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Abstract

Inter-household transfers in Russia, Ukraine, and Latvia to provide an important
supplement to individual incomes. These transfers are as high as in many developing
countries. Transfers are from richer to poorer, from older to younger, and to female-
headed households. We find no evidence that Russia has lower transfers than Ukraine,
which has had relatively little reform. The high level of inter-household transfers may
help explain why there has been so little social protest in Russia despite the large fall in
measured real wages.



1. Introduction

Why has there been no social explosion in Russia? Since 1991 there has been an
unprecedented decline in measured output and wages. Even allowing for unofficial
incomes, GDP is down by at least 30 percent (Johnson, Kaufmann, and Shleifer 1997).
At the same time, state support for many poor people is at very low levels. Open
unemployment is at least 6 percent and measured real wages for many people are below
the subsistence level. Government and World Bank estimates place between 20 and 40
percent percentage of the population in poverty. Yet there has been little social protest,
few strikes, and reforms continue.' This combination is hard to understand using existing
models of transition which emphasize labor market adjustment by individuals (e.g.,
Aghion and Blanchard 1994, Blanchard 1997).

In contrast, this paper stresses the importance of informal social networks.’
Mutual support networks can help people improve their living standards in at least four
ways. First, these networks allow people to informally exchange services, and thus
effectively raise their welfare. Second, networks allow households to pool resources for
income-generating investments. Third, networks may provide people with mutual
insurance, which can be used in periods of low income. Fourth, networks may make it
easier for people to give resources to each other and therefore facilitate altruism.

Previous attempts to evaluate social networks in Russia have used data on inter-

household transfers, and have found these networks are not strong and may even be in

' For the latest economic statistics see Russian Economic Trends (1997). Aslund (1996)
rovides the best single review of Russian reform experience.
Related work on informal activity suggests that this is also an important supplement to
official incomes (see Johnson, Kaufmann, and Ustenko 1997.)



decline. Comparing 1993 relative to 1992, Cox, Eser, and Jimenez (1997) conclude that
transfers deteriorated in Russia as a result of high inflation, declining real wages, and the
large fall in output. According to their study, the proportion of the Russian population
interacting in networks declined by 4 percent and transfers as a share of income fell by
2.5 percent in one year, although the proportion interacting through transfers remained
roughly constant at around 40 percent.

Our paper presents new evidence on social networks in Russia, Ukraine and
Latvia from matching surveys of inter-household transfers involving urban workers in
mid-1996. Respondents detailed the resources they received and gave to other
households in the form of cash, food and services, enabling us to develop detailed
measures for the magnitude of transfers and the proportion of households engaged in this
kind of network activity. We use this data to address three questions.

First, to what extent do social networks based on transfers exist in Russia? We
show that these networks currently exist in roughly the same size and scope as in
developing countries. In Russia, 65 percent of households either give or receive transfers,
with aggregate transfers amounting to 5.2 percent of total income in our sample. The
poorest 20 percent of Russians received transfers worth around 30 percent of their pre-
transfer income. For most people, private transfers are more important than state
assistance.

Second, what happens to such networks in times of economic hardship, for
example when output fell after the end of communiém? The presumption to date has
been that networks were disrupted: “... The worsening economic conditions in Russia in

1993 were associated with a one-third falloff in private transfer amounts while the



incidence of private transfers attentuated only slightly” (Cox, Jimenez, and Okrasa 1996,
p-19). While our evidence is not conclusive on this point, we find no reason to beheve
that networks were greatly disrupted. In fact, we find that Russia, Ukraine, and Latvia
all had quite normal social networks in mid-1996. The structure of net transfers was from
somewhat better off to poorer people although, just as in developing countries, many of
the relatively poorest people give to other poor people. Transfers from older to younger
people follow a similar pattern to that in developed countries.

Third, what are the effects on social networks of economic reforms such
stabilization and privatization? Initially reform means relatively few people have higher
incomes and become more wealthy. Do they share this wealth through transfers or do
they keep it to themselves?: In the case of Poland, Cox, Jimenez and Okrasa (1997)
found that private transfers were much lower in 1992 than in 1987, suggesting that more
reform weakens social networks. In contrast, by ‘l 996 Russia had experienced
considerably more reform than Ukraine, but we find Russia exhibits at least as much
social network interaction as Ukraine.

Our analysis of transfers and network entrepreneurs uses ideas from two
literatures. It builds on the work of sociologists and anthropologists who advanced the
theory that resources are stored in human relationships, and that this constitutes social
capital. By studying networks, researchers, such as Nadel (1957), Blau (1964) and
Granovetter (1985), showed how social structures have important effects. James S.
Coleman has argued that networks are largely about exchanges, centering on
informational and instrumental interchanges (Coleman 1988). According to Coleman,

networks constitute a form of social capital because of their potential to provide



assistance to its members. A transfer in such a netWork creates diffuse obligations and
the concentration of these obligations accumulates to form capital. By studying inter-
household transfers, this study offers one way to quantify a particular aspect of social
capital.

