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The Russian crisis and the rise of self-sufficiency

Russia has experienced an economic crisis whose sustained severity can only be described as catastrophic. Even before the recent crash, over a third of households were reported to have money incomes below the meagre subsistence level laid down by the government as the minimum for crisis conditions.� In our own household survey, conducted in four relatively prosperous cities in April and May 1998, twenty-eight per cent of our household heads said that they did not have enough money to buy food for their families. A further forty-seven per cent said that they could buy food, but it was difficult to buy clothing. 

Every autumn, experienced international aid agencies, which are not prone to exaggeration, warn of the risk of mass starvation in the winter to come and yet, at least up till now, such warnings have turned out to have been false alarms. Of course, Russians take pride in surviving. The older generation love to tell their children and grandchildren that they don’t know the meaning of hardship, regaling them with their stories of stoical survival of famine and wartime suffering.  But tens of millions of Russians did not survive famine and war – those who lived to tell the tale are the lucky ones. So how do contemporary Russians survive?

The impression that has been cultivated by the Russian and international mass media is that Russians have returned to their peasant roots in a repudiation not only of their Soviet past but of the history of the entire twentieth century. This impression is easily confirmed by looking at newstands and bookstalls, which are covered with magazines and books providing every kind of instruction and advice on the cultivation of your rural plot, or by switching on the radio or television, which are similarly replete with experts and consultants on small-scale farming, or visiting a shopping centre, which will almost always have a specialist shop that supplies ‘Everything for the dacha’, or trying to leave any large city on a Friday evening in summer by bus, train or car, all of which are jammed with urban dwellers on the way to their garden plots. This impression is so powerful that the phenomenon has been subjected to barely any investigation by social scientists. The authors of one of the very few serious publications on the subject reproduce without question the typical view that ‘the majority of the population now produces its own food supply to a considerable extent’ (Harm Tho Seeth, Sergei Chachnov and Alexander Surinov, ‘Russian Poverty: Muddling Through Economic Transition with Garden Plots’, World Development, 26, 9, p. 1611). 

In this paper we want to subject the myth of the urban peasant to a critical analysis. We will start by reviewing the data on the use of domestic agricultural plots and on the scale of self-provisioning with agricultural produce by urban residents. We then test the hypotheses that the use of land by urban residents is the response to a deficit of money income or, more generally, is the result of decisions about the allocation of household resources between domestic production and income-earning activities. Having rejected these hypotheses we narrow the focus to the specific question of self-provisioning with food, looking at the acquisition of food from others and at production for the household’s own needs to ask whether the previous hypotheses can explain such production. Finally, we put forward and test an alternative explanation for the pervasive practice of domestic production of agricultural produce by urban residents in Russia. 

Data sources

The principal data source that will be used in this paper is a survey conducted in April and May 1998 of all the adult members of just over 4,000 households in four large and relatively prosperous Russian cities: Samara, Kemerovo, Syktyvkar and Lyubertsy, on the fringes of Moscow city. This is the first survey in Russia to have been conducted on the basis of a simple proportional sample of households drawn from the local computerised databases. It is also by far the largest such survey to have been conducted at the level of individual cities. While we lose the rather dubious benefit of being unable to generalise to the level of Russia as a whole, we gain in being able to analyse the data in finer detail, making allowance for substantial regional variations. The focus of this survey was ‘household survival strategies, job creation and new forms of employment’, the questionnaires covering a wide range of topics, but including blocks about the use of dacha and the domestic production of food at both individual and household level.� Full details of the survey are available from the project website.

