collaboration with other departments to prepare a package of necessary 

normative instruments on PSA. A special Inter-department Working Group 

(IWG) was formed for the purpose. 

While working up ―the package‖ IWG realised the necessity of a special law 

which could regulate this area of activities on the base of the same principles as 

the decree No.2285 and the package of normative instruments did. By the way, 

the preamble of the decree No.2285 directly stated that it had been prepared ―to 

create a legal framework for mobilising Russian and foreign investments to the 

search, prospecting and extracting of minerals on terms of PSA until the 

enactment of the RF laws stipulating the procedure for applying such 

contracts‖. 
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In the spring of 1994 the Subcommittee for Foreign Economic Activities and 

Foreign Investment of the Committee for Economic Policies (CEP) under the 

State Duma formed a working group of experts who were to study all the 

existing approaches to the elaboration of the concessional legislation in Russia 

and suggest, if necessary, such a version of the law which would take into 

account both the present and anticipated levels of the legislation in this country. 

In the summer of 1994 the working group of experts from CEP who closely 

collaborated with IWG arrived at the conclusion that a draft law on concessions 

as a ―frame‖ law was necessary to be prepared in an integral package with the 

special law on PSA which, in its turn, should be accompanied by a package of 

normative documents prepared for the Decree No.2285. This conception was 

backed by CEP, by leaders of a number of the State Duma groups, and also by 

participants of discussions during the International Conference ―Power Industry 

and Legislation‖ which was organised jointly by the RF Ministry of Fuel and 

Power, the USA Ministry of Power and the International Union of Lawyers and 

held on November 14-18, 1994. During the summer the package of normative 

instruments on PSA was agreed with all the ministries, departments, regions, 

domestic and foreign investors involved and on the whole approved at the 

International Seminar conducted in Moscow on October 17-19, 1994, under the 

auspices of the Union of Oil Extractors. 

On September 7, 1994, the RF government instructed the Ministry of 

Economy and other departments to complete working up the draft law ―On 

Concessional Contracts, Contracts on Providing Services and Production 

Sharing Agreements to Be Concluded with Foreign Investors‖ prepared to 

accomplish the President’s order (August 1993). 

On September 29, 1994, there appeared the decree by the government 

No.1108 'On Activisation of Work on Attracting Foreign Investments into 

Economy of Russian Federation' which instructed the Ministry of Economy and 

other departments (by the way, their number and composition was different 

from the similar charge by the  
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government of September 7) to complete working up within two months — 

taking into consideration all the amendments suggested — a number of draft 

laws, including the draft law ―On Concessional Contracts, Contracts on 

Providing Services and Production Sharing Agreements to Be Concluded with 

Foreign Investors‖ and submit them to the government. 

In October 1994 the experts of CEP passed the draft law prepared by them 

to the Ministry of Economy for complete working up and discussing it with 

ministries and departments. 

On November 3 the Ministry of Economy (alleging that they had used 

―precursory materials‖ of CEP’s experts) distributed to departments for their 

approval its own version of the draft law named ―On Concessional and Other 

Contracts Concluded by Russian State with Russian and Foreign Investors‖. 

A group of experts under the leadership of Deputy Minister of Fuel and 

Power of the RF V.Dvurechenskii who participated in negotiations on PSA for 

the Project Sakhalin-2 (exploitation of Pil’tun-Astokhskii and Lunskii deposits 

on the shelf of Sakhalin Island) have also realised that a special law was 

necessary to be drawn up. Investors made it clear that they could make really 

large investments in such a significant project only in the presence of a 

necessary legal base and therefore intended to wait for its emergence. A 

―narrow‖ variant of the law ―On Production Sharing Agreements‖ was chosen 

to be drawn up, i.e. only for foreign investors and only for oil and gas projects. 

Thus many key provisions of the decree No.2285 were revised; besides this 

variant signified the reflection of the idea that the two laws should have been 

brought in conformity with each other — the ―concessional‖ one as ―frame‖ 

and that ―On PSA‖ as ―special‖. Multiple offers of the IWG’s experts to 

collaborate in preparing a single version of the PSA law were rejected. 

In such conditions the Subcommittee for Foreign Economic Activities and 

Foreign Investment of the CEP under the SD formed a Working Group of 

Experts on the Basis of IWG (A.Konoplyanik, A.Averkin,  
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I.Amirov, E.Dyachkova, V.Grushin, M.Subbotin, Yu.Shvemberger, S.Shlykov) 

to accomplish the work on the law ―On Production Sharing Agreements‖ basing 

on the principles of the decree No.2285 and in a close linkage with the draft law 

―On Concessional Contracts‖ already prepared by that time by another group of 

CEP’s experts (A.Konoplyanik, L.Linnik, S.Sosna, M.Subbotin, Yu. 

Yumashev). On November 24, 1994, the Council of the Duma approved both 

draft laws and submitted them to the subjects of the Federation and to the 

government for their decision prior to these draft laws’ passing through the 

State Duma in the first reading. However, as early as the next day, November 

25, 1994, First Vice-Premier O.Soskovets charged the Ministry of Economy in 

collaboration with some other departments with considering the ―narrow‖ 

variant of the PSA law, prepared by experts under the leadership of 

V.Dvurechenskii, taking into account the draft law ―On Concessional 

Contracts, Contracts on Providing Services and Production Sharing Agreements 

to Be Concluded with Foreign Investors‖ which was in the process of drawing 

up by the government (in conformity with the decree No.1108). 

On January 12, 1995, the President passed to the State Duma ―his own‖ 

variant of the law ―On Production Sharing Agreements in Use of Mineral 

Resources‖ (the same, though a little amended according to the Duma’s variant, 

―narrow‖ variant of the PSA law). A number of provisions of this draft law 

were also taken into consideration by the working group of the CEP of the SD 

during the preparations to the first reading. 

By mid-February the Duma’s draft decrees received on the whole 200 

responses including 160 ones from the subjects of the Federation, committees 

of the State Duma, individual deputies. Besides, 20 comments were received 

from Russian and foreign associations and unions of entrepreneurs (among 

them were the Union of Oil Extractors, the Association of Russian Banks, the 

Oil Consultative Forum), consultancy and law firms, potential investors. On 

February 14, 1995, the package of Duma’s draft laws ―On Concessional 

Contracts and  
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Other Contracts to Be Concluded with Foreign Investors‖ and ―On Production 

Sharing Agreements‖ were submitted to the Council of the Duma. 