Economists have become increasingly concerned with understanding the influence
social interactions can have on economic outcomes. Building on Becker’s (1974)
influential paper, which proposed an economic model for understanding social
interactions, empirical and theoreticgl research in economics has focused on the motives
and impact underlying social ties in developed and developing countries. } Research on
inter-household transfers between kin and non-kin relations have been shown to be
important for achieving social objectives, such as reducing income inequality, providing
social insurance and liquidity (Kaufmann 1982, Kaufmann and Lindauer 1985, Cox and
Jimenez, 1990). Particularly important for our research is the finding that these inter-
household networks are essential for those living in poverty (Kaufmann 1982, Kaufmann
and Lindauer 1985). Recent work in Eastern Europe has challenged this finding, arguing
that the private social safety net “frayed” in the years after transition in Russia and Poland

(Cox, Jimenez and Okrasa, 1997 and Cox, Eser and Jimenez 1997).

* Various theories have been proposed to explain the motivation behind such inter-
household transfer networks. Economists, such as Gary Becker (1974) and Robert Barro
(1974), present models in which altruism is the underlying motivation to transfer
resources to other households. Kaufmann and Lindauer (1986) argue that private
transfers are motivated by self-interest to maintain the implicit social insurance contract
of the network, where households join the network to insure against the risk that their
income falls below a minimum basic needs level. Lucas and Stark (1985) recognize that

both altruism and self-interest may motivate transfers. We do not address the reason for
transfers in this paper.



Section II introduces the data and our methodology in detail. Section III
compares Russian inter-household transfers with other countries. Section IV examines

whether Russia and Ukraine have a different pattern of transfers. Section V concludes.

IL. The Data

The data used in this analysis is from a World Bank-sponsored survey of urban
workers in Latvia, Russia, and Ukraine conducted between June and August 1996. The
survey questionnaire compiled detailed socioeconomic information for 11,359 individuals
living in the cities of Stavropol, Volgograd, Rostov, Dnepopetrovsk, Mariupol, Lviv and
Riga. Stavropol, Volgograd and Rostov are in the South-Western portion of Russia
closest to Ukraine; Dnepotrovsk and Mariupol are in Eastern Ukraine, while Lviv is in
Western Ukraine; Riga is the capital of Latvia. These urban centers were chosen because
they closely resemble the characteristics of the three Ukrainian cities included in the
sample.

We contacted individuals through the personnel departments of large industrial
enterprises and research institutes. About two thirds of our sample is current workers
while the rest are people who had separated from this place of employment. Those still
employed were interviewed in person while people who had separated were interviewed
by phone.

We use responses only from individuals who are the primary wage earner in a
household, assuming that this person is responsible for giving and receiving transfers.

Primary wage earner status was determined according to the respondent’s answer to the



following question: “how many members of their family, living in the same residence,
have greater income than yours?” The results below use 5,466 observations, of which
2,505 are individuals living in Russia (45.8 percent of the sample), 2,488 are individuals
living in Ukraine (45.5 percent of the sample), and 473 are individuals living in Latvia
(8.7 percent of the sample). Appendix 1 provides summary data on our respondents.

The data contains comprehensive information on the range of coping strategies
that individuals employ in economies in transition. In particular, we attempt to quantify
all sources of income. Respondents were asked about all possible sources of income,
including income obtained from activities outside the legal/official economy, private cash
and in-kind remittances received from within and outside the recipient’s household, and
state and firm cash and in-kind subsidies. *

Households were asked to report the proportion of total income they received and
donated from three sources -- cash, food and services --to other households. Respondents
were asked to select the proportion of monthly income in current dollars they received
and gave to other households from specified ranges of income. The survey asked
respondents 1o report separately the amount of cash, food and services they received and
donated to other households, again using categories. Private transfers received and given
were then constructed using the mid-point values from these designated ranges of

income. Recipients also reported the social relationship and location of the donor

4 . . . .
Respondents were asked to report the proportion of their monthly income which was

earned from driving passengers in one’s car, selling foods cultivated on one’s dacha,

renting rooms or garage space, and selling goods obtained from trips to foreign countries.



household. Social relationships included relatives outside the household, neighbors and

friends.’

I1I. Cross-Country Comparisons

Table 1 summarizes the results of comparable studies of cash and non-cash inter-
household transfers in transition economies, while Table 2 reports studies across a
broader range of countries which deal only with cash transfers.

The studies reviewed in Table 1 find the incidence of informal network activity is
much higher in Eastern Europe than in Russia. For example, in their study of Poland,
Cox, Jimenez and Okrasa (1997) report that an average of 65 percent of the Polish
population made use of household networks in 1992.° Richard Rose (1995) reports high
levels of transfers in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and Ukraine, but finds that only 27
percent of Russian households are engaged in similar networks. Studies by David Cox
and Emmanuel Jimenez, estimate only about 40 percent of the Russian population were
involved in social networks in 1992, with transfers received amounting to 4.4 percent of
income (Cox, Eser, and Jimenez 1997, Cox, Jimenez and Jordan 1994).

