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ABSTRACT

Relevance. In contemporary economic research, the study of the diversity of
factors of national economic growth is gaining more and more significance,
particularly with regard to the so-called ‘spatial-territorial factors. In con-
trast to the existing concepts of regional and spatial economy, the approach
described in this paper is based on the hypothesis that it is possible to ac-
celerate national economic growth. It can be done by stimulating extend-
ed economic reproduction on the subnational level, that is, on the level of
relatively independent and self-contained spatial and administrative units
such as regions of the Russian Federation, municipalities, agglomerations,
etc. Research objective. The study aims to propose a decomposition of the
economic growth rates in Russia by territorial units and to describe the spa-
tial-territorial factors of national economic growth. Data and methods. To
characterize the spatial-territorial factors, we used indices of the physical
volume of gross regional product (GRP) and gross value added (GVA) in
types of economic activities in Russian regions in percentage to the previ-
ous year for the period of 2013-2018. The types of economic activities were
specified according to the Russian Classifier of Economic Activities of 2007
(OKVED) (Statistical Classification of Economic Activities in the Europe-
an Community - NACE Rev. 1.1 (2013-2016)) and OKVED-2 (NACE Rev.2
(2017-2018)). Results. We estimated the contributions of Russian regions to
national economic growth by analyzing the data on the key types of econom-
ic activities in a 6-year period (2013-2018). We also identified the regions
which accounted for the largest losses in economic growth, on the one hand,
and those which, on the other hand, acted as drivers of the country’s eco-
nomic development. Conclusion. There is a small number of regions lagging
in terms of GRP and their influence on the national rates of economic growth
is also insignificant. The general rates of GRP decline in a region are deter-
mined, first and foremost, by the sluggish growth in those types of economic
activities that have the largest share in GRP. The number and share of the
regions which demonstrate extended economic reproduction, that is, deliver
at least 2% growth a year, are also quite small. These regions make up slightly
more than 19% of the country’s GRP. The largest group of regions comprises
those regions that do not go beyond the simple reproduction (their growth
rates are less than 2% a year), while their share in the country’s GRP exceeds
74%. The so-called ‘heavyweights’ — regions accounting for the largest share
in the country’s total GRP - have the strongest effect on the national rates of
economic growth, hindering it. It is the economic structure of these regions
that has the biggest influence on the country’s performance in such types of
economic activities as wholesale and retail trade and maintenance and repair
of motor vehicles. Sadly, it is in these sectors that the ‘heavyweights’ demon-
strate the largest losses in GVA. As a result, these sectors suffer the most,
which is bound to be reflected in the country’s overall economic growth.
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AHHOTAIIAA

