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1) Introduction



The process of transition has been under way for more than seven years in Russia, and no end is in sight. At the eve of the next century the fundamental question for Russians is whether Russia will enter the 21st century as a First World or Third World nation.  When the communist regime in Russia collapsed in the year of 1991, waves of optimism both in the West and in Russia were accompanied by the actual beginning of radical political and economic reforms. Today, for anyone who earlier expected that a free market and democracy would soon triumph in this country, things are not so clear. Russia’s experience confirms the conventional wisdom that the transformation towards a free market and the development of democracy are intertwined, but conflicting at the same time.  

In this paper I shall deal with three aspects: Russia’s economy, its society, and its political culture. They are interrelated and an understanding of what really has happened in these domains is essential if we want to foresee the future developments. Possibly, Russia is coming to the next turning point, but we do not share the view that the present line of development can break-down, virtually overnight, as it has happened in Russian history.  



2) General results of economic reform



“Russia’s economic miracle” based on the “shock therapy” method of reforms did not occur. The result of radical economic reforms is one of the most disastrous economic slides ever experienced by any industrial country – Russia’s gross domestic product has dropped by nearly 40% of the pre-reform level of the year 1990  (Table 1).  As one can see from table 1 the balance sheet in economic terms does not look very good after 6 years of reforms. Economic indicators demonstrated the slump in industry and agriculture was halted in 1997, because very small positive shifts were registered. Was it a real sign of the start of an economic recovery? 

�We can not give an affirmative answer. First, the production of electricity, which is a most accurate indicator of the economic activity in transitional economies, in 1997, dropped by 1.6%. There is a doubt concerning validity of the statistical estimate of Russia’s GDP growth by 0.4% in 1997. According to Economics’ Minister Urinson, the error of output measurement was about plus-minus 2%, and data on GDP were accurate to no more than two percentage points, making it difficult to assess whether the economy was growing, or was flat at best or down 2% at worst (Kommersant Daily, 1997). In September 1997, the State Statistical Committee  (Goscomstat) said it was down 0.2% in the first seven months of that year, later in October Goscomstat reported that GNP remained unchanged for the period January-August in comparison to the same period in 1996. Urinson noted that much of the uncertainty in official data comes from difficulties in measuring the “shadow economy” – those companies which conceals activities to avoid taxes. He said the shadow economy accounts for 20% to 25% of the total output of goods and services in Russia at least, but  there are estimates of the size of the shadow economy up to 40 – 45% (Socialno-politicheski Zhurnal 1997: 4, 15). 

Second, in January despite upbeat statements by governmental officials, international rating agencies downgraded Russia’s credit-rating outlook from ‘stable’ to ‘negative’, meaning that it will be more expensive for the Russian government and Russian corporations to borrow money abroad. Later in spring 1998, former Premier Chernomirdin was fired, the activity of the former cabinet was severely criticized by the president, and there was another reshuffle of the government. The capital investment by the end of 1997 was down 24% of the 1990 level.

Third, it is not clear so far whether GDP is growing or not in 1998. The government officials spoke about the start of the stabilization period in 1997 but they did not foresee great losses linked with miner’s strikes in May and instability in the financial markets. 

The economic policy creates short-term waves (lifts and diminishments) of social tension in different regions of this vast country. The Yeltsin administration has succeeded in controlling the situation in the country in spite of the expected sharp social reaction (which in reality has not taken place) on “shock therapy” and “nomenklatura privatization”. The situation in the country was characterized as a lull despite numerous labour conflicts related to wages unpaid in time and in full. President Yeltsin promised that the wage arrears problem would be eliminated by the end of 1997. However, the non-payment crisis is not still solved. 

�This spring, the president and his new young Premier-Minister Kirienko have faced with a real ‘war on railways’, a blockade of main railways organized by miners unpaid for over a year. The minors’ patience reached the end. The government managed to localize minors’ strikes and not to permit them to expand into a national upheaval. But the minors’ problem is not solved. Since 1993, 100 mines have already been closed.  There was a plan to shut down about 90 of country’s over 200 operating coal mines in 1998 with loss of as many as 100,000 jobs. If the government continues going along the announced path of restructuring the Russian coal industry, then there will be new labour conflicts under political slogans in the coming future.  