Other data sources are used to complement this survey data. First, the published distributions from the Goskomstat Household Budget Survey for 1996, the last year in which questions about income were included in this survey. Second, the data of the 1994 Goskomstat microcensus, a 5% sample of the whole population based on the 1989 census returns, which included questions on land holding, income sources and household composition. Third, the data of the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey, a panel survey which has been conducted with an all-Russian sample in two waves since 1992 and which includes a block of questions on domestic agricultural production. Data and etails of this survey are available from the Carolina Population Centre of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

How extensive is the use of land by urban households in Russia?�

According to the 1994 microcensus, 58.3% of all households had a plot of land, with larger households being more likely to have a plot (the range being from 48% of single-person households to 72% of households with five or more people). Twenty-two per cent had a plot adjoining their home (ïðèóñàäåáíûé ó÷àñòîê) 16.9% an allotment or a plot attached to a dacha (ñàäîâûé èëè äà÷íûé ó÷àñòîê), 9.5% a vegetable garden (îãîðîä), 7.7% a plot and vegetable garden adjoining their home (ïðèóñàäåáíûé ó÷àñòîê è îãîðîä) and 2.2% some other kind of combined plot of land  (Goskomstat, Rossiya v tsifrakh, 1997).�� However, this includes both urban and rural residents, virtually all of the latter having plots. Nevertheless, even among the urban population, the overall level of dacha ownership right across Russia is very high, although the distribution of the different forms of holding differs quite a lot between regions. The proportion of the urban population with a plot of land ranges from a low of 43% in the sub-Arctic Northern Region to a high of 56% in the Black Earth region. Land use in large cities is likely to be significantly less than this, but even in the cities of Moscow and St Petersburg, according to the microcensus data, 21% and 27% respectively have plots of land (Table One and Appendix).�

Table One: Percentage of urban population in each region with each type of plot

�ïðèóñàäåáíûé ó÷àñòîê�ñàäîâûé èëè äà÷íûé ó÷àñòîê�îãîðîä�All  plots�� �Percent�Median�Percent�Median�Percent�Median�Percent�Mean�Median��Moscow City�4.0 �10�15.9 �6�1.5 �6�21.4 �8.1�6��St Petersburg�3.9�10�18.4�6�4.6�4�26.6�7.7�6��Northern Region*�8.6 �6�22.8 �6�14.5 �3�43.4 �6.9�6��North west region*�16.4 �10�23.6 �6�16.3 �4�53.6 �8.4�6��Central Region*�20.2 �6�25.4 �6�13.1 �5�54.2 �7.3�6��Volgo Vyatsk�16.6 �6�28.5 �6�11.1 �5�51.9 �6.8�6��Black Earth�27.1 �5�24.7 �6�11.9 �8�56.3 �8.5�6��Volga region�15.8 �4�28.6 �6�8.6 �5�49.3 �6.0�6��North Caucasus*�24.8 �5�21.0 �6�8.5 �5�50.2 �6.0�6��Urals�14.2 �5�28.5 �6�12.4 �5�50.8 �6.4�6��Western Siberia�16.5 �4�25.7 �6�12.8 �5�49.8 �6.6�6��Eastern Siberia�14.9�4 �29.0 �6 �15.7�5 �53.6�7.0 �6 ��Far East�8.3 �6�27.1 �6�14.3 �5�46.5 �7.4�6��Kaliningrad�15.0 �3�25.0 �6�20.1 �6�54.4 �6.1�6��* Data not available for Murmansk, Novgorod, Moscow oblasts, Chechen Republic

Source: Author’s calculations from 1994 microcensus data.

Basic details of landholding of the households in our sample are shown in Table Two.� Half the households questioned said that they had used some land during 1997. More than half owned the land they used, about a quarter used the land of relatives and friends and most of the remainder used land allocated by their enterprise or organisation. The practice of using land distributed by enterprises is more common in Kemerovo, while relatively more people in Lyubertsy use the land of relatives. Very few people rented the land that they used (the totals sum to more than 100 because some households use more than one plot of land).

Most of the holdings are very small. Forty per cent of households used land of the traditional size for allotments of five to six sotkas (one sotka is one hundredth of a hectare). Fewer than 4% of the households in any of the four cities used over 20 sotkas.� 

Table Two: Land holding in four large cities

Percentage of households�Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Syktyvkar�Total��Using land�50�67�33�57�52��of whom:�������Own land�63�60�54�65�61��Rent land�5�7�5�6�6��Use land distributed by enterprise�11�23�15�8�15��Use land of friends or relatives�23�22�28�22�23��Mean size of land used (sotkas)�7.8�7.9�7.8�	8.1�7.8��Median size (sotkas)�6�6�6�6�6��How much of Russia’s food is home-grown?