The session of the State Duma of February 24, 1995, adopted the Duma’s 

draft law ―On Production Sharing Agreements‖ in the first reading and voted 

down that ―On Concessional Contracts and Other Contracts‖ (162 members 

voted for it, 19 voted against and 7 abstained). 

Nevertheless, the PSA law adopted by the State Duma on June 14, 1995, 

simultaneously in the second and in the third reading was not approved by the 

Council of Federation. Presumably, the upper chamber comprising many top 

officers from regions the prosperity of which depends on the inflow of 

investment and consequently on the PSA law was the very place where it 

should be favoured. But actually hot disputes followed. There were attempts to 

submit the matter to voting with the minimum quorum that made its approval 

doubtful ―for technical reasons‖. Finally, on July 27, 1995, the Council of 

Federation made a decision to vote by means of questionnaires and the drawing 

of results of such voting was put of till autumn. 

On October 3, 1995, the Council of Federation voted the issue of approval 

of the federal PSA law adopted by the RF State Duma on June 14. As the law 

did not gain the necessary number of votes (―for‖ — 64, ―against‖ — 41, 

―abstained‖ — 4), it was voted down ―because of disagreement with some 

provisions‖ and passed to the State Duma for a new consideration. At the same 

time, a Conciliatory Commission of the Council of Federation was set up. 

On December 6, 1995, the State Duma adopted the PSA law. On December 

19, 1995 it was approved by the Council of Federation and, finally, on 

December 30, 1995 it was signed by the President, on January 11, 1996 it was 

published and from this date came into force. 
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COMPLETE LIST OF LAWS AND REGULATIONS ON 

PRIVATISATION 

(Prepared by V.Belyanov) 

(Complements to the list published in ―REB‖, Vol.I, 1992, No.4; 

Vol.II, 1993, No.2, 4; Vol.III, 1994, No.1, 2, 3, 4; Vol.IV, 1995, 

No.1, 2, 3, 4; Vol.V, 1996, No.1, 2) 

―The REB‖ goes on publishing the list of official documents on privatisation and changes 

in legal forms of ownership in the Russian Federation. The present paper contains 

instruments dating to the end of 1995 — the middle of 1996. 

They include in particular such important federal laws as ―On Securities Market‖, ―On 

Producers’ Co-operatives‖ which replaced the Law of the USSR ―On Co-operation in the 

USSR‖ that had been effective until the former was adopted, a series of presidential 

decrees — ―On Measures to Encourage Setting up and Performing of Financial-industrial 

Groups‖, ―On Urgent Measures for State Support of Small Entrepreneurship in the 

Russian Federation‖, ―On Measures for Securing Effectiveness of State Control over 

Privatisation of Enterprises and Organisations of Defence Complex‖, ―On State Strategy 

for Economic Security of the Russian Federation‖. Decrees by the Government specify 

the procedure of enforcing federal laws and presidential decrees. 

We would like to attract our readers’ attention to the fact that during the period 

mentioned some amendments were introduced into the procedure of official publication 

and enactment of instruments by the President, the Government and federal bodies. The 

procedure was stipulated in the Decree by the President of the Russian Federation of May 

23, 1996, No.763 ―On Procedure of Publication and Enactment of Instruments by the 

President of the Russian Federation, the Government of the Russian Federation and 

Normative Legal Instruments by Federal Bodies of Executive Power‖. 

Decrees by the President and the Government shall be officially published in 

―Rossiiskaya gazeta‖ and ―Sobranie zakonodatel’stva Rossiiskoi Federatsii‖ within ten 

days from the day when they are signed and come into force across the whole territory of 

the Russian Federation at once at the expiry of seven days from the day of their first 

official publication unless the text of an instrument envisages some other procedure. 
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After being registered by the RF Ministry of Justice, normative legal instruments by 

federal bodies of executive power which affect somebody’s rights, liberties and duties as 

of a man and a citizen or stipulate the legal status of organisations, along with those of 

inter-department character, shall be officially published in the paper ―Rossiiskie vesti‖ 

within ten days from their registration and also in the new periodical — ―Byulleten 

normativnykh aktov federal’nykh organov ispolnitel’noi vlasti‖ (―Bulletin of Normative 

Acts by Federal Bodies of Executive Power‖) — BNA. 

The Decree stipulates that normative legal acts by federal bodies of executive power 

which either have not been registered or have been registered but not published through 

the established procedure are considered ineffective and do not involve legal 

consequences. Nobody can allege such acts in solving disputes. 

1. Laws of the Russian Federation. Decrees by the Chambers of the Federal 

Assembly of the Russian Federation — the Council of Federation and the 

State Duma 

On Introducing Amendments to Federal Law ―On Central Bank of Russian Federation 

(Bank of Russia)‖. Adopted by State Duma on May 24, 1996. Approved by Council of 

Federation on June 5, 1996. Signed by President of RF on June 20, 1996. (On submitting 

a Draft of Main Guidelines of Well Co-ordinated Monetary and Credit State Policy to 

State Duma). Sobranie zakonodatel’stva Rossiiskoi Federatsii, 1996, No.26, A.3032. 

On Introducing Amendments to Federal Law ―On Joint Stock Companies‖. Federal Law 

No.65-FZ. Adopted by State Duma on May 17, 1996. Signed by President of RF on June 

13, 1996. ). Ibid., 1996, No.25, A.2956. 

On Extending Tenure of Commission for Examining Course of Privatisation of Russian 

Joint Stock Company ―Norilskii nikel‖ and Discussing Social and Economic Problems 

Involved under State Duma of Federal Assembly of Russian Federation. Decree by State 

Duma of April 5, 1996, No.224-II GD. (The term is prolonged till April 30, 1996). Ibid., 

1996, No.16, A.1799. 

On Course of Privatisation of ―Norilskii nikel‖ Russian Joint Stock Company and Social 

and Economic Problems Involved. Decree by State Duma of June 7, 1996, No.442-II GD. 

Ibid., 1996, No.25, A.2980. 

On Charging Auditing Chamber of Russian Federation with Audit of Economic Activity 

of ―Sovkomflot‖ JSC. Decree by State Duma of March 22, 1996, No.186-II GD. Ibid., 

1996, No.14, A.1406. 
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On Appointing Members of Board of Directors of Central Bank of Russian Federation. 

Decree by State Duma of March 22, 1996, No.201-II GD. Ibid., 1996, No.14, A.1420. 

On Securities Market. Federal Law No.39-FZ. Adopted by State Duma on March 20, 

1996. Approved by Council of Federation on April 11, 1996. Signed by President of RF 

on April 22, 1996. Ibid., 1996, No.17, A.1918. 