In order to help and stabilize Russia’s economy, the international monetary organizations and several western nations recently approved new loans to Russia. One can only hope that this will help smooth out Russia’s difficult economic situation. However, there is a real danger of a coming financial crisis due to a growing foreign debt (over $125 billion) and a rather big internal debt. In the next year, Russia must begin paying for the earlier postponed debts of the former USSR, and for this reason the economic stand of the country may be worse than today.

Other facts bespeak a grimmer truth. According to the available World Bank data Russia was 56th in the list of 150 nations ranked by gross national product (GNP) per capita measured in US dollars (Russia’s GNP per capita in 1995 was 2,240 USD, see table 2).  Purchasing power parity (PPP) is used to compare how much a dollar can buy in different countries. Russia’s GNP per capita adjusted for PPP was 4,480 USD, and according to this measure Russia ranked 52nd. Russia stood behind all welfare Western-European nations as well as USA, Japan, ‘young Asian tigers’, Canada, Australia, United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Israel, New Zealand, Republic of Korea, Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil, Mexico, etc. Central European ex-socialist states are positioned higher than Russia. We do not think the rating of Russia could rise due to results of economic development in 1996-1997.

Today’s post-Soviet Russia belongs to middle-income countries and according to this macro-economic indicator actually looks like a developing nation, while the Soviet economy was a modern First World economy. The very things that gave Soviet Russia its developed nation status are now in ruins. The air-space and defence industries are near collapse under the impact of harsh budget-cuts. The same is true for heavy and light industries, auto and hi-tech industries regardless of the fact that the major part of enterprises no longer belongs to the state. Health, education and science are ongoing disaster stories. Despite all efforts, tax collection is unable to garner more than 60% of its projected revenues. This led to a growing budget deficit that can stymie the efforts of the government to pursue its stated public policies.  In short, a problem of ‘ungovernability’ impinged this state.



3) Social consequences of reforms’ politics



�The ideology of egalitarianism of the former communist regime has gone. The transformation towards a free market economy made the income factor of crucial impor�tance in present-day Russian society. In previous periods, income as a source of social stratifica�tion was of relatively minor impor�tance, but in contempo�rary society, it has gained in signifi�cance enormously and has become more important than educa�tion and individ�ual skills. In fact, income has become the main criterion for person�al rewards and social status of the individual and his or her family. It has become a crucial deter�mining factor in the individual’s life chances associated with certain positions. In this sense, Russian society does not differ anymore from advanced Western market economies. 

There were poor and well-to-do people in Soviet Russia, but the scale of inequality was pretty small. The former Soviet quasi-egalitarian income distribution pattern had been replaced by a situa�tion in which income differences are growing and social inequality as a conse�quence is on the rise. According to the official statistical information, the decile coefficient of differentiation of per capita household incomes has increased from 2.8 to 3.3 in the USSR and the Russian Federation in 1984-1989, 4.5 in 1991 to about 7.5 in 1992, 11.0 in 1993, 15.1 in 1994, 13.5 in 1995, 13.0 in 1996 and 13.2 in 1997 (Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii 1997: 271; Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii 1996:52). We have our doubts about the last three figures, because experts estimated the decile coefficient at least 20-25, including the incomes, for which no tax had been paid. Goskomstat calculated that in 1997 the wealthiest ten percent of the Russian population earned about 32% of the total income, whereas the poorest ten percent had a share of only 2.4% (Socialno-economic�heskoe polozh�enie Rossii 1997: 272). Conse�quently, incomes in Russia are far from equally distributed among the population.