Outside Moscow and St Petersburg, the majority of urban households use plots of land. But what do they do on these plots? Is it true that ‘the majority of the population now produces its own food supply to a considerable extent’?

Those who believe that self-sufficiency is becoming the rule rather than the exception in Russia can find powerful support from the widely quoted official statistics, according to which almost half of the total amount of food by value produced in Russia is produced on the garden plots of the population, having increased rapidly from just over a quarter in 1990. According to Goskomstat’s agricultural production data, the share of domestic plots in the total value of agricultural output has developed as follows: 

Table Three: Percentage of agricultural production by value by category of producer at current prices:

�1970�1980�1990�1991�1992�1993�1994�1995�1996��Agricultural enterprises�69�71�74�69�67�57�54�51�52��Domestic agriculture�31�29�26�31�32�40�44�47�46��Peasant (farmers’) plots�–�–�…�…�1�3�2�2�2��Sources: Goskomstat, Rossiiskii statisticheskii ezhegodnik, 1996; Goskomstat, Rossiya v tsifrakh, 1997.

In 1996, according to the official statistics, 90% of all potato production, more than three-quarters of all fruit and vegetables, more than half of all meat, almost half the milk, almost half the wool and a third of the eggs produced came from household plots (Goskomstat, Rossiya v tsifrakh, 1997). These figures are quite remarkable: even if the rural population were entirely self-sufficient, these figures would imply that the urban population would be producing a very substantial proportion of its own food: it would appear that Russia has indeed become a nation of urban peasants.

Number of producers, land under cultivation and production of various products on personal plots

�1992�1993�1994�1995�1996�% of total production in 1996��Private plots (õîçÿéñòâà íàñåëåíèÿ)��������Number of families (thousand)�19288�16553�16582�16295�16249���Area of private plots (thousand hectares)�6826�5825�6062�5810�5805���(êîëëåêòèâíûå ñàäû è îãîðîäû) ‘collective’ orchards and vegetable plots���������Number of families (thousand)�21418�misprint�22353�22407�22114���Area of collective plots (thousand hectares)�1684�1821�1830�1845�1843���Potatoes (million tonnes)�29.9�31.1�29.8�35.9�34.9�90��Vegetables (million tonnes)�5.5�6.3�6.4�8.3�8.2�77��Fruit and berries (thousand tonnes)�1951�1866�1620�1708�2388�79��Meat (million tonnes slaughtered)�2.9�3.0�2.9�2.8�2.7�51��Milk (million tonnes)�14.8�16.1�16.3�16.3�16.2�45��Eggs (billion eggs)�11.2�10.9�10.8�10.2�9.8�31��Wool (thousand tonnes) �57.5�56.0�45.3�39.8�35.6�46��Sources: Goskomstat, Rossiya v tsifrakh, 1997

However, these figures are very misleading because Goskomstat’s category of domestic production (khozyaistvo naseleniya) combines household subsistence production with almost all smallholding agriculture.� As should be clear from the series above, this category in the past comprised the famous ‘personal subsidiary agriculture’ (LPKh) which was supplying a substantial proportion of farm produce by the late Soviet period. This agriculture was based on the small plots of land (legally limited to half a hectare per family until the end of the Soviet period) originally allocated to the peasants in the thirties to enable them to avoid starvation, but in the Brezhnev period it developed into a ‘partnership’ between the private and public sectors in which the public sector paid the costs while the private sector increasingly reaped the rewards – a precedent for the specifically Russian form of privatisation that was later generalised to the economy as a whole. For example, although the peasants were given ownership of the individual animals, livestock was almost all raised on the land, fed with the fodder and maintained with the resources of the state and collective farms (OECD, 1991, p. 39 estimates the extent of the reliance on public pasture and fodder). Of course, in the Soviet period the peasants were not free to sell this produce: the peasants were required to make deliveries of produce to the state or collective farm as their payment for the use of public assets, and were permitted to sell only the surplus that they were able to produce above those compulsory deliveries. Moreover, they were only permitted to sell such produce in person, on the ‘kolkhoz markets’ that grew up in every town. It was strictly illegal to sell through any kind of private intermediary, although this restriction was increasingly flouted through the 1980s and this trade was an important basis for the development of commercial activity in the Gorbachev era. By 1989 about 90% of the 30 million rural households had such plots, compared with only 24% of those in urban areas ‘(i.e., mainly in small towns and the outskirts of cities’ (OECD, CEET, The Soviet Agro-Food System and Agricultural Trade: Prospects for Reform, OECD, Paris, 1991, p. 37). This production on domestic plots has nothing to do with subsistence agriculture but was a device introduced in the Soviet period in an attempt to increase the exploitation of the peasantry.