AxTtyanpHOCTh. Ha coBpeMeHHOM aTame Bce 0ojee aKTyalbHO MCCIENO-
BaHMe paclIMpeHHON Knaccudukauuy GakToOpoB 9KOHOMUYECKOTO POCTa
HaIMOHAJIbHOJ 3KOHOMMKI, NOIIOJIHEHHO TaK Ha3blBA€MbBIMM «IIPOCTpPaH-
CTBEHHO-TepPUTOPUATbHBIMI (aKTOpaMm». B oTamume OT CyLieCcTBYIOMNX
KOHIIEeNIINII perMOHaIbHOM U IPOCTPAHCTBEHHON 9KOHOMMKI, ITO/IXOI, O~
CaHHBIJ B 3TOM CTaThe, OCHOBAH Ha TMIIOTE3€ O BOSMOXXHOCTM YCKOPEHUA
HAIYIOHA/IbHOTO 9KOHOMUYECKOTO pocTa. DTO MOXKET OBITh CHIe/IaHO IIyTeM
CTUMY/IMPOBaHUA PacIlMPEHHOTO 9KOHOMMYECKOIO BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBA Ha
CyOHAIVIOHAaIbPHOM YPOBHE, TO €CTh Ha YPOBHE OTHOCUTENBHO He3aBUCHMBIX
U aBTOHOMHBIX IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHO-aIMMHUCTPATUBHBIX eUHNI], TAKUX KaK
peruonsl Poccuiickoit @epepaniuyl, MyHULIMIIATUTEThI, aTl/IOMEepaLVy U T. [,
Ienp nccnegoBaHnsa — NPEIIOKNUTD NEKOMIIO3UIIVMIO TEMIIOB HallMOHAJIb-
HOT'O 9KOHOMMYECKOTO POCTa B paspese TePPUTOPUANbHBIX 00pa3oBaHMIL,
OlleHKa IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-TEPPUTOPUATIBHBIX (PAKTOPOB HALVOHATBHOTO
9KOHOMIYECKOro pocTa. JlaHHBIe M MeTOAbl. [I/s1 XapaKTepUCTUKU IIPO-
CTPAHCTBEHHO-TEPPUTOPUATBHBIX (PAKTOPOB UCIIONb30BAIUCH ITOKA3aTeNn
¢dusngeckoro o6beMa BajOBOrO pernoHanbHoro npopykra (BPII) u Bamo-
BoI1 mobasnernon croumoctu (BIC) mo BupgaM 3KOHOMMYECKON HesATeb-
HOCTU B permoHax Poccum B mponjeHTax K NpeabIylieMy TORy 3a IepUog,.
2013-2018 rr. Busipl 5KOHOMMYECKOI AesATeIbHOCTHU OIpefe/ieHbl B COOT-
BeTCcTBUU ¢ Poccuitckum kmaccudnukaTtopoM sKOHOMIYECKOI IeATeNbHOCTI
2007 r. (OKB3]I) (Cratuctnyeckas knaccubuKanys BULOB 9KOHOMUYECKOI
nesitenpHOCTU B EBporeiickom coobuectBe — NACE Rev.1.1 (2013-2016))
n OKB3I-2 (NACE Rev.2). (2017-2018)). Pe3ynbpraTsi. Mbl OL{eHU/IN BKIAT
pernonoB Poccum B pocT HaIlMOHA/TbHOM SKOHOMMKM, IIPOAHAIN3MPOBaB
IMAHHBIE IO KJTIOYEBBIM BUIaM 3KOHOMUYECKON MesATeTbHOCTU 3a 6-JIETHU
nepuop (2013-2018 rr.). Mbl Tak>Xe BBIABUIN PErMOHBI C Y4€TOM UX 3Ha-
YYMOCTY, C OJJHOI CTOPOHBI, 00yC/IaBIMBaIOLIVe IOTePY B HAL[MOHATIBHOM
9KOHOMMYECKOM POCTE, C APYTOJ CTOPOHBI, BBICTYIIAIOLINE €TI0 IpaliBEPOM.
BriBoppl. KonmnuecTBo cTarHmpymomux no nokasarento BPIT pernonos nHe-
BE/IMKO U BAMSAHME MX HA HAIVIOHA/JIbHblE TEMIIbl 9KOHOMUYECKOIO pOCTa
SIBJISIETCSl HEBBICOKMM. BbIsiBIIeHO, 4TO 061uime Temibl cHbkeHus BPIT pe-
TIOHA OIPefe/IAITCs, B IIEPBYIO O4epefib, CTAaTHUPYIOIIMMY TeHIeHIUAMU
BIJIOB 9KOHOMMYECKOI JeATeNbHOCTH, MMEIOLIVX HauOONbIINI yaeNbHbINI
Bec B BPII. OTHOCUTENIPHO HEBeMMKYU KOMMYECTBO U MacCIITaObl PETMOHOB,
IIOKa3bIBAIOIMX PACHIMPEHHOE BOCIIPOU3BOACTBO, 32 KPUTEPUI KOTOPO-
ro OBbIIO B3ATO JOCTVDKEHME He MeHee IBYX IIPOLIEHTOB B CPelHeM 3a LOf,.
CyMMapHblIii yienbHbI Bec mogo6Hbix pernoHoB B BPIT Poccmiickoit ®e-
fepaluyl cocTaBjsieT 4yTh Oomee 19%. Camas KpyIHas IpyIIa — peruo-
HbI, 00eCIeunBaoIe INIIb IPOCTOE BOCIPOU3BOACTBO (TEMIIBI POCTA —
MeHee IBYX IIPOLIEHTOB B TOJj), X yJeNbHbI Bec npesbiniaer 74% B BPII
Poccuiickoit @epmepaunn. Hanbonpumii TOPMO3AILINI HAIMOHATbHbBIE
TEMITbI 9KOHOMUYECKOT0 pocTa 3¢ (deKT 0Ka3bIBAIOT TAaK Ha3bIBaeMble pe-
TUOHBI- «TSDKE/IOBEChI», Ye/IbHbIN BeC KOTOPBIX HaMOOIbLINIL B CYMMapHOM
poccuiickom BPIL. B wacTHOCTHM, BBUJIY CTOXMBUIIENCA CTPYKTYPhl 9KOHO-
MUK PErMOHOB-«TSKETIOBECOB», B HaMOO/bIIIEl CTEeIIeH) OHM BIMSIIOT Ha
BUJ] 5KOHOMMIYECKOII AesITeIbHOCTY «TOPTOB/IA ONTOBAasA U PO3HUYHASA; pe-
MOHT aBTOTPAHCIIOPTHBIX CPEJCTB I MOTOLIMKIIOB», HO IMEHHO IIO 3TOMY
BUAY 9TY PETMOHBI FeMOHCTPUPYIOT HarbOMblINe IIOTep) BaoBOI J06aB-
JIEHHOI1 CTOMMOCTH. B pesynbTare 3TOT CEKTOP HeceT MaclITaOHble TOTePU
U OLYTMMO HETaTUBHO BINMAET Ha TeMIIbl 9KOHOMIYECKOT'O pOCTa AJIsg poc-
CUIICKOJ 9KOHOMUKM B II€JIOM.
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Introduction