Inequality is measured according to the index of income concentration technically called the Gini index (Gini). This coefficient is interpreted as showing what proportion of the total income must be redistributed so that everyone will have an equal income. According to the Goskomstat reports, the Gini coefficient has grown from 0.232 in 1990, and 0.256 at the end of 1991 to 0.327 at the end of 1992, 0.346 in December 1993 (0.398 - this figure was in Statisticheskoe obosrenie, 1995: 65), 0.390 in September 1994 (Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie v Rossii 1994:109), 0.409 in 1994 (Statisticheskoe obosrenie 1995: 65), 0.381 in 1995 (Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii, 1995:260) and 0.375 in 1996 and 1997 (Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii 1996:52; Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii 1997: 271).

�The pace of the Gini index growth in the 1992-1994 period is evidence of the very rapid increase of the inequality of income distribution between the higher and lower income groups of Russia’s population. The Gini coefficient does not provide information on where in the distribu�tion these shifts have occurred. A rise in inequality may occur because the ‘rich have become richer’, or that the ‘poor have become poorer’ or some combi�nation of these two trends. In order to answer this crucial question, Theil-Entropy (TE) and Theil-Berno�ulli (TB) coeffi�cients have been devel�oped. The first indicates the move�ments in the higher part of the income distribution, the latter in the lower part. Theil coefficients have a value of 0, if incomes in a population are equally distribut�ed. According to our calculations, the Theil-Entropy coefficient has gradually increased, indicating that the gap between the rich and the poor is widen�ing because the ‘rich have become richer’. The Theil-Bernoulli coeffi�cient has increased as well, showing that the distribution of income at the lower end of the income scale is becoming more unequal: the ‘poor have become poorer’. The apparent conclusion is that the income distribution in Russia is characterized by a combination of these two tendencies resulting in an increased polarization of incomes.

Deep income polarization divided the society into unequal parts. About 1 – 3% of the total population, according to sociological assessments, are very rich, and about 70% are poor and very poor. Although there are well-to-do people, actually there is no middle class in economic and political terms in present-day Russia.

Today the threat of hyper-inflation is over, and the level of inflation might be considered as a sign of financial stabilization. Unfortunately, because of skyrocketing inflation in 1992-1994 and other reasons the total rise of prices was not counterbalanced by the simultaneous growth of income per capita.  Average income per capita in 1997 was 920,000 rubles a month or near US$ 159 a month. The today’s real (adjusted to inflation) average disposable income is about 70% of the 1990 level.

However, only about one-third of the total population earned a monthly income over the average level. The radical economic reforms did not diminish income inequality between generations and between women and men, the reform emphasize other dimensions, such as between residents of metropolitan areas and citizens of provincial towns and rural villagers. The rise in inequalities as well as the rise in unemployment, the growth of criminality, homelessness, mental diseases, mortality and suicides, the decrease of life expectancy and birth rates, the deterioration of nutritional status of the general population, the decline of the health care system and the GDP per capita decrease might be regarded as the social cost for post-Communist modernization. An increase of a number of marginals among the adult population, i.e. individuals without definite identification but with very specific values, attitudes and a mode of behaviour should be also mentioned in that list. 

The fall of communism brought about the loss of economic security. Many ordinary Russians dread the future. Till nowadays, privatization and other economic reforms have not resulted in the creation of new motivation for labour, for they did not perceive any strong link between the firm’s profits and workers’ personal wealth. According to surveys, a large and growing number of people have a fear of losing their job. The reforms have not raised the status of the honest, efficient labourer, but finalized in the severe drop of real (adjusted to inflation) average wage and painful delays of wage payments. From the day-to-day experience, the commoner is convinced of the inner emptiness of the propaganda statements that they may improve their situation by means of diligent and intensive work. 

Most of the named phenomena – and many others closely connected with the disintegration of the former socialist social and economic order – are the predictable social and psychological consequences of the economic and political reforms performed in Russia. 

�The configuration of Russian social stratification structure in the 21st century depends upon the success of economic transformations. We may say Russia’s social structure is transforming closer to the class structure at the beginning of the 20th century or that of Third World countries, while in post-modern societies there has emerged something of a totally different nature that might be called multi-dimensional stratification replacing the former class system.  Of course, there are also divergences in the trends of social structure transformation among the Western nations, but the expression of class differences is muting as a tendency across almost all Western countries.  So, we face a divergence in trends in society’s stratification systems registered in post-communist Russia and the post-modern West.  