On Producers’ Co-operatives. Federal Law No.41-FZ. Adopted by State Duma on April 

10, 1996. Signed by President of RF on May 8, 1996. (From the date when the Law 

comes into force Law of the USSR ―On Co-operation in the USSR‖ adopted in 1988 shall 

not be applied on the territory of the RF). Ibid., 1996, No.20, A.2321. 

On Measures for Developing Competition and Stopping Monopolistic Activity to Ensure 

Economic Security of Russian Federation. Decree by Council of Federation of May 16, 

1996, No.185 SF. Ibid., 1996, No.21, A.2426. 

On Channelling Profit of Central Bank of Russian Federation to Federal Budget. Federal 

Law No.62-FZ. Adopted by State Duma on June 5, 1996. Approved by Council of 

Federation on June 5, 1996. Signed by President of RF on June 5, 1996. Ibid., 1996, 

No.24, A.2812. 

On Charge to Auditing Chamber of Russian Federation. Decree by State Duma of Federal 

Assembly of RF of June 7, 1996, No.436-II GD. (On assessing the effectiveness of the 

activity of federal bodies of executive power for returning the national external debt by 
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S U R V E Y  S T A T I S T I C S  

OUTLINE OF REB SURVEYS 

A. COVERAGE OF SURVEYS 

Since December 1991, the "Russian Economic Barometer" has been conducting 

monthly panel surveys of Russian enterprise managers and bimonthly (till 1993 — 

quarterly) surveys of bankers. 

The sample comprises about 1,000 units: 500 industrial enterprises, 300 agricultural 

ones, and 150 commercial banks throughout Russia. The response rate for each sector 

varies in the range of 30-40%, 20-30%, and 25-30% correspondingly. 

Industrial enterprises selected for the sample are situated rather evenly over the 

territory of Russia. The majority of them belong to manufacturing. The branch 

distribution in the sample (see Table 1) is representative for Russia as a whole. 

Most of the enterprises surveyed are medium-scale (by Russian standards), with the 

number employed from 250 to 2,000. For 1995, the average number employed was about 

860. 

During 1992 — 1995, the status of many of the participants surveyed changed: the 

share of state enterprises among them decreased from 82% to 17%. 

The number of every month respondents-industrial enterprises equals 160-200. 

Agricultural enterprises selected for the sample are from over 30 out of 80 regions of 

Russia. The sample includes mainly medium-scale enterprises with the number employed 

in the range of 100-500. 50% of the surveyed enterprises specialised chiefly in plant-

growing, and 50% — in animal husbandry. 

The number of every month respondents-agricultural enterprises equals 60-90. 

Banks selected for the sample are situated in 25 regions of Russia. Most of them are 

medium and large scale banks (by Russian standards) (see Table 2). More than half of the 

banks sampled is represented by the so-called "new commercial banks" which emerged in 

the past 6 years. The others were formed on the basis of regional branches of the former 

state specialised banks. 

The number of bimonthly respondents equals 35-45 units. 
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Table 1 

 Distribution of the manufacturing enterprises by branches, classification of 

Eurostat (average over 1995, % of the total number) 

I. Consumer goods 39 

1. textile industry 5 

2. leather, footwear, & clothing industries 7 

3. wooden furniture, paper products, printing, & publishing industries 5 

4. plastic processing industry 1 

5. fine ceramics & glass industry 1 

6. Food, drink, & tobacco industries 20 

II. Investment goods 35 

7. metals processing industry 7 

8. mechanical & precision engineering industries 13 

9. electrical engineering, office & data-processing machinery manufacturing 

industries 

8 

10. motor vehicles & other means of transport manufacturing industries 7 

III. Intermediate goods 26 

11. woodworking & paper manufacturing industries 7 

12. ferrous & non-ferrous metals manufacturing industries 2 

13. construction materials, industrial ceramics & glass manufacturing 

industries 

13 

14. oil-processing, chemical, man-made fibers & rubber products 

manufacturing industries 

4 

Manufacturing industry on the whole 100 

Table 2. 

Distribution of commercial banks by the size of their share capital (% of the total 

number, January 1996) 

Share capital, mln rubbles "REB" sample Russia as a whole * 

less than 499 33 11 

500-999 12 16 

1,000-4,999 35 41 

5,000-20,000 16 21 

more than 20,000 4 11 

*Source: Central Bank of Russia 
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B. CONTENTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

The managers polled reported the main performance characteristics of their enterprises 

and banks, as well as answering a number of specific questions concerning the impact of 

governmental economic policy, privatisation process, and influence of the overall 

changes in economic environment on their activities and prospects, etc. 

C. DATA AGGREGATING METHODS 

In the majority of cases, the respondents were asked to select the most appropriate 

interval for the indicator to be measured. When treating the survey data the mean value 

was chosen for each interval. In case of extremes, the continuation of the adopted 

gradation was assumed and on this basis the same method was used. In other cases, when 

respondents were to choose one situation out of several, the results represent simple 

addition of reports from individual units. 

OUTLINE OF INIOR-HSE SURVEYS 
The Institute for Organised Markets Research (INIOR) has been conducting monthly 

business trends' surveys of Moscow private distributors (trading both on their own 

account and on the account of suppliers) from the beginning of 1992. Since November 

1993 these surveys are being carried out on the basis of the Higher School of Economics 

(HSE) and answers to the questionnaires are being provided by private wholesalers of 

Moscow. 

The initial sample was formed on the basis of data from advertisements in the central 

newspapers. In November 1993 practically the whole sample was renewed. The work was 

carried out by the "NEKS SV" firm by analysing all the advertisements sized over 1/32 of 

the standard paper type page of the A-2 format and placed in 20 top central papers over 

three months. Five commodity groups were formed in the sample, namely, "computers, 

office equipment, consumer electronics", "cars", "consumer goods", "foodstuffs", 

"furniture" which in the total comprised 400 firms that advertise the most. The number of 

firms in each commodity group was proportional to their share in the total volume of 

advertisements. 

In May 1994, the sample was enlarged by including two new commodity groups, i.e., 

―ferrous metals and metal goods‖ and ―building materials‖. After that a part of the sample 

was regularly renewed according to the mentioned procedure. Last time it occurred in 

January 1996. The time (half-year) has been extended and the  
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number of papers, used for the analysis of advertisements, was increased. At present the 

sample comprises over 700 firms. 

Although all the surveyed trade firms are situated in Moscow, their responses do to a 

certain extent characterise the state of the Russian commodity market on the whole. This 

ensues from the fact that the INIOR-HSE respondents sell a quite significant share of 

their goods outside Moscow and the Moscow Region (see Table). 