The apparent massive increase in domestic production indicated by the figures since 1990 is also very misleading. There has been a sharp decline in agricultural production as a result of the removal of subsidy, falling incomes and growing import competition: the total volume of agricultural production has fallen by almost 40% since 1990. Thus, the growing proportion of food produced on domestic plots is more a result of the decline in production on state and collective farms, the value of which at constant prices has fallen by well over half since 1990, than of the growth of domestic production, which grew by 17% in value terms between 1990 and 1992, but has not actually increased since then. Moreover, the increase in the proportion of foodstuffs produced by the peasantry was not a result of any increase in productivity on peasant plots but of their spontaneous privatisation of state and collectively owned rural assets. Thus, there was a very substantial increase in the area of land allocated to private plots, from 3.3 million hectares in 1990 to 4.6 million hectares in 1991 and 6.8 million hectares in 1992 (Goskomstat, Rossiiskii statisticheskii ezhegodnik, 1996) and a substantial ‘spontaneous’ privatisation of livestock by the peasantry (OECD, 1991, p. 42). The number of family plots and the area under their cultivation has actually fallen by 15% since 1992, although almost all of the fall took place between 1992 and 1993, as can be seen in the above table.

These peasant plots have little to do with subsistence agriculture but they also have little to do with the commercialisation of agriculture because, while the peasants are now legally free to sell their produce, they are still required to deliver produce in exchange for their land and for the use of the means of production of the local farm which is the basis of their production. It is their use of publicly owned assets that enables these peasant producers to perform the apparently remarkable feat of producing half the meat, wool and milk produced by the whole agricultural sector on only two per cent of the total area devoted to pasture and fodder (their share of the production of potatoes, fruit and vegetables, by contrast, is only a little more than their reported share of the land (including collectively owned orchards) under the relevant type of cultivation, indicating that they are not much more productive than state and collective farms). The new commercial farms, meanwhile, have twice as much land at their disposal as the personal sector, but produce only two per cent of total agricultural production, apparently less than one twentieth as productive as their peasant competitors.� It should not be surprising that commercial farming has made so little progress in Russia. The barrier to such progress does not lie, as most western commentators presume, in the resistance of the directors of state and collective farms but in the fact that peasant farmers continue to have free access to the land and most of the productive resources of larger farms. It is these millions of peasant producers, not the handful of directors of state and collective farms, who are resisting the privatisation of land which would deprive them of their livelihoods. 

An alternative data set is the official Household Budget Survey, which throws a rather different light on the phenomenon.� Although it still includes smallholders as domestic producers, it allows us to compare consumption and purchases at the level of the household, rather than comparing aggregate production and consumption data, and so to get a better indication of how much food people produce for themselves. According to this data, Russian households in 1996 grew 73% of their potatoes, 59% of their vegetables, 43% of their fruit, a quarter of their meat and milk products and 15% of their eggs, all by volume. This total is averaged across the urban and the rural population. Goskomstat does not publish a complete rural-urban breakdown of the data, but from the published data we can calculate that, although the urban population consumes only about two-thirds as many potatoes and vegetables as does the rural population, it spends well over three times as much on buying such products.� The data also shows that in the large cities of Moscow and Saint Petersburg people grew less than 20% of their potatoes, less than 10% of their vegetables, very little fruit and virtually none of their meat, eggs or dairy products.� It would seem that, while self-sufficiency may well be a feature of rural existence in Russia, and those in smaller towns and cities may produce a significant proportion of their food for themselves, the dependence of city dwellers on their garden plots is much less than is generally imagined.