In Russia, regions are crucial to national
economic growth, which makes the study of the
country’s spatial development a pertinent task.
Not only do regional economic disparities bring
about structural clashes but they also cause real
losses in the country’s gross domestic product. It
is, therefore, necessary to compare the propor-
tions of the key indicators of regions’ socio-eco-
nomic development in order to identify the rea-
sons behind such disparities.

In this study we propose a decomposition of
the rates of economic growth in Russia by regions
by taking into account their industrial specializa-
tion and analyzing the extent to which these regions
manage to realize their development potential.

Our research objectives are as follows:

1) describe the negative influence that lagging
regions have on the national growth rates;

2) estimate the contribution of the regions
characterized by extended economic reproduc-
tion to the country’s overall economic growth;

3) analyze the development of regions that
provide only simple economic reproduction.

This study centres around the spatial-terri-
torial factors of national economic growth, in-
cluding the factors of intra- and inter-territorial
relationships. For the sake of brevity, this article
discusses only the intra-territorial factors, in par-
ticular, the development of the key economic sec-
tors in Russian regions.

This article summarizes the findings of the
research project ‘Social and Infrastructural Mod-
ernization and Restructuring of Regional Econ-
omy with the Prevailing Petro-Chemical Sector
in the Context of Global Challenges of Industrial
Development (the Case of the Republic of Bash-
kortostan)’ This project made a special emphasis
on the development of the mining and manufac-
turing sectors in Russian regions.

Literature review

The adverse effects of external factors such as
the falling oil prices, sanctions and pandemic re-
strictions on the Russian economy lead scholars
to search for ways to realize the country’s inter-
nal potential. In our view, such research should,
among other things, provide a more in-depth un-
derstanding of the issues associated with regional
disparities.

We share the view of Mikheeva (2016), who
pointed out that ‘together with the formation of
a new model of national economic growth, there
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should evolve a certain kind of its spatial projec-
tion, which can change the modern spatial struc-
ture of economy and resolve some of the problems
and disparities of spatial development... Minakir
& Demyanenko (2010) argue that although °..the
obvious failures in the search for mechanisms of
economic modernization lead us to pay more at-
tention to the potential of the territorial organiza-
tion of national economy, ‘hopes that the accent
in the economic modernization would be shifted
towards the territorial organization and manage-
ment were shattered when the economic theory
turned out to be totally unprepared for integra-
ting the spatial aspect of economic development
into the conventional models of general economic
equilibrium and dynamics.

On the other hand, there is a vast body of re-
search dealing with the problems of spatial deve-
lopment of national economy. The seminal works
in the field of spatial economics were written by
Aydalot (1980), Bunge (1962), Weber (1909), Het-
tner (1927), Christaller (1968), Losch (1940), Rit-
ter (1841), Tinbergen (1962), Thiinen (1826), Ull-
man (1957), Hagerstrand (1967), Chabot (1969)
and others. Most of them were geographers, which
explains why they were the first to look at the eco-
nomic systems from the spatial perspective, to
analyze the connections between the location of
production facilities and such factors as distance,
transport and operating costs, pricing, and the in-
stitutional environment.

Among the Soviet and Russian scholars who
justified the need to develop state-planned econ-
omy were Alexandrov (1928), Granberg (1973),
Knipovich (1925), Kolosovsky (1947), Mina-
kir (2010), Nekrasov (1973), Chelintsev (1928),
Shniper (1979) and others. Their studies describe
the basic principles of economic zoning, design
of territorial economic systems of different levels
and specializations. In fact, it was these systems
that the centralized schemes of the placement of
production facilities were based on. On the other
hand, ‘..the degree of complexity of spatial organi-
zation and spatial relationships in contemporary
economics has already exceeded the theoretical
and experimental capabilities of regional eco-
nomics... (Minakir & Demyanenko, 2010), while
“..the currently established territorial organiza-
tion of economy does not reflect the new reality of
Russia’s political and economic system...” (Minakir
& Demyanenko, 2010).

Therefore, in our view, it is now imperative to
expand the existing classification of the factors of
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national economy (including labour, land (natu-
ral resources), capital, technologies (technological
progress)) by adding spatial-territorial factors.