Table 1. 

Geography of the respondents' trade activity, February 1996 

 The firm sells its goods 

 exclusively in Moscow 

and Moscow Region 

in the European 

part of Russia 

in Russia as 

a whole 

in Russia 

and CIS  

 Share in the total 

number of firms (%) 

12.6 10.2 37.6 39.6 

The average share of sales outside Moscow and Moscow Region makes 35%. 

The surveys are conducted by phone during the last week of the accounting month. 

The surveys are carried out on the basis of a standard questionnaire for wholesale and 

retailing elaborated at the ifo-Institute. Respondents are invited to estimate the current 

and future changes in the basic economic indicators at their firms as "more/less", 

"better/worse". 

Besides standard ones the HSE questionnaire includes various special questions put to 

respondents at definite intervals. And from May 1995 quantitative questions on actual 

and anticipated changes in rubble and currency disbursing prices are asked monthly. 

At the end of 1993 the surveys covered about 90 firms, in May 1994 their number 

reached 166, and now they are already 300 in all. 
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 REB INDEXES 

The following tables are based on the results of monthly surveys of Russian enterprises conducted by 

the ―REB‖ (Program Director — S. Aukutsionek, Data Base Designer — N. Dyomina). 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. Annual 

1. Diffusion index of output prices, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-month spans) 

1. Диффузный индекс цен на выпускаемую продукцию, промышленность, фактические изменения  

(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1991            88  

1992 97 70 72 67 68 64 66 57 67 75 80 73 71 

1993 84 83 83 83 78 78 82 83 85 80 76 74 81 

1994 79 75 68 77 74 61 69 73 71 81 77 80 74 

1995 90 83 81 83 77 72 72 74 76 70 62 59 75 

1996 66 64 57 57 52 52 51 54 52 52 54 54 55 

1997 53 52 53 49 48 49 48 52 49 50    

2. Diffusion index of input prices, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-month spans) 

2. Диффузный индекс цен на покупаемую продукцию, промышленность, фактические изменения  

(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1991            99  

1992 97 94 91 87 89 90 85 82 85 89 93 89 89 

1993 95 93 94 96 94 92 91 94 96 94 95 92 94 

1994 95 95 94 97 96 92 94 93 93 97 94 95 95 

1995 98 97 96 97 95 93 92 93 94 90 87 87 93 

1996 89 86 87 84 84 81 80 80 84 79 79 74 82 

1997 74 77 80 77 74 75 75 78 64 64    

3. Diffusion index of output and input prices combined, industry, actual (percent rising over  

1-month spans) 

3. Комбинированный диффузный индекс цен на выпускаемую и покупаемую продукцию, 

промышленность, фактические изменения   

(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1991            94  

1992 97 82 82 77 78 77 76 70 76 82 86 81 80 

1993 88 87 89 89 86 85 86 88 90 87 86 83 87 

1994 87 85 81 87 85 77 82 83 82 89 86 88 84 

1995 94 90 88 90 86 82 82 83 85 80 74 73 84 

1996 77 75 72 71 68 66 65 67 68 65 66 64 69 

1997 64 64 66 63 61 62 61 65 56 57    

 

4. Diffusion index of wages, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-month spans) 

4. Диффузный индекс заработной платы, промышленность, фактические изменения  (доля 

предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1991            92  

1992 94 78 77 65 66 81 69 60 67 72 73 77 73 

1993 75 79 80 84 82 81 82 76 77 74 67 67 77 

1994 62 52 56 60 55 60 63 58 61 68 67 69 61 

1995 60 64 67 68 64 70 69 66 65 62 55 54 64 

1996 47 57 50 50 42 49 48 45 46 48 37 43 47 

1997 41 43 51 50 46 57 54 51 53 49    
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5. Diffusion index of employment, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-month 
spans) 

5. Диффузный индекс занятости, промышленность, фактические изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1991            55  

1992 53 41 37 36 32 30 28 27 26 30 31 30 33 

1993 33 32 35 33 35 32 40 33 37 32 30 29 33 

1994 30 26 26 27 22 24 22 21 24 22 25 33 25 

1995 34 33 34 33 32 35 39 33 37 32 33 29 34 

1996 27 29 26 31 29 30 29 24 25 27 30 28 28 

1997 30 31 30 33 31 38 32 35 35 31    

6. Diffusion index of output, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-month spans) 

6. Диффузный индекс выпуска, промышленность, фактические изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1992 44 42 39 48 36 36 37 31 31 48 35 54 40 

1993 35 51 55 49 46 43 43 40 47 40 32 37 43 

1994 31 35 32 32 26 38 29 39 34 41 41 40 35 

1995 31 46 47 33 38 46 42 45 35 39 28 31 38 

1996 29 41 32 36 30 32 31 30 30 37 26 36 32 

1997 20 34 44 39 35 43 41 36 47 41    

7. Diffusion index of order-book level, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-
month spans) 

7. Диффузный индекс портфеля заказов, промышленность, фактические изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1991            61 — 

1992 32 29 29 30 25 32 27 31 31 42 40 48 33 

1993 41 49 46 42 45 44 36 37 46 35 34 34 41 

1994 33 33 31 31 31 40 36 41 43 39 41 47 37 

1995 44 44 42 42 43 48 42 45 38 34 31 31 40 

1996 32 36 31 33 36 37 32 34 35 35 31 37 34 

1997 34 40 47 46 44 41 44 45 45 42    

 
8. Diffusion index of stocks of finished products, industry, actual (percent rising 

over 1-month spans) 

8. Диффузный индекс запасов готовой продукции, промышленность, фактические 
изменения   

(доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 
1992 56 76 75 72 70 67 73 66 62 58 53 51 65 

1993 56 55 61 57 57 58 48 64 57 69 61 67 59 

1994 59 61 61 65 55 50 44 47 43 41 39 38 50 

1995 48 46 55 49 50 44 43 46 50 56 52 60 50 

1996 58 57 56 56 50 52 46 44 43 49 43 47 50 

1997 44 40 51 46 42 41 36 38 37 45    

10. Diffusion index of output/input prices ratio, industry, actual (percent rising 
over 1-month spans) 

10. Диффузный индекс отношения цен на выпускаемую продукцию, промышленность, 
фактические изменения  (доля предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц отношением) 