In contrast, our findings suggest there is a high level of inter-household transfers

in Russia, Ukraine, and Latvia (see Table 3). In Russia we find that 65 percent of

i Recipients also identified location choices as either: 1) within the same city; 2} another
g:ity; 3) the suburb; 4) the countryside; 5) the capital; or, 6) other country.

Cox, Jimenez, and Okrasa (1996) study of Poland uses household budget survey data.
According to Milanovic (1996, p.87) “For all FSU countries, the bias against including
the poorer is estimated to have been very strong.” This problem may also be present in
work on Russia using the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (RLMS), such as by
Cox, Eser, and Jimenez (1997). In contrast, our sample should capture those of the
poorest who were once or who are now employed in large firms.



respondents engaged in some form of inter-household transfers, either as a donor or a
recipient. In Ukraine and Latvia the figures are only a little higher at 57 and 60 percent
respectively. While our samples are not representative of the whole population, these
numbers suggest that network interaction is at least as high among urban workers in the
former Soviet Union as it is in developing countries (see Table 2).’

Furthermore, as shown in Table 1, even the average amounts involved are
significant. In our sample, total transfers given were 5.2 percent of total household
income in Russia, 3.9 percent in Ukraine, and 3.7 percent in Latvia. Transfers received
account for 7.1 percent of total average income in Russia, 5.4 percent in Ukraine, and 9.5
percent in Latvia.

As Table 4 shows, the proportions are much higher for people who actually
receive transfers: around 23 percent on average in Russia and Ukraine. Not surprisingly,
poor people receive more relative to their income. For Russian recipients in the lowest
income quintile, transfers are 30.6 percent of wage earnings and 28.2 percent of pre-
transfer income.

Private transfers are large compared to government assistance. Pensions,

unemployment benefit, disability benefits, and all other types of public aid are about 4

" We have to be cautious about comparing this study and other inter-household transfer
studies in developing countries for two reasons. First, as the survey design between them
differs greatly. For this study, respondents gave detailed information on cash, services,
and food. The surveys for developing countries, cited in Table 2, only queried
respondents about monetary transfers. The only developing country study that includes
all three transfers is for South Africa by Cox and Jimenez (1995). For the non-white
population, the estimated proportion of gross recipients is 24 percent and 17 percent for
gross donors. The total proportion of households that received, gave, or did both is 39
percent, Second, the income variability and access to social insurance mechanisms, which



percent of average monthly income for Russian families in our sample (and 3 percent in
Ukraine).

These private transfers are also large compared to the special assistance workers
receive from their employer, in the form of subsidized goods and meals, medical services,
and monetary transfers. In our sample, enterprises contribute an average of only 3
percent of total income through these benefit packages. Unlike public assistance, firm-
level assistance rises with earnings. As a result, lower income workers obtain
proportionately less assistance from firms and depend on public and private transfers to
supplement their earnings.

While transfer recipients are concentrated in lower income groups and donors tend
to belong to higher income quintiles, people give and receive at all income levels. In
Russia, 58.4 percent of households in the lowest wage quintile received transfers, while
41 percent reported giving. For the highest wage quintile, 40.3 percent of Russians
received transfers and 52.3 percent gave.

Inter-household transfers in Russia involve approximately the same share of _
income and the same proportion of households as in developing countries. At least for
the urban workers in our sample, most households engage in informal networking of
some kind. Relative to household income, state support, and firm-provided subsidies, the

share of income derived from transfers is substantial.

IV. The Effects of Reform

are important determinants of transfer behavior, differ significantly between transition
and developing countries.



Our survey evidence allows detailed comparisons between Russia and Ukraine.
By mid-1996 Russia had experienced considerably more reform than Ukraine,
particularly in terms of privatization (see Aslund, Boone, and Johnson 1996, Johnson,
Kaufmann, Shleifer 1997). Our survey evidence allows us to examine closely whether
Russian reform was associated with lower levels of inter-household transfers than in
Ukraine.

What can we say about the nature of these transfer networks in Russia? Based on
work in other countries, we would expect a “normal” social network in a developed
country to transfer resources from richer to poorer people, from older to younger people,
and to households with more children. We now examine income, age, and household

composition for both receiving and giving in Russia and Ukraine.

Receiving Transfers

The first column of Table 5 presents results from estimating a logit model with
the dependent variable equal to one if the family received gross transfers. We then
estimated an ordered logit in which the dependent variable is the level of transfers
received. These regressions pool data from all three countries.

The probability of receiving transfers at the sample mean is 43 percent. At the
sample means, Russians are 5 percent more likely to receive transfers relative to
Ukrainians. There is only a percentage point difference between Russians and Latvians
in incidence of receiving. A family with of two children their single working mother
with high school education is 25 percentage points more likely to be a recipient in Russia.