In contrast to the existing concepts of regio-
nal and spatial economy, the proposed approach
considers national economic growth as a complex
of mutually determined subnational processes in
relatively independent and self-contained spatial
and administrative units such as regions of the
Russian Federation, municipalities, agglomera-
tions, etc.

In our understanding of the spatial-territorial
factors of national economic growth, we take as
a point of departure the idea of Yusupov (1980),
who argued that subnational territorial units act
as subsystems of the national economy which
they are a part of.

Therefore, spatial-territorial factors com-
prise intra-territorial factors related to reproduc-
tion, industrial, technological, and organizational
characteristics of regional economy as well as
inter-territorial factors, such as specialization of
regional economies, the scale of reproduction
made possible by the use of internal and external
resources. Intra-territorial factors may include
spatial-territorial factors of a higher order in rela-
tion of lower-level territories in the hierarchy. The
proposed approach can be used for the decompo-
sition of the rates of national economic growth by
multi-level territorial units and thus find optimal
ways for estimating and managing the spatial-ter-
ritorial potential of national economic growth.

This study estimates the contribution of in-
dividual territorial units (Russian regions) in
specific types of economic activities into the na-
tional economic growth within a 6-year period
(2013-2018).

Data and methodology

The methodological framework of this
study relies on the indices of the physical volu-
me of gross regional product (GRP) and gross
value added (GVA) in specific economic sec-
tors of Russian regions in percentage to the pre-
vious year for the period of 2013-2018. The types
of economic activities are specified according to
the Russian Classifier of Economic Activities of
2007 (OKVED) (Statistical Classification of Eco-
nomic Activities in the European Communi-
ty - NACE Rev. 1.1) (2013-2016) and OKVED-2
(NACE Rev.2) (2017-2018).

The period between 2013 and 2018 was cho-
sen for the following reasons. First, in April 2011,

R-ECONOMY 4

the Russian State Statistics Service (Rosstat)
started to use the new base period to calculate
indices of the physical volume of GDP. Before
2011, the base period had been the year of 2003,
and since 2011, in order to neutralize the diffe-
rences between the structural components of the
report and base periods, Rosstat has been using
the year of 2008 as a base period. Second, in our
view, the period between 2013 and 2018 can be
seen to a certain extent as a period of economic
prosperity in Russia, despite the falling oil pri-
ces and expanded financial sanctions. This peri-
od generally saw positive growth rates, with the
only exception of 2015, when the physical vo-
lume of the country’s GDP was 98%. Third, Ross-
tat publishes the official GRP data with a certain
delay: for example, as of January 2021, we can
only access the data for 2018 or earlier. There-
fore, it is for the chosen period that the most
accurate estimates of regional and national eco-
nomic growth can be obtained.

Our study also takes into account the trans-
fer to OKVED-2 (version OK 029-2014 (NACE
Rev. 2)) that happened in 2016 with the pur-
pose of harmonizing the national classification
with the Statistical Classification of Economic
Activities in the European Community (NACE
Rev. 2). Although the codes and names (classes,
subclasses, groups, subgroups and types of eco-
nomic activities) underwent significant chan-
ges, it is possible to recalculate the data from
OKVED-2 to OKVED for types of economic
activities with the help of the publicly avai-
lable conversion keys and proportions in gross
value added.

To exclude the cases of a random upsurge
in GRP (GVA) in some years, through the
product of annual (chain) indices, we obtained
a data panel consisting of base indices of the
physical volume of GRP and GVA in the types
of economic activities in Russian regions in
2013-2018.

Our study covered 80 Russian regions. It
should be noted that the data for autonomous
districts (Nenets, Khanty-Mansiysk, and Yama-
lo-Nenets) were included into the data for hig-
her-level administrative units (Arkhangelsk and
Tyumen regions). We were unable to include the
Republic of Crimea and Sevastopol due to the lack
of statistical data for this period. As a result, the
sum of the 80 regions’ shares in GRP was less than
100% since these two regions account for about
0.5% of total national GRP.

https://journals.urfu.ru/index.php /r-economy
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Results

The results of our analysis are as follows.

1. In the given 6-year period, only 68 regions
out of 80 succeeded in showing positive economic
growth and 12 regions had sagging growth rates.
These regions accounted for about 6% of total na-
tional GRP (see Table 1).