1992  42 44 41 24 31 28 28 29 27 29 32 — 

1993 28 31 28 23 25 22 21 25 28 21 24 26 25 

1994 21 24 18 28 23 25 23 31 27 26 23 30 25 

1995 25 27 29 30 28 29 29 33 33 32 27 33 30 

1996 29 35 32 33 34 36 35 34 36 35 36 39 34 

1997 39 36 37 38 39 41 39 40 42 44    
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11. Diffusion index of credit terms, industry, actual (percent improving over 1-month spans) 

11. Диффузный индекс условий получения банковских кредитов, промышленность, фактические 

изменения  (доля предприятий с улучашающимися за 1 месяц условиями) 

1991            38 — 

1992 27 18 15 14 9 17 24 29 35 40 35 43 25 

1993 38 29 33 30 29 27 20 20 25 22 19 18 26 

1994 24 25 29 33 35 43 49 51 49 42 34 36 38 

1995 32 35 39 40 44 49 48 47 42 37 44 42 42 

1996 39 44 41 43 38 43 35 37 38 44 40 44 40 

1997 43 47 46 47 46 51 47 49 50 47    

14. Diffusion index of expenditures for equipment, industry, actual (percent rising over 1-month spans) 

14. Диффузный индекс закупок оборудования, промышленность, фактические изменения  (доля 

предприятий с растущим за 1 месяц показателем) 

1993 24 22 28 19 30 20 27 22 23 20 21 23 23 

1994 23 17 15 16 15 16 18 20 18 14 20 23 18 

1995 19 17 21 20 19 24 25 18 20 22 21 19 20 

1996 17 18 17 16 16 15 17 15 15 15 18 19 16 

1997 15 17 13 12 21 18 14 17 24 21    

 

21. Diffusion index of output prices, industry, anlicipated (percent rising over 3-month spans) 

21. Диффузный индекс цен на выпускаемую продукцию, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения  

(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1992 — — — — — — 78 86 74 78 84 91 — 

1993 95 94 94 93 94 94 89 94 95 89 98 95 94 

1994 95 95 96 91 93 88 91 86 86 91 93 92 91 

1995 93 94 95 96 92 91 89 90 91 95 91 89 92 

1996 90 89 90 88 88 81 73 77 75 79 75 77 82 

1997 73 74 78 69 70 67 65 64 60 64 66 65 68 

1998 63             

22. Diffusion index of input prices, industry, anlicipated (percent rising over 3-month spans) 

22. Диффузный индекс цен на покупаемую продукцию, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения  

(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1992 — — — — — — 89 94 91 91 92 97 — 

1993 100 97 98 99 98 97 97 95 97 91 99 99 97 

1994 99 97 99 98 99 95 99 98 95 98 97 98 98 

1995 99 99 95 98 99 97 98 97 97 99 96 95 97 

1996 95 95 98 96 96 95 92 93 92 92 92 93 94 

1997 93 92 90 90 88 88 85 82 83 86 84 85 87 

1998 83             

23. Diffusion index of output and input prices combined, industry, anlicipated (percent rising over 3-month 

spans) 

23. Комбинированный диффузный индекс цен на выпускаемую и покупаемую продукцию, 

промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   

(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1992 — — — — — — 84 90 82 85 88 94 — 

1993 98 96 96 96 96 96 93 94 96 90 98 97 96 

1994 97 96 97 94 96 91 95 92 91 95 95 95 94 

1995 96 96 95 97 95 94 93 93 94 97 93 92 95 

1996 92 92 94 92 92 98 83 85 83 85 83 85 89 

1997 83 83 84 80 79 77 75 73 71 75 75 75 77 

1998 73             



76 The Russian Economic Barometer, Vol.V, N3, 1996  

24. Diffusion index of wages, industry, anticipated (percent rising over 3-month 
spans) 

24. Диффузный индекс заработной платы, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1992 — — — — — — 72 78 76 83 82 85 — 

1993 85 84 88 87 87 94 91 91 92 84 93 87 86 

1994 85 91 89 82 80 77 77 74 77 78 75 80 80 

1995 83 86 90 86 84 84 87 83 85 87 84 79 85 

1996 81 77 75 71 76 70 66 66 64 58 56 54 68 

1997 54 55 61 58 58 60 62 56 58 55 55 56 57 

1998 47             

 
25. Diffusion index of employment, industry, anticipated (percent rising over 3-

month spans) 

25. Диффузный индекс занятости, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1992 — — — — — — 34 28 27 25 22 25 — 

1993 24 22 32 30 32 33 33 36 34 34 33 33 31 

1994 27 26 27 24 25 23 22 19 19 20 19 20 23 

1995 25 28 27 32 32 34 34 32 34 35 33 30 31 

1996 29 27 28 28 30 24 27 25 25 23 21 23 26 

1997 21 25 22 25 26 33 35 32 33 30 33 34 29 

1998 26             

26. Diffusion index of output, industry, anticipated (percent rising over 3-month 
spans) 

26. Диффузный индекс выпуска, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1992 — — — — — — 39 33 38 32 33 30 — 

1993 34 37 47 46 48 48 45 46 49 40 37 42 43 

1994 36 33 33 37 39 29 37 35 33 37 36 30 36 

1995 31 41 40 48 46 47 48 42 47 43 44 44 43 

1996 34 37 39 42 45 37 42 41 40 33 30 27 37 

1997 30 34 33 43 44 47 46 47 48 40 46 41 42 

1998 31             

27. Diffusion index of expenditures for equipment, industry, anticipated (percent 
rising over 3-month spans) 

27. Диффузный индекс закупок оборудования, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   
(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1993 — — — 32 28 33 28 33 22 28 24 25  

1994 20 25 22 21 20 19 17 21 19 20 25 19 21 

1995 20 23 24 25 22 31 28 26 27 23 19 22 24 

1996 23 24 22 26 25 25 18 19 19 21 14 14 21 

1997 17 17 17 18 21 20 17 19 23 23 20 24 20 

1998 23             

28. Diffusion index of financial situation, industry, anticipated (percent improving 
over 3-month spans) 

28. Диффузный индекс финансового состояния, промышленность, ожидаемые 
изменения  (доля предприятий, у которых оно улучшится через 3 месяца) 

1993 — — — — 45 42 41 40 36 38 43 43  

1994 30 34 38 36 32 33 29 33 32 29 41 35 34 

1995 32 31 39 39 36 41 42 40 42 40 38 32 38 

1996 38 33 38 38 41 38 39 41 37 29 28 26 36 

1997 27 31 36 39 41 39 42 40 43 37 38 40 38 

1998 31             



Survey Statistics 77  
 

29. Diffusion index of order-book level, industry, anticipated (percent rising over 3-month spans) 

29. Диффузный индекс портфеля заказов, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   