4) Political culture



Transition set in motion vast social change, but post-Soviet Russia is still holding distinct features of an authoritarian-type state. The real political power is concentrated in the executive branch of power, especially in the hands of the president and his administration as well as regional governors and city mayors appointed by the president or elected by citizens. The democratically elected representative legislative body, the State Duma, the Russian parliament, looks more like a discussion club, hardly monitoring the activities of the government and passing laws which are often overridden by presidential decrees. Behind the rhetoric about the commitment to democracy, the Russian president way of governing and his relationship with the parliament are far from the democratic standards, because the president allows himself to ignore the position of the parliament and domestic public opinion. 

Russia’s rapacious new political and business elite have learned to talk of democracy and free markets, but in practice have created a narrow oligarchy of interlocking clans who dominates most of the country’s potential sources of wealth. The economic power of few clans is growing. Currently seven major industrial-financial groups control over 50% of the economy. The pressure of industrial-financial groups on the state powers and their ever-growing desire to influence political decisions are realities of the day.

The civil society is still weak, although the party system is nearly developed.  The real political weight of political parties, trade unions and newly emerged NGOs acting through the traditional channels of political communications are rather small, contrary to that of clans which operate through a shadow network of personal ties amongst bureaucrats on all levels. We have to agree with the view that the ability of powerful clans to get what they want out of the government do not depends upon the political composition of parliament or who is in the president’s office. 

The transformation of the legal system is not completed, its efficiency is widely criticized for human rights which are systematically abused and the crime rate continues to increase. When Russian people say, “the rule of law is still absent in this country”, they are not, unfortunately, exaggerating their dissatisfaction to a significant extent. 

�The enlargement of political apathy and distrust in democratic institutions should be named among the main cultural consequences of a poor level of democracy (see more in: Ester, Halman, Rukavishnikov 1997). As for a socio-political situation in the country during the years after the national elections in 1995 and the presidential election in 1996, it is characterized by a fall of public interest in the activities of various political parties and the parliament. The slight rise of subjective political interest registered in several regions was related to scandal’s local elections. The level of protest activity (unconventional political participation) is relatively low. Popular trust in civil servants is on a very low level. Not-surprisingly, the survey by Transparency International, a Berlin-based think-tank, carried out in 1997, rated Russia the world’s fourth most corrupt country, after Nigeria, Bolivia and Columbia.

Now when Russian society is changing so rapidly, the question can be raised as to what degree Russian polit�ical culture is starting to resem�ble the political cultures character�istic of Western Europe�an societies, i.e. as far as basic politi�cal orientations are concerned. For a comparison of a composition of political cultures we used the typology of political subcultures proposed by Dutch scholars Felix Hunks and Frans Hikspoors who studied a transformation of compositions of political cultures in USA, Great Britain, Italy, Mexico during the second half of the 20th century (see for details: Heunks, Hikspoors 1995: 51– 81).

The definition of each type of subculture is a specific combination of orientations, because this typological scheme is a modification of the typology, originally introduced by Almond and Verba in early 1960s, adjusted to changes occurred in the next thirty years.  The Dutch scheme is based on a set of political orientations, including political trust, political interest and political participation other than voting. In table 3, we compare orientations of Russians and citizens of the aforementioned nations. 

Heunks and Hikspoors divided the set of types into two groups – active subcultures and passive subcultures according to individual’s self-orientation towards a political action.  Almond and Verba distinguished the parochial, the subject, and the civic and participant cultures. The Dutch scholars proposed the existence of a ‘civic participant’ type, a ‘protest’ type, a ‘client’ type, the ‘autonomous’ type and several ‘spectator’ types. “The civic participant culture includes both trust in civil servants and much political interest, together with readiness for action. Opposing this well-integrated activism is a protest type of disintegrated activism. The new passive type is the spectator culture, differing from the parochial and subject cultures by at least some political interest combined with the smallest orientation on participation in collective actions and minimal trust in institutions (Heunks, Hikspoors 1995: 73). The autonomous’ type is characterized by distrust in civil servants, some political interest and self-orientation on action. It is a form of active culture.