Table 1
Regions with declining growth rates in 2013-2018
Indices of the physi- | Share in na-
Ne Region cal volume of GRP | tional GRP
in 2013-2018, % | in 2018, %
1 |Primorye region 99.8 0.98
2 |Chuvash Republic 99.0 0.35
3 |Kemerovo region 97.9 1.46
4 |Volgograd region 97.3 1.00
5 |Zabaikalye region 96.1 0.38
6 Essrsaf{l;};bch}éer 95.2 0.09
7 ﬁi{’;lbhc of Bu- 94.7 0.27
S TR T
9 |Ivanovo region 93.0 0.23
10| Amur region 92.8 0.35
1L eon” 87.4 0.07
12| Komi Republic 84.7 0.78

Source: authors’ own calculations based on Rosstat data

One region that stands out from the rest if
we look at the table above is the Komi Republic,
whose GRP dropped by over 15% in the given pe-
riod, while its share in national GRP still remains
quite large — almost 0.8%. Kemerovo, Volgograd
and Primorye regions together account for more
than 3% of the country’s GRP. In our estimates,
if we take into account the total share of these
three regions, it becomes evident that provided
they demonstrate at least 1% growth a year, this
will increase the rates of economic growth in the
country by 0.6% or more, which appears quite
substantial on the national scale.

For a more detailed picture of these regions’
performance, we should look at specific economic
sectors. At this point it should be noted that there
are three types of economic activity crucial to na-
tional GRP (as of 2018): the manufacturing sector
(its share is 18%); wholesale and retail trade, main-
tenance and repair of motor vehicles (15.8%); and
mining and mineral extraction (14.8%). In total,
their share exceeds 48%. While in manufacturing
and mining, the indices of the physical volume of
GVA in the given period were 115.3 and 116.0%

R-ECONOMY 4

respectively, in wholesale and retail trade, main-
tenance and repair of motor vehicles there was
no growth (99.9%), which slowed the country’s
overall economic growth. Let us now consider the
possible impact of the lagging regions on the three
above-mentioned sectors.

It should be noted that while the economic
performance of these regions can be generally
described as poor, there is a significant variation
in the growth they demonstrate in different sec-
tors. For example, if we look at the Komi Repub-
lic, which had the largest general decline in GRP,
we will see that in manufacturing, this region
delivered growth of 105.6% (this sector accounts
for 11.5% of the region’s GRP). At the same time
in mining, whose share in the region’s GRP
reaches 44.1%, the index of the physical volume
of GVA is below 100% - 97.1%. The overall slug-
gish growth of the region is exacerbated by the
negative rates of growth in the physical volume
of GVA in all the other types of economic acti-
vity. Overall, our analysis shows that the re-
gion’s general GRP decline is largely determined
by stagnation trends in the types of economic
activities with the largest share in GRP.

In terms of manufacturing, it is interesting
to look at Volgograd and Kemerovo regions,
ranking 20th and 21st nationwide in GVA in this
type of economic activities. Their total share is
almost 3%. At the same time these regions have
falling volumes of GVA: in Kemerovo region,
by almost 8% and in Volgograd region, by more
than 13%. It should be noted that manufacturing
plays the principal role in the economy of Vol-
gograd region and is followed by wholesale and
retail trade and maintenance and repair of motor
vehicles. The share of the latter two is half the
size of the former - 13.2%.

The total share of the regions with the sagging
physical volume of GVA in manufacturing was
almost 3.5% in the same kind of economic activity
on the national level. At the same time all of the
regions in this group account for more than 5% in
national GVA in manufacturing.

As for wholesale and retail trade, mainte-
nance and repair of motor vehicles, Primorye has
a prominent share (1.2%) on the national level and
demonstrates an upward trend. The total share of
the regions with the shrinking physical volume of
GVA in this type of economic activities was 2.4%
while the share of these regions in manufacturing
in the given period was 4.1%. Regarding mining
and mineral extraction, the Komi Republic holds
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a considerable share — 2.3% and ranks 11th place
in Russia, although in the given period this region
suffered a 3% drop in this type of economic ac-
tivity. The total share of the regions with a similar
downward trend in GVA in mining is 3.1% while
the total share of the whole group is 7.3%.

Therefore, the group’s influence on national
economic growth and on specific types of eco-
nomic activity cannot be described as substantial
by any stretch of the imagination. Moreover, it
was found that the negative influence of the re-
gions from this group on the three types of eco-
nomic activity that are deemed crucial for Russia
is virtually the same (ranging from 2.4 to 3.1%),
although this influence is lower than the total
share of the whole group in the country’s GVA in
these sectors — between 5.2 and 7.3%. This means
that in the three given types of economic activi-
ties, some of the regions showed positive dynam-
ics. Nevertheless, their negative impact cannot be
ignored, which is why to maximize the benefit
from the country’s spatial potential, the federal
government should target the specific needs and
strengths of the regions in this group and stimu-
late their development selectively in the given
types of economic activity.