(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1994 — — — 48 50 46 47 42 47 47 45 45  

1995 45 49 52 50 56 53 51 47 51 47 45 45 49 

1996 43 46 53 55 56 53 52 50 49 39 40 38 48 

1997 39 40 48 54 56 55 55 51 50 45 45 47 49 

1998 37             

30. Diffusion index of indebtedness to banks, industry, anticipated (percent rising over 3-month spans) 

30. Диффузный индекс задолженности банкам, промышленность, ожидаемые изменения   

(доля предприятий с растущим за 3 месяца показателем) 

1994 — — — 50 44 45 48 47 53 44 40 41  

1995 45 44 40 42 35 37 36 34 36 31 36 35 38 

1996 33 37 39 43 40 41 33 36 36 40 40 38 38 

1997 39 43 32 35 34 36 32 31 31 26 29 31 33 

1998 33             

NOTE. The diffusion index (D) was calculated as the sum of the number of enterprises that reported the 

growth of an indicator (A) and 1/2 of the number of enterprises that did not mark the changes (B) (% of all 

polled enterprises N): 

D A B N0 5 100%.  

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. Annual 

13. Capacity utilization rate, industry (usual monthly level = 100) 

13. Загрузка производственных мощностей, промышленность  

(нормальный месячный уровень = 100) 

1991            78  

1992 70 64 70 77 79 75 71 70 75 72 77 75 73 

1993 75 76 78 76 76 72 73 74 72 72 71 69 74 

1994 67 67 63 61 58 55 57 61 61 62 61 64 61 

1995 59 60 63 62 60 59 62 58 61 61 61 57 60 

1996 56 54 55 56 54 56 57 51 55 52 54 54 54 

1997 52 50 51 51 55 54 53 57 57 57    

15. Labour utilization rate, industry (usual monthly level = 100) 

15. Загрузка наличной рабочей силы, промышленность  

(нормальный месячный уровень = 100) 

1994 75 76 73 74 72 69 73 75 76 78 78 79 75 

1995 78 76 81 78 75 78 78 79 78 78 77 73 77 

1996 73 73 73 75 72 75 76 69 72 70 71 72 73 

1997 69 72 73 74 75 74 74 76 78 77    

 

16. Stocks of finished products, industry (usual monthly level = 100) 

16. Запасы готовой продукции, промышленность (нормальный месячный уровень = 100) 

1993 83 92 82 95 91 91 87 95 83 97 109 104 92 

1994 101 103 104 116 107 96 93 84 75 89 84 78 94 

1995 81 74 82 90 78 77 74 78 78 89 88 96 82 

1996 95 101 93 103 97 102 94 91 86 90 84 88 94 

1997 90 88 99 95 92 90 83 82 81 79    
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17. Order-book level, industry (usual monthly level = 100) 

17. Портфель заказов, промышленность (нормальный месячный уровень = 100) 

1993 82 91 83 82 86 81 83 78 79 76 72 74 81 

1994 71 70 65 66 66 65 65 72 73 72 75 74 70 

1995 74 70 74 73 70 73 74 68 71 68 67 66 71 

1996 62 61 61 66 64 70 63 59 63 59 59 61 62 

1997 58 56 59 59 63 64 63 66 67 67    

18. Share of barter in sales, industry (%) 

18. Доля бартера в продажах, промышленность (%) 

1992 — 8 6 5 4 5 6 9 5 5 6 6 — 

1993 7 7 6 8 8 9 9 9 9 10 11 11 9 

1994 12 14 17 16 17 18 20 19 19 17 17 18 17 

1995 19 20 18 17 22 22 21 23 25 25 24 26 22 

1996 30 29 31 31 33 38 36 37 37 39 39 40 35 

1997 38 41 40 45 40 42 45 43 42 39    

19.Share of enterprises in 'good' or 'normal' financial conditions , industry (%) 

19. Доля предприятий в "хорошем" или "нормальном" финансовом состоянии, промышленность (%) 

1993 42 41 46 44 43 41 42 31 37 28 19 21 36 

1994 21 20 18 19 19 23 18 25 24 27 33 35 24 

1995 27 25 36 29 28 29 32 26 28 23 17 19 27 

1996 12 16 15 14 14 13 19 15 19 15 17 17 16 

1997 18 18 17 17 18 24 20 24 31 32    

20. Share of enterprises not buying equipment for 2 and more months, industry (%) 

20. Доля предприятий, не закупающих оборудование 2 и более месяцев подряд, промышленность 

(%) 

1993 50 49 47 62 48 57 50 57 53 58 56 54 53 

1994 53 65 67 69 65 65 60 58 64 65 60 55 62 

1995 61 65 57 59 61 50 55 60 58 54 61 58 58 

1996 64 62 65 67 63 69 65 68 66 67 66 66 66 

1997 70 68 72 74 63 63 70 67 57 56    

 

31. Anticipated interest rates on bank credits to be received in the course of 3 months, industry (% in annual 

basis) 

31. Процентные ставки по банковским кредитам, привлекаемым в ближайшие три месяца, 

промышленность (% в годом исчислении) 

1994 199 201 222 199 206 165 158 133 128 140 144 164 172 

1995 163 166 163 170 156 152 130 128 140 136 144 130 148 

1996 124 121 111 109 112 101 106 89 82 76 64 58 96 

1997 48 47 43 40 34 29 28 27 23 25    

32. Share of enterprises not indebted to banks and not going to be indebted in the course of 3 months, 

industry (%) 

32. Доля предприятий, у которых задолженности банкам нет и не ожидается в ближайшие три 

месяца, промышленность (%) 

1994 21 23 20 19 24 17 24 21 26 21 21 31 22 

1995 25 27 23 31 32 28 35 23 27 30 30 26 28 

1996 31 32 27 34 33 32 33 28 34 30 32 42 32 

1997 34 36 36 33 42 40 41 37 38 40    

33.Indebtedness to banks, industry (usual monthly level = 100) 

33.Задолженность банкам, промышленность (нормальный месячный уровень = 100) 

1996 107 109 104 117 127 115 108 124 111 130 133 130 118 

1997 128 120 112 112 107 114 112 115 114 95    
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Year I Q II Q III Q IV Q Annual Year I Q II Q III Q IV Q Annual 

41. Share of managers comprehending 
the government economic policy of the 

previous 3-4 months, industry (% of 
respondents) 

42. Share of managers not 
comprehending the government 

economic policy of the previous 3-4 
months, industry (% of respondents) 

41. Доля руководителей, понимающих 
экономическую политику правительства за 
последние 3-4 месяца, промышленность 