For a Russian family of two pensioners with the primary wage earner in the household
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having a university level education, the likelihood of receiving transfers falls by 18.5
percent to 25 percent.

Income is the most important factor determining whether a family receives
transfers; in all three countries poorer households receive the greatest overall level of
transfers. Higher wages reduce the likelihood of transfer receipt, although the overall
effect of income on the probability of receipt is moderate in comparison to other
variables. The impact of increasing wages by 50 percent from a mean value of $98.55
per month resulted in only a 1.3 percent increase in the probability of being a recipient.
The coefficient on income from secondary jobs was positive, but not statistically
significant at the 10 percent level. A Russian household in the lowest earnings quintile,
with mean wage income of $102.40 and secondary job income of $5.54, is 8.6 percentage
points more likely to receive cash, services and food from other families.

Not surprisingly, private transfers are more likely to be received by those who do
not get any form of public assistance. A larger number of pensioners in the household
and being a pensioner reduces the family’s likelihood of receiving a private transfer. _

The ordered logit results presented in Table 5 indicate that a primary wage earner
who has a low-wage job, higher education and works in a state enterprise is more likely
to receive larger transfers. Income from secondary employment or public and firm
assistance does not seem to affect the size of transfers. Unlike the incidence of receiving
transfers, workers with only a high school education have a lower probability of getting
more transfer dollars.

Young families with fewer adults and greater numbers of children and students

are more likely to receive greater amounts of transfer dollars per month. On the other
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hand, the probability of receiving greater amounts of transfers is not higher for female-
headed households. Although the coefficient on female primary wage earners is positive,
it is not statistically significant at the 10 percent level. These findings are also consistent
with evidence from developing countries, where female-headed households have been
found to be more probable to be recipients, but extract proportionately less in transfer
dollars.

In conclusion, transfers flow to younger, less educated, low-income households,
particularly where females are the primary wage earner. Russian families have a higher
probability of receiving transfers compared to households in the Ukraine and Latvia.
The private social safety net functions to redistribute income to those who have lower
income and are least able to cope during transition, except in cases where labor market

participation is relatively low or nonexistent.

Giving Transfers

The results from the logit model examining the probability of giving transfers
indicate that donors are a mirror image of recipient families. As can be seen in the first
column of Table 6, donors are generally older workers employed in state enterprises with
higher income. The regression model indicates Russians are 6.2 percent more likely to be
donors relative to Ukrainians and 16.3 percent higher than Latvians.

Higher income is positively correlated with giving, due to the positive sign on the
formal, informal and firm transfer income coefficients. Increases in wage income have a
stronger impact on the likelihood of giving relative to the likelihood of receiving

transfers. For donors increasing wages by 50 percent of its mean value of $98.55 per
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month raises by 3.5 percent increase in the likelihood that a family will give cash, food or
services to other households.

The results also show that secondary employment earnings have a greater effect
on the probability of giving transfers relative to formal wages, as the coefficient is larger
in magnitude. If the informal sector has a greater necessity for relying on social
networks, we would expect self-employed workers to also invest more heavily in them.
Both the sign and statistical significance of the secondary job earnings coefficients are
evidence in favor of our hypothesis. The model also predicts that public aid or being in
the lowest income quintile will have a negative effect on donor incidence, although
neither of these coefficients are statistically significant at the 10 percent level.

In analyzing the relationship between transfers and age, we find that transfer
patterns in economies in transition are distinct from those in developing countries.
Transfers appear to flow in the reverse direction of those in developing countries, where
they flow from younger to older generations.

The probability of giving transfers was found to decline as the number of adults,
pensioners and children in the family increased. For example, each additional child
decreases the likelihood of donation by 2.5 percentage points. Although donors tend to be
older, having an additional pensioner in the home decreases the likelihood of being a
donor by 6 percentage points. This finding coincides with previously reported results that
showed that pensioners are more likely to be public assistance recipients and therefore,
less probable to receive private transfers. Apparently, the fact that pensioners derive a
majority of their support from the state gives them less incentive to participate in

informal networks as both donors and recipients.
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Controlling for earnings, educational differences were not found to be a
statistically important determinant of giving transfers. Interpretation of this finding is
difficult, as it is not clear that education adequately captures differences in permanent
income or skill level between households during transition.

Relative to Russian families, households in the Ukraine are less likely to give
transfers and also tend to give less in absolute terms. As the results presented in Table 6
demonstrate, higher income reduces the probability of giving more transfers to other
families. Those most likely to invest in networks are poor urban households.

Those who tend to give the greatest amounts of transfers are older and belong to
families with fewer adults, pensioners, children and students. In contrast to previous
findings, which predicted that state workers were more likely to donate cash, food and
services to other households, ordered logit results indicate that public sector employees
are not more likely to give more in absolute terms. Female-headed households are less
likely to donate and those who do are less likely to give larger sums of transfers.