2. Among the 68 regions with positive growth
rates are the regions which did not go beyond
simple economic reproduction (their index is
close to 100%). Therefore, it can be supposed that,
to achieve extended reproduction, the significant
rates of economic growth should be on average at
least 2% (or 102%) a year, that is, 12.6% (112.6%)
in the given period, which means that there can
be only 23 of such regions (Table 2). In this re-
spect, it is worth noting that the physical volume
of national GRP in 2013-2018 was 108.1%, which
signifies that the federal government’s failure to
ensure the required 2% growth a year.

As the table above illustrates, these regions
account for slightly more than 19% of total GRP
of the Russian Federation, with Moscow region in
the top ten. As a result, their contribution to na-
tional economic growth is only about 20%.

Let us now consider the contribution of this
group of regions to the three types of economic
activity specified above. It should be noted that
even in the most prosperous regions, the dyna-
mics of specific sectors may vary significantly. For
instance, Astrakhan region, which is the leader in
terms of GRP growth rates, demonstrates a de-
cline in manufacturing, wholesale and retail trade,
maintenance and repair of motor vehicles. The
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share of these sectors in the regions GRP varies
between 3 and 7%. The mining sector, which ac-
counts for almost 53% of the region’s GRP, expe-
riences a dramatic growth — almost 346%. In this
case it may be concluded that the regional econo-
mic growth tends to be determined by the growth
in those types of economic activity that account
for the largest proportion in the region’s GRP.

Table 2

Regions with average economic growth rates
above 2% a year in 2013-2018

Indices of the phys- | Share in na-
Ne Region ical volume of GRP | tional GRP
in 2013-2018,% | in 2018, %
1 |Astrakhan region 140.2 0.65
2 |Tula region 130.3 0.75
3 |Kursk region 122.4 0.50
4 | Tambov region 122.4 0.39
5 |Chechen Republic 120.0 0.23
6 |Belgorod region 119.9 1.02
7 de“Iji‘;bhc of Mor- 119.7 0.27
8 |Rostov region 119.0 1.70
9 gij}‘:elilif of In- 118.4 0.07
10 | Magadan region 118.1 0.20
11 &ZP“bhc of Dages- 116.7 0.74
12 gR:futh of Ady- 116.6 0.13
13 |Irkutsk region 116.4 1.64
14 | Voronezh region 116.1 1.11
15 | Chukotka Autono- 115.3 0.09
mous District
16 ?;fﬁmf) of Sakha 115.2 1.28
17 | Lipetsk region 115.0 0.68
18 | Bryansk region 115.0 0.39
19 |Republic of Altai 114.8 0.06
20 |Penza region 114.7 0.47
21 |Kamchatka region 114.5 0.28
22 |Novosibirsk region 1144 1.47
23 |Moscow region 113.4 4.94

Source: authors’ own calculations based on Rosstat data

As far as manufacturing is concerned, the
leading positions are occupied by the regions
that demonstrate a persistent growth in this
sphere — Moscow region (5.7%), Rostov region
(almost 2%), Tula region (1.9%), Lipetsk region
(1.7%), Novosibirsk region (1.1%) and Belgorod
region (1.1%). It should be noted that this re-
fers primarily to those regions that delivered a
growth in GVA in some sectors at 100% or more.
In other words, these are the regions that at least
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do not drag down the economic growth on the
national level. The total share of these regions
was about 18% while the total share of the whole
group was 18.2%.

The same two regions - Moscow (8.5%) and
Rostov (1.9%) regions — have the largest shares in
national GVA in wholesale and retail trade and
maintenance and repair of motor vehicles. These
regions are followed by Novosibirsk (1.5%) and
Voronezh (1.3%) regions, Dagestan (1.1%) and
Belgorod region (0.9%).

The regions in this group are those that
showed growth in this type of economic activity.
In total, they account for 18.4% of national GVA
while the share of the whole group is 20.1%.

As for mining and mineral extraction, the
picture changes dramatically with the Republic of
Sakha (Yakutia) accounting for 4.5% of national
GVA; Irkutsk, 3.5%; Astrakhan, 2.3%; and Bel-
gorod, 1.3%. These are the regions at the top of the
list. The regions that demonstrated growth in this
indicator account for 13.4% of this group, which is
very close to the share of the whole group - 13.7%.

Therefore, a conclusion can be made that the
leading regions in terms of GRP growth made a
contribution that roughly corresponds to their
shares in national GVA in the given types of eco-
nomic activity. Due to their economic structure,
these regions had the greatest impact on the total
rates of growth in wholesale and retail trade and
in maintenance and repair of motor vehicles and
the least impact, on similar indicators in mining
and mineral extraction.

3. Let us now consider those regions that de-
livered only simple economic reproduction, that
is, their average annual rates of growth in GRP
were less than 2%. These regions prevail both in
terms of their number and their share: there are
45 regions of this type and their total share ex-
ceeds 74%.