�As table 4 demonstrates, the ‘spectator’ type appears to be a most widespread political subculture in transitional Russia – over a half of the population. Taken together three passive types are represented among 70 percent of the total adult population. The ‘autonomous’ type is represented among over one fifth of the population, while all other active culture’s types – only among 8%. The ‘protest’ and ‘client’ types actually are absent. Thus, the passive subtypes of mass political culture are dominant in present-day Russia co-existing with other, lesser spread, active subtypes.

The general conclusion of our comparison is obvious: the entire composition of Russia’s mass political culture is by all means different from what we see in Western democracies. The principal difference is the opposite proportions of active and passive cultures in transitional Russia and Western nations. Types of active political cultures are over-represented among citizens of stable democracies, while in Russia, on the contrary, the bulk of people are politically passive.   

Elections, both national and local, are playing a specific role in political life of this society.  National and presidential elections are considered by most Russians as a single direct way of expressing their attitudes towards the politics of rulers.  In 1995 and 1996, the bulk of voters came to the polls at the parliamentary and presidential elections. 

The nationalist Zhirinovsky’s party had shocked the Western world by its relative success in the December 1993 election, the communists did well on the December 1995 elections and on the 1996 presidential elections when General Alexander Lebed, the convinced statist, came-in third on the first ballot. All these events are elements from the same chain. Russian polity taken as a whole is politically and ideologically fragmented as the  elections and surveys demonstrated.

Many people voted for the communist party and nationalists whose political platforms combine nostalgia for the former strong state and superpower status of Russia with the hostility to the West. The gap between social expectations, hopes for better life and the actual trend of changes in people’s well-being, the lack of stability and security is enforcing mass frustration and dissatisfaction with a present way of modernisation which is westernization. The lesson drawn from the elections is that the potential of resistance to the current course of politics is high, yet losers accepted the results of elections.

The point that needs to be stressed is the weakening of extremist parties on both the left and the right that was clearly demonstrated by the results of the 1995 national elections. The extremist parties of both left and right, which still have followings, are virtually excluded from the determination of national policy.  The lack of popularity of religious parties had been registered as well.

In fact, by June-July 1996, Russian polity was divided in two approximately equal parts standing on the opposite positions in regard of Russia’s future. Yet Yeltsin was re-elected in July 1996, he lost his image of a charismatic national leader. So, the next serious moment – perhaps a new turning point in the history of this nation, which, in spite of its shortcomings, in our view, is slowly moving towards genuine democracy – will occur at the threshold of the next century when Russians again will be invited to polling stations. Over the centuries of Russian history, the landmarks of historical turns were associated with names of national leaders coming to power. Democracy in this country must be maintained. But we advise the next leader to “play it cool”. 

�

5) Looking back and looking ahead



Measuring changes depends on where you are looking. One must say good words about the change of the situation in the consumer market in Russia. There are no shortages of food products and goods any more. This is really a big change in the state of affairs, visible for everyone. Currently stores and markets are full of goods imported from Western Europe, the USA, Turkey and China. The present-day situation on a consumer market is a sharp contrast with the late Soviet times when there were shortages of goods, but almost all goods were generally not very expensive and everybody could buy them. Today’s prices on food and other goods in Russia are very close to that in the western shops, and the poor people are ‘window shopping’.

The product-full stores mask the weak status of the national economy and a deepening gap between the “noveau riche” and the growing number of the new poor. The new pattern of income differentiation reports the transformation of social structure, occasioned in the first instance by change in the composition of the labour force and in occupational structure. So far we cannot speak about the actual existence of a “middle-class”, but income polarization is evidence of the emergence of a class of “noveau riche Russians,” who’s economic and political force is steadfast. This is certainly true since the turn to capitalism the gulf between the “new Russians” and the rest of the population became literally visible. If the next stage of government reform policy produces a flood of bankruptcies of state-controlled enterprises and private companies then a further sharp rise in the rate of unemployment and poverty will follow. 