Overall, therefore, it appears that the structure of transfers in Russia makes sense
and fits the pattern seen in other countries. If anything, Russia has a pattern which is

quite close to developed countries, with transfers flowing from old to young as well as

from richer to poorer.

Poverty

As Appendix 2 shows, taking these transfers into account does have a significant
impact on estimates of how many people are below the poverty line. Unfortunately, the

nature of our sample does not allow us to reassess official estimates completely.
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However, if we take the official poverty line seriously, we find that the percent of
Russian primary wage earners with income below this line in our sample is 12.7% if we
consider only official earnings, but only 3.2 percent when we consider all sources of
income, including transfers.

Even if we use a higher poverty line (based on our estimate of the cost of a
minimum consumption basket; see Johnson, Kaufmann, and Ustenko 1997), the impact
of inciuding state aid, firm benefits, informal earnings and transfers is to reduce the
percent in poverty from 30 percent to 6.1 percent in Russia. Note that the while the
adjustment in Ukraine is of similar magnitude, our “bottom line” is that nearly 20 percent
of the sample have income less than the poverty line. Note, however, that we do not have

enough information to determine precisely the percent of households in poverty.

V. Conclusion

Russia has a high level of inter-household transfers. Compared with other
countries, a relatively high proportion of Russian households receive transfers. The
amounts of income involved are large relative to income and state support.

We find no evidence that Russia has a lower level of transfers than Ukraine or
Latvia. While this does not prove that transfers have not declined since the beginning of
reform, it suggests that Russian social networks have held up better than commonly
supposed. In all three countries, transfers redistribute income from older, more affluent
households to younger and low-income families. Female-headed households are more

likely to receive transfers. Poor urban families are particularly likely to use networks as

16



a survival strategy. Transfers help a significant number of people receive at least a

minimum subsistence level of income.
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Table 3

By Country: Percentage of Each Group

Gross Recipients

Gross Donors

Social Interactors

Others

Russia

47.2%

43.6%

65.4%

34.6%

Ukraine

38.5%

34.8%

57.0%

43.0%

Latvia

43.3%

39.3%

59.8%

40.2%

Note: Social Interactor is defined as an individual who is a gross recipient and/or gross donor.




Table 4
Gross Inter-household Transfers Received
as a Share of Wage Earnings and Pre-Transfer Income
For Primary Wage Earners Sample Only

Russia Ukraine Latvia
For All Recipients
As a share of Wage Eamnings' 24.8% 31.0% 48%
(47%)* (38%) (43%)
As a share of Pre-Transfer Income® 22.7% 23.5% 43.3%
Pre-Transfer Income as a Share of HHS .81 .78 91
Expenditure*
For All Recipients in Bottom 5% Only 9obs.
of Income Distribution
As a share of Wage Earnings 36.4% 58.8% 162%
(61%) (56%) (50%)
As a share of Pre-Transfer Income 41.5% 40.3% 159%
Pre-Transfer Income as a Share of HHS .73 - .68 1.03
Expenditure
Recipient in Lowest Income Quintile® max. of 20
observations
As a share of Wage Earnings 30.6% 39.2% 81.0%
(58%) (54%) (47%)
As a share of Pre-Transfer Income 28.2% 29.3% 79.2%
Pre-Transfer Income as a Share of HHS 67 .65 .65
Expenditure
Recipient in 2nd Lowest Income Quintile
As a share of Wage Earnings 27.7% 27.9% 41.8%
(50%) (42%) (53%) -
As a share of Pre-Transfer Income 26.3% 22.3% 40.8%
Pre-Transfer Income as a Share of HHS
Expenditure 79 73 80
Notes:

1. Wage earnings refers to income earned through formal employment oniy.

2. Figure in parenthesis is the percentage of gross transfer recipients relative to the relevant sub-sample
population.

3. Pre-Transfer Income = Wage Earnings + Informal Eamings
4. Household Expenditure = $ of family budget spent on food/meals
3. Income Quintile is with respect to formal earnings only.




SIL1
£CT0

66T

«PLT91

¥i00
++V88°0
«Z10

00~

« LT
9tL'0-

«Z58°19
666'1-

»48L8°01-
8¢t
of8CY
«$08
899°Q-
w6501~
999
891~
1298
«+819°61
L88°F
0LS'T

@
su
AjuQ swadnay
40] 10

LILe
or1o

60l

«»195°6

«1110-
«e££90
¢10°0
*+670°0°

w9
8EP -

w01P0L
L1

e £86°L-
SYT'1
wtbPl'y
stV E-
9TL'0
«x168°E-
0LTT
0L8°0~
«sSPRY
«sCS8S
£€6°0
«0T8°T