The conclusion that domestic production in large cities is dominated by the production of potatoes and vegetables is confirmed by our own survey data.� In our household questionnaire we asked the head of household to estimate what proportion of their needs for potatoes, vegetables, fruit, dairy products and meat they met through buying, what proportion through their own production and what proportion was given to them by others (such donations often being in exchange for work done on the plot of a friend or relative). It turned out that the majority of households in each case either bought all or none of the relevant product, with most of the rest buying around half their needs of that product. As in the Goskomstat data for the big cities, domestic food production was concentrated on potatoes and vegetables, with a significant proportion of fruit being grown in Samara, but very little meat or dairy produce of any kind was home produced.� Not one household met of all its basic food needs from its dacha: far from being the land of self-sufficiency, self-sufficiency is another western concept that appears not to have penetrated far into Russia!

Percentage of households buying some or all of their needs and average percentage produced themselves for food products, household survey data, April 1996.

�Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Syktyvkar�Total��Buy all potatoes �58�17�67�28�43��Buy some potatoes�14�11�15�20�14��Buy no potatoes�29�72�18�53�42��Percentage home produced�23�65�17�50�38��Percentage given by others�12�13�7�14�12��Buy all vegetables�42�23�65�46�43��Buy some vegetables�31�27�25�36�30��Buy no vegetables�27�50�10�19�28��Percentage home produced�35�54�16�30�35��Percentage given by others�9�12�5�7�9��Buy all fruit�51�84�77�96�73��Buy some fruit�38�14�20�3�22��Buy no fruit�11�2�3�1�5��Percentage home produced�26�7�8�1�13��Percentage given by others�5�2�2�1�3��Buy all dairy products�94�92�98�94�94��Buy some dairy products�5�5�2�4�4��Buy no dairy products�1�3�0�2�2��Percentage home produced�0�1�0�2�1��Percentage given by others�2�4�1�2�2��Buy all meat�92�85�97�91�91��Buy some meat�6�9�3�6�6��Buy no meat�2�6�1�3�3��Percentage home produced�1�2�0�2�1��Percentage given by others�4�8�2�4�4��The fact that the ownership of land and the self-provisioning of the household is by no means universal, and that they vary considerably from one city and one region to another, raises the questions of why some people use land and others do not, of why some people use their land to grow their own food and others do not. Is the dacha a means by which households with a low money income manage to meet their basic subsistence needs? Is it an element in a particular type of household survival strategy? Is it a cultural hangover from the peasant past? These are the questions that will be addressed in this paper.

Deciding to use a dacha 

The large-scale use of subsistence plots by city residents is not a legacy of Russia’s peasant past, but was a phenomenon of the last years of the Soviet system.� The private plots of peasants had always played an important role in supplying the towns with food, but it was only under Brezhnev that this role received some encouragement, although the government was still very ambivalent about stimulating private enterprise which might divert rural workers’ energies from their principal task of feeding the cities and building socialism. Those living in towns who had plots of land attached to their homes or who retained family homes in the countryside had always had access to land on which they could grow vegetables for their families, but it was only with the deepening crisis at the end of the 1980s that there was a mass distribution of land to urban households, and from the early 1990s enterprises began to rent fields on which their employees could grow potatoes, even providing transport and adapting the rhythm of industrial production to the demands of potato cultivation. Half our dachniki had started using their land in the last ten years. Although many people have a dacha because they have always had one, according to the RLMS data there appears to be a significant turnover among the dachniki, at the rate of between ten and fifteen percent of land users each year. As we will see, the use of a dacha to produce food involves quite a considerable expenditure of time, effort and, in many cases, money. It is therefore reasonable to regard the use of a dacha in any one year as the result of a decision taken in the light of the current status and situation of the household and its members. 