It should also be noted that if all of these re-
gions could on average provide the necessary 2% a
year, in a 6-year period the overall growth rates of
national GRP would be 112.3%. The latter figure
is quite close to the desired one, which means that
there could be a 4% increase in the actual eco-
nomic growth.

Our analysis of the data on the three sectors
in the given regions has shown that the regions
with the largest share in total national GRP oc-
cupy a special place in the general picture. There-
fore, they need to be considered separately. As far
as mining is concerned, there will be added one
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more region — Sakhalin with the share of 6.7% in
national GRP in this sector and the rates of growth
in the same indicator 121%.

In general, it should be noted that these re-
gions’ potential to show at least minimum rates
of growth was realized to the fullest in the mining
sector: while their total share in GVA was 79%, the
economic growth in the same sector was shown by
the regions accounting for 73.6%. that is, the gap
was slightly more than 5 percentage points. Their
performance in manufacturing was slightly less
impressive: the corresponding figures in this sec-
tor were 76.6% and 60.7% respectively, that is, the
gap reached almost 16 percentage points. Finally,
the positive growth rates in GVA in wholesale and
retail trade and in maintenance and repair of mo-
tor vehicles was shown only by the regions whose
share is 23.6%, while their total share in national
GVA in this type of economic activity exceeded
75%. In other words, the regions whose total share
in this type of economic activities on the national
level is 51.7% exhibited poor performance. In the
latter case, it is the largest regions that are prima-
rily responsible for this negative dynamics, which
we are going to discuss in more detail below.

Just as an aside, it should be noted that the
first seven large regions (Tyumen and Sakhalin re-
gions, Tatarstan, Krasnoyarsk region, Sakha (Ya-
kutia), Kemerovo and Irkutsk regions) demon-
strated a quite impressive growth in mining and
mineral extraction, accounting for almost 74%,
which resulted in 116% growth on the national
level. Meanwhile, their rates of growth in other
sectors of national economy (primarily trade) re-
sulted in lower rates nationwide — 108%.

4. A number of interesting conclusions can
be made if we look at the so-called ‘heavyweights’
of the Russian economy - the regions with the
largest shares in total national GRP: the city of
Moscow, Tyumen region, Moscow region, the city
of St.Petersburg, the Republic of Tatarstan, Kras-
nodar region, Krasnoyarsk region, Sverdlovsk re-
gion, the Republic of Bashkortostan, and Samara
region.

They account for over 56% of total national
GRP, which makes their contribution to the na-
tional growth rates extremely important. At the
same time only Moscow region managed to de-
liver the above-mentioned figure of 112.6% . On
average, in this group of regions, the growth rate
was about 108%, which corresponds to the na-
tional GRP growth rates — 108.1%. If all the other
regions in this group could deliver the minimal
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112.6%, taking into account their contribution to
the country’s economy, the overall increase in the
national rates of economic growth would be, in
our estimates, not less than 2.7% and economic
growth in Russia could be more than 110% in the
given period.

Let us now consider these regions’ progress in
the same three types of economic activities.

In manufacturing, this group of regions in-
cludes the first six regions with the largest contri-
bution to the country’s GVA in this type of eco-
nomic activities:

Moscow (18.3%), Moscow region (5.7%),
Sverdlovsk region (4.8%), Krasnoyarsk region
(4.7%), St.Petersburg (4.7%) and the Republic
of Bashkortostan (3.8%). Interestingly, in terms
of manufacturing, St.Petersburg suffered a more
than 10% drop in the physical volume of GVA,
which inevitably affected national economic
growth. A decline in the same indicator was also
observed in Tyumen and Samara regions, which
rank 11th and 13th in terms of their share in na-
tional GVA in this indicator. Thus, here we are
dealing with the losses not only regarding the
most significant type of economic activities but
also in terms of the overall national economic
growth. In total, the share of the regions that
contributed the most to the growth in this in-
dicator is 42.3% of GVA in manufacturing. The
total share of this group is 51.7%.

As for wholesale and retail trade, mainte-
nance and repair of motor vehicles, the leaders
are the following seven large Russian regions: the
city of Moscow (38.1%), Moscow region (8.5%),
the city of St.Petersburg (5.5%), Tyumen region
(3.2%), Krasnodar region (3.0%), Sverdlovsk
region (2.6%), and the Republic of Tatarstan
(2.1%). Moscow, which plays an important role
in national economy and which is far ahead of
other regions, stands somewhat apart from the
rest in this group. It also demonstrated a 7% de-
crease in the volume of GVA in this type of eco-
nomic activities. Apparently, Moscow is to blame
for the small decline in this indicator (99.9%) on
the national level, which, in its turn, hindered
general economic growth. A more than 20%
drop in this indicator was suffered by Sverdlovsk
region, which ranks 7" in terms of its contribu-
tion to national GVA in this type of economic
activities, which can explain the decline in the
corresponding national-level indicator. The total
share of the regions in this group delivering pos-
itive growth rates in this type of economic ac-
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tivities is 23.4% while in total, the whole group
accounts for 66.9%.