9}

s
v 10 S0

aee
(43 4
peeel
069°L6

Sivo
60£0

8400
SLro

S8€°0
6E1°0
£59°0
16571
°Leo
5¢€°0
SITo
1I¥T0
9810
F$1°0
Lo
910

ILLITLYN
Jo uBapy

8iL1
4 N]

«#6L'T

000°0

«00°¢

100°0
«» [00°0-

«961°0
6800

»256F°0
€100

»+809°0-
1010
AN
ANty
990°0-
«+807°0-
£20°0-
»181°0
walEE0
«+£89°0
8070
(1) 2044

(s

AuQ sjundnay
10 S0

81L1
2400]
£5°6LT
SLS6ET-
LT

100°0-

L000

<000
«+£00°0-

200
0elo

«£76°0
6100

«970'[-
o
«s¥870
« 10570
060°0-
e E0-
€000
exlLED
6090
«01T'1
«01¥°0-
£50°0

(¥)

AuQ spuaday
40J J13077 pa42pIO

LiLe
[ITANY

1z

»0P9'T

+«£00°0-

P [0°0
100°0-

«+£00°0-

«+897°0
wolll0

4880
36020~

naSLLO
IS0
VL0
246¥€°0-
£80°0
€600
1100~
0600
«+98¢°0
25780
1L0°0-
«=0V1'0

(€)

v 104 S70

LILE .
0L0°0
8EEIL
8ETHLY
ne

+«500°0-

+020°0
200°0-

=500°0-

L1170
«L¥1°0

L1550
0980

»llT
{900
s S6E°0
*4698°0-
«3L1°0
+£91°0
§90°0
LS1°0
1880
«+L60']
SIT°O-
w6610

@

ny 10j
ndo] papIO

4o 3)dwivs Jo1ivs Lavwlid 70]

TELE
$660°0
8IS

ve8IET

6T¥ 0

«+S15°0

+900°0-
«£70°0
«200°0-
»x5000-

PO
or1o

+567°0
ol EP0-

++980°1-
«+857°0
++£9€°0
»35P°0-
w9170
«+£60°0
990°0
LS00
6.0
nit80
LY00-
+s081°0

()

nioy

PIATIIIY SIAYSUBA ], SS015) 10] SIJEuIISHY S 10 PUE JIS0'] PaIdpiQ N0 | - JqEL.

t08°¢
139 4
SISl
pS°86

0
¥8T0

L80°0
$SP°0

LOv'0
0£1'0
90
6¥S°1
89€°0
89€°0
070
6TT0
S81°0
L0
1710
L6870

JquLIEA
Jjouwapy

I3A3] %01 38 JuBdY1UBNS=,,
1243] 2%, 18 JuedyruBLs=, , 130

Z1g ddweg
A pasnipy
(zz)sadops 043z 10§ )53) 3a8nbg-1y)
pooyIn1]-30]
Jqeriv A Juapuadad Jo usapy

jussuo)

(yseo) s13jsueiy el
(pury ut %9 yseo) s1ajsues ) wit]
sduiwes Ajyuow fewLojuy
sBunwes £jypuow [euo
($SN) SAqEnA 3mo]

ams
ANeAld

Wi §o 30K

BIATE] UL SOAI| [ENpIAIPU]
JulBLY() Ul SIAI] [ENPIAIPU]
S3|qELIEA AnuUno)

syy ut s1auoisuad 12410 Jo 2aquinn
SUYY @ SIUIPNIS JO JAqUINN
SUY ul uaIpIyd Jo squnN
Syy ui synpe sauoisuad-uou Jo Jaqunp
uolEBINpI Arepuodas [e1dads v sey jenpiaipu
uoneanpa jooyas ydiy e o dn sey jenpraipu
PIO S5e34 | G-pp S) JENPLALPU]
P10 sIB3A £~/ € 51 feapiaipu]
P10 5134 9€-6 I [enpiatpuj
P10 s1Ba4 gZ-8| 1 fenpiaipu)
Iauoisuad e s1 [enpralpuy
Joures a3em syy Arewnd s1 appwiag

SIqerasA agdeidouiaq
s2|quLIeA SHY




98¥1
VANV

LLS'ST

+ev06'F1

»+¥01°0
«eS120
010°0-

»+0P0°0

Y010
0Zs'0

aEl6P]
T 44 A

1¥l1-
SIS
webL8°T
«£99°]-
o'l
£rl o
v110
L6T0
Lrlo-
6100
ST
»1LTT

w

s w Ljug
siouoq 10§ ST0

8lit
560°0

8€T9

«s80F°L

8000
«+£61°0
6000
«££0°0

6510
£9¢°0-

« 60T
sel6l[-

»e£90°C
w997
«9£9°1-
webEE -
7050
9.00
88L°0-
S06'0-
/A
806°0-
£58°0
«+091°[-

9}

sm
1V 10§ §10

169°%

1L0'9
808°L1
T0LT0Y

[6¥'0
(474

£60°0
90r'0

LO¥0
[44NI]
0L5°0
Y4
85¢°0
8LL0
1610
0IT0
0L1°0
061°0
910
18¢°0

LT
Jo uvapy

38v1
<600

¥ETT

»680°¢

£00°0

0000
«C00°0-

100°0-

8£0°0
090°0-

£E10
«sOF 10

«+$91°0-
1880
9P 0
V10
900
8300
*307°0-
+$81°0-
«»+L900
w£80°0-
500~
w6100

(s)