The hypothesis that we wish to explore relates to the use of the dacha as an element in the survival strategy of the household. The most general formulation of the hypothesis is as follows:

H1) The use of a dacha is a means by which households secure their food supplies in the face of a shortage of money.

In order to test this hypothesis we have to specify more precisely the range of opportunities and constraints facing the household which define the conditions under which it takes its decisions. However, there is a prior issue, which is of both substantive and methodological relevance, which is that of who takes the decisions. The dacha is typically a collective undertaking which involves all the members of the household: in our sample, around 90% of the members of dachniki households work on the dacha. Moreover, the dacha makes major demands on the time of all of those involved, with a certain minimum labour input required if anything is to be produced at all. This means that the decision to use a dacha has to be regarded as a discrete collective choice by which the members of the household have to commit a certain minimum of collective effort to use a dacha at all. Once the enabling decision has been taken, there are subsidiary choices to be made about how much labour to put in to the dacha above the minimum required to produce anything, and these may be individual choices about the marginal allocation of the labour-time of individual household members. 

The dacha decision is constrained by the size of the disposable money income of the household which is determined, at least in part, by the employment decisions of individual household members. For the purposes of this analysis we will regard individual household members as making co-ordinated decisions about the deployment of their labour-time between income-earning employment and work on a plot of land with a view to maximising the welfare of the household as a whole. This may involve collective decision-making or it may be viewed as the outcome of an iterative process in which individual household members make their decisions about the extent of their involvement in income-earning employment, with the dacha decision being made within the context of a given household income constraint, the outcome of which feeds back into the employment decisions of individual household members.� 

We assume that our households are all in a situation in which they can choose to allocate the labour-time of household members between producing their own food and engaging in some income-earning activity to provide them with the money with which to buy their food. In the simplest model, we would expect those households with a lower money income to be more likely to use a dacha because we can presume that the return to working the dacha will be relatively greater the lower is the income since such work is directed to meeting basic subsistence needs which everybody must satisfy. As a first approximation we would also expect the opportunity cost of engaging in subsistence agriculture to be lower for those households with a lower money income per head. This leads to

H1.1) The probability of dacha use will be a decreasing function of household money income per head

The money income of the household is not fixed. Some forms of money income accrue to particular household members as a right, independently of their employment status, the most important being pensions. Retirement and old-age pensions are paid to those who qualify, regardless of whether or not they have a wage income. In Russia the real value of the pension has been eroded and it has sometimes not been paid or been paid only with delays, but pensions have in general been the most reliable, and for many households the only, form of money income. Additional money income is acquired by the household through employment, either for a wage or, for a relatively small number of people, through self employment. The practice of multiple job-holding is not uncommon, with hourly earnings in second jobs typically being higher than in primary jobs.

The decision to work a dacha is primarily a decision about the allocation of the labour-time of household members between alternative uses. In a simple model we presume that household members have a three-way choice in allocating their time, between leisure, waged employment and working a dacha, and that they will equate the returns from each at the margin. If we follow the economists in making the assumptions that leisure is a pleasure and work is a pain, that the marginal utility of leisure is a diminishing function of the amount of time devoted to it and that the marginal disutility of work is an increasing function of the time spent in work, then we would expect to find an inverse relationship between the amount of time spent in waged employment and the amount of time spent working the dacha. 

H1.2a) the higher the number of hours worked by those in paid employment, the less likely the household is to use a dacha

H1.3a) the higher the number of hours worked in secondary employment, the less likely the household is to use a dacha

In fact working hours are relatively inflexible, particularly in Russia where part-time employment is not well-developed, so that people’s choice is often between whether or not to work, not for how many hours they will work. Moreover, to work additional hours it is often necessary to take a second job. This leads to an alternative formulation of the hypotheses:

H1.2b) the higher the proportion of household members in paid employment, the less likely the household is to use a dacha

H1.3b) the higher the proportion of household members with second jobs, the less likely the household is to use a dacha