Let us now look at the mineral extraction
and mining sector. In this type of economic ac-
tivity, Tyumen region’s contribution is the most
prominent (44.7%). The region’s growth rates in
the above-mentioned criterion were quite satis-
factory - 113%. Tyumen region is followed by
Tatarstan (share size, 6.0% and growth, 108.9%
respectively), Krasnoyarsk region (4.7% and
145.8%) and Samara region (2.5% and 111.4%). In
general, the share of these regions in the country’s
GVA in mining is almost 59%, which is very close
to the overall share of the group in this indicator.

Therefore, it can be concluded that due to their
economic structure, the ‘heavyweights’ mostly in-
fluence such types of economic activities as whole-
sale and retail trade and maintenance and repair
of motor vehicles. In fact, it is in these sectors that
these regions demonstrate the largest losses in
GVA: of the total number of regions accounting
for 66.9% of GVA, only the regions with the share
of 23.4% could deliver growth or at least managed
to retain their previous performance gains. The
latter means that these regions accounted for the
largest losses in the national rates of economic
growth. Although these regions’ contribution to
the national levels of GVA in manufacturing and
mining is smaller, it still remains in proportion to
their respective shares in national economy.

Conclusion

Regions play a key role in the evolving model
of economic growth in the Russian Federation.
This role varies considerably depending on the
size and economic specialization of this or that
region. It is, therefore, necessary to identify and
study the spatial-territorial factors of national
economic growth as well as to conduct decompo-
sition of growth rates by region.

The hypothesis we tested in this study is that
it is possible, and indeed necessary, to ensure ac-
celerated economic growth on the national level
by stimulating extended economic reproduction
on the subnational level, that is, within relatively
independent spatial and administrative units.

In this study we focused on Russian regions
to estimate their contribution to the country’s
economic growth in specific types of economic
activity within a 6-year period (2013-2018).

Our research findings are as follows:

1. The number of lagging regions is compar-
atively small and their impact on the national
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rates of economic growth remains insignificant.
It should be noted, however, that these regions
demonstrate a considerable variation across dif-
ferent sectors of economy, which means that some
of the sectors may be characterized by positive
growth trends. It was found that the general de-
cline in GRP growth tends to be determined pri-
marily by the sluggish development in those types
of economic activity that account for the largest
shares in this indicator. In order to use the coun-
try’s spatial potential more effectively, it is essen-
tial that the federal government should target the
specific needs and advantages of the regions in
this group and stimulate their development selec-
tively in the given types of economic activities.

2. The number and share of the regions which
demonstrate extended economic reproduction,
that is, deliver at least 2% growth a year, is com-
paratively small. The total share of such regions
in the country’s GRP is slightly more than 19%.
It was shown that these regions’ general contribu-
tion roughly corresponds to their share in the na-
tional indicators of GVA in the key types of eco-
nomic activities.

3. The largest group comprises the regions
that do not go beyond simple reproduction (their
growth rates are less than 2% a year), while their
share in the country’s GRP exceeds 74%. We
found that if all of these regions could deliver a

growth of at least 2% a year on average, in the
6-year period, the rates of growth of the country’s
total GRP would reach 112.3%, that is, in the cur-
rent conditions, they could ensure a 4% increase
in the country’s economic growth rates.

The so-called ‘heavyweights’ - the regions ac-
counting for the largest share in the country’s total
GRP - have the strongest effect on national eco-
nomic growth, hindering it. The economic struc-
ture of these regions to the greatest extent influ-
ences the country’s performance in such types of
economic activities as wholesale and retail trade
and maintenance and repair of motor vehicles —
sadly, it is in these sectors that the ‘heavyweight’
regions demonstrate the largest losses in GVA.
As a result, these sectors suffer the most, which is
bound to be reflected in the country’s overall eco-
nomic growth. The fact that the first seven large
regions (Tyumen region, Sakhalin, Tatarstan,
Krasnoyark region, Sakha (Yakutia), Kemerovo
and Irkutsk regions), accounting for almost 74%
of GRP, demonstrated considerable growth rates
in mining, makes the situation look slightly more
optimistic. To some extent, this trend compensa-
ted for the sluggish growth in other regions.

Our research findings can be of interest to
policy-makers in the sphere of spatial develop-
ment, especially regarding ways to minimize re-
gional disparities in Russia.
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