Today the process of major structural changes in the economy is largely completed. One may say capitalism won. However, the real impact of small and middle-size private business on the overall state of economy is very little so far. Their impact on reducing unemployment is also rather small, yet some of those who lost their job try to start their own business. The slump in the Russian economy is huge, but the fragile economic and financial stabilization has been reached. In other words, after seven years of radical economic reforms, Russia is in the stage of economic stagnation at the bottom with GDP per capita about 60% of the 1990 level; meanwhile some of its neighbours are recovering from the economic crisis. 

�The specific feature of Russian political life is the absence of national consensus concerning the course of reforms. The governing clique is detached from the society which it administers. People feel alienated from power to a large extent. Over 50% of Russians feel that life was better before economic restructuring than now, and 60% believe that the country’s current path of development is leading to deadlock (cited data of a poll conducted by the Centre for Public Opinion Study in November 1997). As events of this spring showed transparently clear, social-oriented policy cannot be replaced by encouraging people to be active and self-sufficient, which became the main element in the rhetoric of the president team at the earlier stages of the reforms’ implementation. In this context, current labour-related troubles in Russia are not just a problem of non-paid in time wages and rising unemployment, but a purely political question. They are related with the targets and strategy of reforms, the way of its implementation and popular support to powers. 

Transition involves changes of a value-attitudinal system of the nation, which we have not discussed in this paper for a lack of space. The new democratic and liberal values have been already accepted by large segments of Russian society, including more people of a younger and middle-aged generation than older ones. And here is a reason for optimism.  A large part of the young generation think things have improved over past years, while the elder generation think the situation is aggravated. This difference is not a simple expression of a ‘generation gap’, but of different sets of orientations and world views. It needs to be stressed the basic pillars of the mind of “homo sovieticus” are eroded but the entire value system is not totally destroyed. As we showed, Russia’s political culture reflects contradictory combinations of attitudes and beliefs spread among the population.

Measuring the success of transition depends on where you position goalposts. The endpoint of transition for all European post-communist countries is a new free-market prosperous democratic society, based on liberal capitalist values. Progress in the transition in Russia is associated with such steps as rapid privatization, over 80 percent of property is out of state hands, a creation of a new political system and institutions that support market development, growing ties with the global financial community. Negative consequences of such a rapid and radical economic transformation probably are inevitable, and profound as well. Privatization was an action that over-killed the economic order and the old way of state management upon the national economy but did not produce the technological renovation and an increase of living standard so far.

The capitalism in this country is often called “bandit or robber capitalism” (George Soros’ term, which is now used by many experts both in Russia and the West). It takes us back to the eternal problematic of democracy and capitalist economic development. This is not a pure theoretical question. Therefore what is happening in Russia cannot be understood or dealt with solely in economic terms. Political and cultural developments are equally important as economic advance. The significant successes of the communist and nationalist political forces on the national elections in 1993 and 1995, as well as a large-scale support of the Communist candidate at the 1996 presidential elections revealed the wide-spread grassroot’s discontent with the results of reform process thus far.

�By the end of June 1998, President Yeltsin will speak to the parliament about his new anti-crisis program. We expect this program might be supported even by a part of the opposition previously compelled by the president to approve the new premier under the threat of the dismissal of the State Duma. It is a question of saving the future without a return to the past. Nobody questions the need of ‘a new economic order with a greater state role in economy’, but there is no consensus on how to establish and sustain it.

In our view, at the beginning of the next century the basic goal for Russia will to restore its position as a First World nation and to maintain itself a powerful player on the international scene. One may say that the challenges, which appear new to Russia, are familiar to many nations, which are managing them more or less successfully. It is true, except that in Russia they have to be resolved under more unfavourable political and economic circumstances.  As far as the future development is concerned, the formula “put men before money” may be the only way for Russia’s elite to answer to the revolutionary challenge in the 21st century.