(%) 

42. Доля руководителей, не понимающих 
экономическую политику правительства за 
последние 3-4 месяца, промышленность 

(%) 

1992  49 47 32 — 1992  45 42 49 — 

1993 24 33 25 23 26 1993 51 38 52 40 45 

1994 20 11 19 15 16 1994 56 69 54 62 60 

1995 12 15 20 19 16 1995 67 50 53 58 57 

1996 15 19 15 14 16 1996 65 56 58 67 62 

1997 13 19 24 21 19 1997 67 61 49 58 59 

 
43. Share of managers approving the 
government economic policy of the 
previous 3-4 months, industry (% of 

respondents) 

44. Share of managers not approving 
the government economic policy of the 

previous 3-4 months, industry (% of 
respondents) 

43. Доля руководителей, одобряющих 
экономическую политику правительства за 
последние 3-4 месяца, промышленность 

(%) 

44. Доля руководителей, не одобряющих 
экономическую политику правительства 

за последние 3-4 месяца, 
промышленность (%) 

1992  30 29 24 — 1992  39 49 44 — 

1993 13 19 10 13 14 1993 48 40 55 44 47 

1994 6 2 5 2 4 1994 61 61 63 73 65 

1995 3 6 2 4 4 1995 68 60 63 65 64 

1996 2 7 3 1 3 1996 74 63 63 75 69 

1997 1 2 4 6 3 1997 75 75 62 66 69 

47. Time remaining until the end of 
crisis, managers' estimates, industry 

(years) 

48. Limits to production: insufficient 
demand, present situation, industry 

(share of enterprises, %) 

47. Время, оставшееся до конца 
экономического кризиса, оценка 

руководителей предприятий, 
промышленность (лет) 

48. Ограничения производства: 
недостаток спроса, текущая ситуация, 

промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

1991      1991    4  

1992  6.2 5.8 5.9 — 1992 36 58 63 48 51 

1993 5.8 5.4 6.5 6.1 6.0 1993 43 38 34 50 41 

1994 5.9 6.5 6.1 6.8 6.3 1994 53 48 49 42 48 

1995 8.2 6.6 6.6 6.8 7.1 1995 43 43 48 53 47 

1996 5.9 6.3 7.2 7.5 6.7 1996 57 67 51 59 58 

1997 7.5 8.2 7.8 7.6 7.8 1997 54 60 54   
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49. Limits to production: shortage of raw 
materials and semi-finished products, 
present situation, industry (share of 

enterprises, %) 

50. Limits to production: shortage of 
financial resources, present situation, 

industry (share of enterprises, %) 

49. Ограничения производства: нехватка 
сырья, материалов, полуфабрикатов, 

текущая ситуация, промышленность (доля 
предприятий, %) 

50. Ограничения производства: нехватка 
финасовых ресурсов, текущая ситуация, 
промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

1991    82  1991    18  

1992 63 43 39 40 46 1992 29 46 50 56 45 

1993 33 27 19 14 23 1993 56 61 64 65 62 

1994 13 19 20 25 19 1994 69 66 57 62 64 

1995 24 21 25 19 22 1995 63 65 59 68 64 

1996 25 23 18 22 22 1996 66 78 68 69 70 

1997 25 21 24   1997 70 67 68   

51. Limits to production: shortage of 
labour, present situation, industry (share 

of enterprises, %) 

52. Limits to production: shortage of 
equipment, present situation, industry 

(share of enterprises, %) 

51. Ограничения производства: нехватка 
рабочей силы, текущая ситуация, 

промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

52. Ограничения производства: нехватка 
оборудования, помещений, текущая 
ситуация, промышленность (доля 

предприятий, %) 

1991    28  1991      

1992 10 8 6 6 8 1992 16 5 2 2 6 

1993 5 9 7 3 6 1993 6 7 7 0 5 

1994 4 7 5 3 5 1994 3 0 2 4 2 

1995 4 6 5 2 4 1995 4 3 3 2 3 

1996 0 2 2 0 1 1996 0 6 3 2 3 

1997 2 2 3   1997 3 3 3   

53. Limits to investments: shortage of 
financial resources, present situation, 

industry (share of enterprises, %) 

54. Limits to investments: high prices 
of equipment and construction, 

present situation, industry (share of 
enterprises, %) 

53. Ограничения капитальных вложений: 
нехватка финансовых ресурсов, текущая 

ситуация, промышленность (доля 
предприятий, %) 

54. Ограничения капитальных вложений: 
высокие цены на оборудование и 
строительство, текущая ситуация, 

промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

1992 - 66 72 68 - 1992 - 73 77 68 - 

1993 70 72 77 76 74 1993 67 71 69 69 69 

1994 54 61 70 66 63 1994 58 55 54 62 57 

1995 68 63 68 75 69 1995 63 64 60 50 59 

1996 70 72 67 75 71 1996 50 52 48 49 50 

1997 72 74 75   1997 48 50 51   

55. Limits to investments: high cost of capital, present 

situation, industry (share of enterprises, %) 

56. Limits to investments: large indebtedness, 

present situation, industry (share of enterprises, %) 

55. Ограничения капитальных вложений: высокий 

банковский процент, текущая ситуация, 

промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

56. Ограничения капитальных вложений: 

большая задолженность, текущая ситуация, 

промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

1992 - 26 17 16 - 1992 - 18 13 18 – 

1993 18 30 39 40 32 1993 21 19 22 25 22 

1994 44 41 33 37 39 1994 29 36 29 29 31 

1995 31 30 32 32 31 1995 36 35 35 40 36 

1996 29 26 30 27 28 1996 36 38 42 32 37 

1997 28 22 17   1997 40 40 42   
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57. Limits to investments: excessive production 

capacities, present situation, industry (share of 

enterprises, %) 

58. Limits to investments: insufficient profitability of 

investment projects, present situation, industry 

(share of enterprises, %) 

57. Ограничения капитальных вложений: избыток 

производственных мощностей, текущая ситуация, 

промышленность (доля предприятий, %) 

58. Ограничения капитальных вложений: 

недостаточная прибыльность инвестиционных 

проектов, текущая ситуация, промышленность 

(доля предприятий, %) 

1992 - 4 6 5 - 1992      

1993 4 5 11 6 6 1993 - - 4 6 - 

1994 9 12 14 11 12 1994 7 8 7 8 8 

1995 11 15 14 17 14 1995 7 7 7 4 6 

1996 14 15 18 18 16 1996 6 6 7 5 6 

1997 20 20 19   1997 8 8 6   

101. Limits to production: insufficient demand, 

present situation, agriculture (share of enterprises, 

%) 