AuQ
sioue(] 10§ S0

88kl

€00
6991
I$'L981-

e’

9000
0000
«£00°0-
100°0-

£80°0
viro-

892°0
«= 1900~

««£0€°0"
08970~
=12V 0-
»SIt0
6700
L60°0
e [8E°0-
«C0L°0-
s E£SP'0-
«LOVO0-
190°0-
w110

()

AjuQ saouoq
10 ydo] paaaplQ

TELE
FIR0°0

$L8']

111474

100°0-
«£100
«+C000
w000

«911°0
w10

=080
«s0L1°0r

e (8T0-
LT 0
»2L91°0-
009170
S10°0-
y+0'0
=870
«61€°0-
Tidids
ne6EE0~
L2 Y
«501°0-

()

¥ 40 70

[4X23
se00 -
st
Lot
SLY'I

200°0-
0200
w5000
»+ 0000

«+(000
««981'0-

2650
« 0080

«+991°0-
«+05E°0-
woLET0-
waP 100
LLOO-
8700
«#STH0-
wal6P0-
»+££9°0-
«+0€5°0-
LITo
180°0-

@

ny o)
naoy pasapag

Ajuo 3jdwivs 1oupa Asowitid Joj

TELE
§50°0
peSLT
SOTLET
680

L50°0

£00°0-
«LT0°0
«L000
«£000

»bIT0
#$51°0-

*slPL'0-
«28V7°0-

o0V 0
«+057°0-
«f90°0-
w810
860°0-
700
sblE0r
wslb¥0-
8570
w9V 0-
#9570
100

m

ndoy

TU3A[5) SI3JSURI] SSOID) 10J SA)BT)SH § 1O PUE JISO| PIJapi0) 80| 9 I[GBL

41131
LESY
piESl
P$5°86

b0
¥8C°0

L80°0
590

Lo¥'0
0€1°0
690
6bS1
89¢°0
89¢°0
¥0T0
6770
£81°0
vLTO
1o
L6E0

VETITY
Jo uBay

1943] 24,01 18 JusdyIuBis=,
1949] 94§ 1% Jueduds=, , 1330

g A dweg
2t pasnipy
.Nn,umu._c_u 0J3Z 10J J53) 3aenbg-1y)
pooyyyIT-80]
dqElaep Judpuadaq Jo UBIN

Juesuo)

(yses) ssajsues) els
{pury u1 % yses) sudjsues) uug
s3utures Ajpuows jruLIojuf
sSuiures Ajyuow [puog
($SN) SAQELTEA SUWIOIH]

eIy
29BALLJ
wajg jo 3Ky

BLAJET Ul S3AI] [ENPIAIPU]
3UIEDI(] U] SOALE [ENPIAIPUY
SI|q¥IIEA ADyuno))

Syy ut s15u01suad 1910 JO JIqUINN
SYY Ul SJUIPNIS JO 21IGUINN
SYY Ul uIpiid JO QNN
syy ut Synpe Jauoisuad-uou Jo 1aquiny
uoleonpa A1epuodes jioads e sey [enpialpu
uoneINp? J00yds Y3ty e o1 dn sey [enpraipu
PIo s5e3A [S-pp S1 Jenpialpu]
Pio s1e34 €L € S1 [enpiaipu]
P10 s:eak 9¢-6T §1 |enpialpu]
Plo s3e3K §7-81 St fenpiaipuy
Jauotsuad e st fenpiAalpug
Jawes s3em syy Arewnd s3 sjewag
s3|qurieA digdeadowa

SqYIINA SHY



Appendix 1
Characteristics of Households
Jor primary wage earner sample only

Characteristics of Individual

Age of Primary Wage Eamer

Percentage of hh with PWE's age less than 28
Percentage of hh with PWE’s age greater than 51
Percentage of hh with female as PWE
Percentage of hh with pensioner as PWE
Education

High School

Occupational School

University

Type of firm

Private

State

Collective or Leased

Employment category

Percentage of hh with unemployed PWE
Percentage of hh with temporarily employed PWE
Percentage of hh with part-time employed PWE

Characteristics of Household
Family Size

No. of children under age

No. of pensioners in hh

No. of wage eamers in hh

Assets

Percentage of hh who own a dacha

Percentage of hh who own a car

Percentage of hh who rented out an apartment or  garage

Income

Monthly wages and/or salary in $

Wage income as a share of total income!
Informal monthly eamnings in §

Informal earnings as a share of total income
State subsidies per month in $

State subsidies as a share of total income
Firm subsidies per month in $

Firm subsidies as a share of total income
Inter-household transfers received per month in §
Transfers as a share of total income