 Advocates of westernization state the rewards for the wealthy and poor in the future would far outweigh the short- and medium-term costs. In our view, Russia’s wealthy already got a substantial piece of the national wealth. Nobody knows whether today’s poor will gain from reforms, because life is so short. The average life expectancy dropped to 57 years for men and 72 for women, contrasted with 74 and 81 in the European Union. Latest estimates from World Health Organization say Russian life expectancy for both sexes is now 64 – the same as Pakistan and Guyana, but worse than Vietnam, Mexico, Guatemala, Mongolia and Algeria. 

Present-day Russia is well on its way to developing a Third World political, social and economic profile. The policies that have been pursued since the collapse of the USSR seem to make the latter inevitable. On more optimistic predictions, Russia can expect to attain the pace of about 2% a year economic growth at the beginning of the next millennium. It means that Russia will return to the output levels of 1990 some time during the next thirty years. 

We cannot expect that the state of the Russian economy will crucially improve in the nearest future, but hope in this or next year the real signs of growth will be registered. A well-known joke is: ‘What is the difference between an optimist and a pessimist in Russia?’, answer: ‘A pessimist believes that things in Russia cannot possibly get any worse. An optimist believes they can’. Let us be pessimists.



Table 1.   

Basic parameters of economic development of Russia

�Years����������1990�1991�1992�1993�1994�1995�1996�1997��GDP, trillion rubles.�6442�1,3985�19,0055�1715095�610,7452�1630,0789�2256,1207�2675,0��GDP, US$�–�–�–�712�619�601�437�461��GDP per capita, rubles�43�94�127,8�11548�4117,3�11003,5�15270,9�18184,9��GDP (annual % change)�–�95.0�85.5�913�87.3�95.9�95.1�100.4��GDP. as % of 1990= 100�100�95.0�81.2�742�64.7�62.1�59.0�59.3��Industrial production. as % of 1990. = 100 �100�92.0�75.4�649�51.3�49.7�47.7�48.6��Agricultural output. as % of 1990 = 100�100�95.0�86.5�830�73.0�67.2�62.5�62.6��Capital investments. as % of 1990 = 100�100�85.0�51.0�449�34.1�30.7�25.2�23.9��Electric energy output. as % of 1990 = 100�100�100.3�95.3�90.5�82.4�79.9�78.3�76.7��Petrol production.  as % of 1990 =100�100�90.0�84.6�77.0�71.6�68.7�67.4�68.2��Natural gas output. as % of 1990 =100�100�101.0�98.0�93.1�87.5�87.1�86.3�84.2��Foreign Investments, $ bln.�–�–�–�–�1053,4�2796,7�65,06�10498,0��Export, $ bln.�71148�50911�53,605�59,646�67,542�81,096�89,110�87,4��Import, $ bln.�81751�44473�42,971�44,304�50,518�60,945�62,278�67,6��Budget deficit, as % of GDP�13�27�3.4�4.6�10.7�3.0�4.2�4.4��Internal debt, trillion. rubles.�–�–

�–�0,2�10,6�76,6�237,1�384,9��Inflation (CPI) as % of 1990=100�100�260�6774�63676�203763�470692�574244�637411��Inflation (CPI), %�100�260�2605�940�319�231�122�111��Source: Rossiiskaya Federatsia v 1992. M., 1993, p. 11-13; Rossiiskii statisticheskii ezhegodnik. M.,1994, p. 320; Rossiiskaya Federatsia v tzifrach v 1993. M., 1994, p. 8, 157; Rossiiskaya Federatsia v tzifrach - 1994. M., 1995, p. 6, 50; Statistcheskoe obozrenie, 1995, #.6, p. 9, #7, p. 12; Economicheskaya Gazeta, January 1995, No.2. Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii, No 12. M, 1995, p. 3, 24.,Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii, No 12. M, 1996, p. 5, 6. Rossiskii statisticheski ezhegondnik, M., 1997, p. 59-61, 138, 330, 517-518, 524, 577, 657; Socialno-economicheskoe polozhenie Rossii, No 12. 1997,M., p. 40, 77, 258; Russia' 98,M., 1998, ñ. 13, 21, 25, 30, 39, 50,55.