102. Limits to production: shortage of raw material 

and semi-finished products, present situation, 

agriculture (share of enterprises, %) 

101. Ограничения производства: недостаток 

спроса, текущая ситуация, сельское хозяйство 

(доля предприятий, %) 

102. Ограничения производства: нехватка 

сырья, материалов, полуфабрикатов, текущая 

ситуация, сельское хозяйство (доля 

предприятий, %) 

1992 11 18 24 24 19 1992 36 22 18 12 22 

1993 16 28 38 29 28 1993 29 19 16 9 18 

1994 34 47 49 26 39 1994 13 3 6 12 8 

1995 33 33 37 37 35 1995 13 3 10 14 10 

1996 38 33 46 43 40 1996 10 7 2 4 6 

1997 25 32 37   1997 5 6 0   

103. Limits to production: shortage of financial 

resources, present situation, agriculture (share of 

enterprises, %) 

104. Limits to production: shortage of labour, 

present situation, agriculture (share of enterprises, 

%) 

103. Ограничения производства нехватка 

финасовых ресурсов: , текущая ситуация, 

сельское хозяйство (доля предприятий, %) 

104. Ограничения производства: нехватка 

рабочей силы, текущая ситуация, сельское 

хозяйство (доля предприятий, %) 

1992 61 68 45 61 59 1992 11 6 8 6 8 

1993 73 68 68 74 71 1993 4 8 12 5 7 

1994 72 80 68 77 74 1994 2 3 2 0 2 

1995 79 64 67 72 70 1995 8 3 4 2 4 

1996 84 74 71 74 76 1996 0 2 0 0 0 

1997 75 76 73   1997 0 0 0   
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105. Limits to production: shortage of 

equipment, present situation, agriculture 
(share of enterprises, %) 

105. Ограничения производства: нехватка 
оборудования, помещений, текущая 
ситуация, сельское хозяйство (доля 

предприятий, %) 

1992 11 10 11 12 11 

1993 4 9 16 20 12 

1994 11 8 10 7 9 

1995 10 2 4 2 4 

1996 0 7 2 6 4 

1997 8 4 10   

 

 

INIOR-HSE INDEXES 
These series were built by results of surveys of intermediary and trading firms 

conducted by the Institute for Research into Organised Markets and Higher 
School of Economics (Program Director — A. Yakovlev). The data is revised and 
corrected. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. Annual 

81. Business position, wholesale trade, actual (balance of positive and negative 
changes over 1–month spans, %) 

81. Общее состояние, оптовая торговля, фактические изменения за 1 месяц (баланс 
числа положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1992 –39 7 18 –13 –21 –17 2 25 14 26 38 22 5 

1993 –2 10 11 17 32 18 9 40 31 26 38 43 23 

1994 –16 12 3 –4 12 19 21 41 42 22 30 22 17 

1995 0 17 16 19 12 23 26 6 32 28 20 14 18 

1996 -10 15 14 15 -1 -5 18 8 33 14 14 25 12 

1997 -11 12 23 20 3 14 14 14 31 21 8   

82. Sales, wholesale trade, actual (balance of positive and negative changes 
over 1–month spans, %) 

82. Торговый оборот, оптовая торговля, фактические изменения за 1 месяц (баланс 
числа положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1992 –42 6 20 –6 –28 –18 –13 16 16 31 21 14 1 

1993 5 15 13 15 21 10 2 31 30 20 40 54 21 

1994 –30 10 5 1 13 17 18 35 47 31 34 28 17 

1995 –9 25 22 17 17 28 19 7 27 37 11 15 18 

1996 -9 19 12 14 -6 -7 12 8 32 17 15 24 11 

1997 -15 14 24 20 -3 12 11 15 29 21 9   
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Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept Oct. Nov. Dec. Annual 

83. Volume of stocks, wholesale trade, actual (balance of positive and negative 
changes over 1–month spans, %) 

83. Товарные запасы, оптовая торговля, фактические изменения за 1 месяц (баланс 
числа положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1993           19 24  

1994 6 11 7 1 9 –3 15 25 18 13 10 16 11 

1995 13 8 18 9 16 13 22 13 9 28 13 6 14 

1996 12 6 7 10 11 4 10 2 9 1 -1 9 7 

1997 18 15 13 9 6 9 6 6 16 11 7   

 
84. Selling prices, wholesale trade, actual (balance of positive and negative 

changes over 1–month spans, %) 

84. Отпускные цены, оптовая торговля, фактические изменения за 1 месяц (баланс 
числа положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1993           41 42  

1994 52 25 1 –14 6 17 18 36 36 36 47 35 25 

1995 49 72 71 58 35 29 41 27 17 12 9 7 36 

1996 8 -9 -2 2 7 3 -5 4 7 6 -2 -8 1 

1997 6 -8 -5 -6 -6 -4 -6 -3 8 1 0   

85. Selling prices, wholesale trade, anticipated (balance of positive and negative 
changes over 3–month spans, %) 

85. Отпускные цены, оптовая торговля, ожидаемые изменения за 3 месяц (баланс числа 
положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1993           60 61  

1994 52 50 44 33 28 51 50 53 52 52 49 62 48 

1995 55 74 75 71 67 60 64 48 45 45 45 47 58 

1996 51 26 25 22 19 21 16 30 24 10 15 14 23 

1997 16 13 18 1 8 8 10 5 7 9 10   

86. Business position, wholesale trade, anticipated (balance of positive and 
negative changes over 3–month spans, %) 

86. Общее состояние, оптовая торговля, ожидаемые изменения за 3 месяц (баланс 
числа положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1993           38 21  

1994 20 31 22 4 15 22 34 37 44 36 34 36 28 

1995 30 46 30 15 11 30 43 38 39 37 23 16 30 

1996 35 41 37 25 13 26 32 41 31 26 29 10 29 

1997 35 36 37 43 19 31 48 55 36 29 23   

87. Sales, wholesale trade, anticipated (balance of positive and negative 
changes over 3–month spans, %) 

87. Торговый оборот, оптовая торговля, ожидаемые изменения за 3 месяц (баланс 
числа положительных и отрицательных оценок, %) 

1993           45 46  

1994 64 57 41 41 40 47 40 52 65 56 50 51 50 

1995 58 49 50 32 35 33 65 57 60 56 38 35 47 

1996 56 51 43 32 23 27 44 48 41 31 32 19 37 

1997 47 53 40 35 19 30 51 60 44 38 34   
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