Total income

Other characteristics

Monthly household expenditures in $

Per capita household expenditures2 per month in §
Sample size

All

40.78
0.21
0.20
0.43
0.14

0.36
041
023

0.26
0.51
0.24

0.01
0.12
0.05

2.57
0.60
0.39
0.72

0.48
0.19
0.07

102.38
0.76
14.41
0.09
5.54
0.04
5.92
0.04
117
0.07

140.42

167.03
104.85
2,505

Russia

Lowest
Income
Quintile

43.59
0.18
0.33
0.57
0.22

0.38
0.42
0.20

0.35
0.46
0.20

0.05
0.05
0.14

220
0.53
0.30
0.49

043
0.07
0.01

5181
0.69
5.23

0.07

9.92

0.09

4.19
0.05

9.53

0.11

80.47

111.92
76.95
509

Ukraine
All Lowest
Income
Quintile
4226 41.87
0.12 0.14
022 0.19
0.38 0.51
0.11 0.10
0.39 0.52
031 0.27
0.30 0.21
0.26 0.41
042 0.32
0.32 0.27
0.01 0.04
0.04 0.03
0.05 0.16
2.85 2.72
0.71 0.
045 0.44
0.82 0.68
0.47 0.38
0.23 0.11
0.05 0.00
69.66 27.62
0.77 0.66
12.21 4.44
0.12 0.14
224 294
0.03 0.06
2.66 203
0.03 0.03
5.87 5.26
0.05 0.10
93.62 41.71
11331 63.93
68.64 42.51
2,488 509

All

37.48
0.26
0.15
0.33
0.08

0.31
0.45
0.24

0.56
0.25
0.18

0.01
0.12
0.06

220
0.37
0.28
0.61

035
0.16
0.06

22832
0.81
34.20
0.06
3.37
0.01
7.96
0.03
40.49
0.09
300.70

442 .40
309.15
472

Larvia

Lowest
Income
Quintile

42.55
0.24
0.34
0.45
0.28

0.3t
0.53
0.16

0.65
0.21
0.14

0.00
0.11
0.06

1.76
023
0.40
0.44

0.25
0.08
0.00

128.77
0.74
6.67
0.04
11.45
0.06
6.34
0.03
4722
0.13

201.60

361.67
29233
97

Note: |, Includes income from wages, informal eamnings, state and firm allowances, and inter-household transfers. 2. Per capita household
consumption figures were computed by dividing monthly household consumpticn expenditures by a weighted family size variable, where
children were weighted at 0.5 consumption units and students and pensioners were weighted at 0.66 consumption units.




Appendix 2

Poverty Line Calculations

Russia Ukraine Latvia
Official average subsistence minimum in 264,134 2,790, 600 n.a.
1995, per month, per capita in local (n.a.) (4,450,000)
currency; (1996 given in brackets)
Exchange rate, period average; 4559.2 147, 307.3 n.a.
(1996 given in brackets) (n.a.) (178,600)
Official subsistence minimum in 1995 per
capita, using period average exchange rate; $57.93 $18.93 n.a.
(1996 given in brackets) (n.a.) {$24.91)
Our estimated cost of minimum
consumption basket per capita in current
dollars in1996 71.14 64.99 226.96
(household consumption units given in ($116.77) ($112.77) ($329.26)
brackets)
Percentage of primary wage eamers below
poverty line, according to formal (wage
earnings)
(1) Official poverty line (1) 12.7% (1) 6.83% (1) na
(2) Minimum consumption basket (2) 30.0% (2) 43.7% (2) 56.0%
Percentage of percentage of primary wage
earners below poverty line, according to
official income
{ wages + state aid + firm aid)

(1) 6.9% (1) 4.0% (1) na
(1) Official poverty line {2) 13.6% 2) 29.5% (2) 33.8%
(2) Minimum consumption basket
Percentage of percentage of primary wage
camners below poverty line, according to
official income+ informal earnings
(wages + state aid + firm aid+ informal
earnings)

(1)4.2% (1) 2.2% (1) na
(1) Official poverty line (2) 8.9% (2) 22.5% (2) 28.3%
(2) Minimum consumption basket
Percentage of primary wage earners below
poverty line, according to all income,
including private transfers
(1) Official poverty line (1) 3.2% (1) 1.8% (1} na.
(2) Minimum consumption basket (2) 6.1% ' {2) 19.7% (2) 197%
Percentage of households below poverty
line, according to family budge:.

(1) 123% (1) 3.2% (1) na.

(1) Official poverty line (2) 19.9% (2) 39.0% (2) 40.0%
{2) Minimum consumption basket

Source:
Country Staff and Poverty Group at World Bank. Figures are based on subsistence minimum set by government.