Table 2. 

GNP per capita in Europe in 1995



Country

�

GNP per capita������

$�

Rank�

      PPP�

Rank��Switzerland�40 630�1�25 860�2��Norway�31 250�3�21 940�7��Denmark�29 890�4�21 230�10��Germany�27 510�5�20 070�13��Austria�26 890�7�21 230�9��France�24  990�9�21 030�12��Belgium�24 710�10�21 660�8��Netherlands�24 000�11�19 950�14��Sweden�23 750�12�18 540�18��Finland�20 580�14�17 760�19��Italy�19 020�16�19 870�15��United Kingdom�18 700�18�19 260�16��Ireland�14 710�22�15 680�23��Spain�13 580�24�14 520�24��Portugal�9 740�25�12 670�26��Greece�8 210�27�11 710�27��Slovenia�8 200�28�–�–��Hungary�4 120�34�6 410�38��Czech Republic�3 870�36�9 770�29��Croatia�3 250�42�–�–��Slovak Republic�2 950�46�3 610�66��Estonia�2 860�47�4 220�55��Poland�2 790�48�5 400�47��Turkey�2 780�49�5 580�44��Latvia�2 270�55�3 370�67��Russia�2 240�56�4 480�52��Belarus�2 070�57�4 220�56��Lithuania�1 900�60�4 120�59��Ukraine�1 630�63�2 400�78��Romania�1 480�68�4 360�54��Bulgaria�1 330�72�4 480�53��Moldova�920�80�–�–��Macedonia, FYR�860�82�–�–��Armenia�730�86�2 260�80��Albania�670�90�–�–��Azerbaijan�480�98�1 460�97��Georgia�440�101�1 470�95��Source: World Bank.



Table 3. 

Political orientations by country (numbers in percentages)

Country�Subjective political interest���Trust in the civil service��Self-orientation on action����Much�Some�Less�Yes�No�Yes�No��United States�16�45�39�58�42�90�10��Great Britain�13�36�51�44�56�93�7��West Germany�25�44�31�39�61�88�12��Italy�6�22�72�27�73�84�16��Mexico�8�29�63�28�72�80�20��Russia-96�10�80�10�15�85�30�70��

�Note:  1. Data of World Value Survey carried out in 1990 were used for assessments made for western nations. See: Heunks,F., Hikspoors, F. ‘Political Cultures 1960-1990’. In: Ruud de Moor (ed.) Values in Western Societies. Tilburg: Tilburg University Press, 1995, p. 72. 2. The author made evaluations for Russia; data drawn from the national survey conducted by the author in May-June 1996 (The sample size - 1733, the margin of error – 3%).



Table 4.

Political Cultures by country, numbers in percentages

Type of political subculture�Country��������United States�United Kingdom�West Germany�Italy�Mexico�Russia -96��Passive types of political culture��������“Parochial”�3�3�4�9�12�9��“Subject”�4�2�3�6�5�5��”Spectator”�3�2�5�1�3�56��Active types of political culture��������“Civic”�26�16�16�5�8�2��“Civic-participant”�8�5�9�1�1�1��“Participant”�7�7�14�5�6�5��“Client”�17�20�8�15�13�0��“Autonomous”�16�19�24�16�19�22��“Protest”�16�26�17�42�33�0��Note: 1. See definitions of types of political subcultures in: Heunks,F., Hikspoors, F. ‘Political Cultures  1960-1990’. In: Ruud de Moor (ed.) Values in Western Societies. Tilburg: Tilburg University Press, 1995, p. 51 -81. 

2. Data of World Value Survey carried out in 1990 were used in calculations for western nations (ibid. p.74). 

3. For Russia calculations made by the author; data drawn from the national survey conducted by the author in May-June 1996 (the sample size - 1733, the margin of error – 3%).
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