The opportunity cost of working the dacha will be higher for those who earn higher wages in their primary and their second jobs. If we presume that all individuals are equally productive in working the dacha, then we would expect households in which individuals earn higher wages in their primary or secondary jobs, or households in which employment income is a larger share of total household income, to be less likely to work a dacha. Thus we would expect:

H1.2c) the higher the wage rate of individual household members and/or the proportion of wages in total household income, the less likely the household is to use a dacha

H1.3c) the higher the wage rate in secondary employment and/or the proportion of earnings from secondary employment in total household income, the less likely the household is to use a dacha

In the context of the Russian crisis many people find themselves in employment which generates only a reduced income or no income at all. We would expect those households which are deprived of money income by the non-payment of wages, by lay-offs or by short-time working to be more likely to have to acquire and work a dacha in order to meet their basic subsistence needs. The latter two would be expected to be more powerful than the first, since those subject to lay-offs and short-time working will have more free time than those still working but not being paid their wages. This leads to 

H1.4) the greater the wage debt 

H1.5) the greater the degree of short-time working and 

H1.6) the longer the lay-offs experienced by household members, the more likely the household will be to have a dacha

The lower the wage that is available in paid employment, the more likely are individuals to choose to work on the dacha rather than to work for a wage. At the margin, some individuals may have such limited wage-earning opportunities that they will devote all of their labour-time to the dacha. The corollary of the hypothesis that the more household members are employed the less likely is the household to work a dacha is the inverse, that the more household members who are not in paid employment the more likely is the household to work a dacha. We do not have any direct measure of the wage-earning opportunities of those who are not in employment, but it is reasonable to presume that the opportunities are less the lower is the level of education of household members. It is also reasonable to expect that pensioners, particularly those who are no longer working, have fewer opportunities of engaging in paid employment.� Children are proscribed by law from working in paid employment, but they can make a significant contribution to working the dacha. This leads to:

H1.7)	 the lower the level of education of adult household members, the more likely the household will be to have a dacha

H1.8) 	the higher the number of pensioners in the household, the more likely the household will be to have a dacha

H1.9) 	the more school-age children in the household, the more likely the household will be to have a dacha

Self-provisioning with food is not simply a matter of desire, but also of capacity and opportunity. Although we would expect those with lower money incomes to be more inclined to produce their own food, to engage in domestic production households also need at least the minimum of resources (tools, seeds, fertiliser, pesticides) required for cultivation. From this point of view households require a certain minimum level of household money income to be able to produce their own food at all. On this basis we may want to qualify H1.1 by 

H1.10) households in the lowest income groups will be less likely than those above a certain income threshold to use a dacha

Since most urban residents have to travel considerable distances to reach their dachas, and have to transport their tools and their produce, we would expect those households with their own means of transport to be more likely to use a dacha.

H1.11) households which own private means of transport will be more likely to use a dacha

We have noted that the decision to use a dacha is a discrete choice, in the sense that there is a certain threshold level of labour input below which it is impossible to produce anything and there are some economies of scale involved in agricultural production. For both of these reasons we would expect 

H1.12) the larger the number of household members, the more likely the household will be to have a dacha

On the other hand, since most people have to travel considerable distances to their dacha, the presence of young children or disabled adults may limit the possibility of dacha use by restricting the mobility of household members. Thus

H1.13) the larger the proportion of disabled household members, the less likely the household will be to work a dacha

H1.14) the larger the number of pre-school children in need of care, the less likely the household will be to work a dacha

Finally, producers also need a certain amount of skill and expertise, as well as the physical capacity, to do the necessary work. The latter consideration would lead us to expect 

H1.15) households of a rural origin will be more likely to use a dacha

H1.16) households of old people will be less likely to use a dacha

Testing the hypotheses

We have three different data sets on which we can test this set of hypotheses. First, the data of our own household survey. Second, the data of the 1994 microcensus. Third, the RLMS data. We have run a large number of regressions with various specifications of the variables, the outcomes of which have been generally very consistent and the coefficients having turned out to be very stable. As will be seen, there is also a high degree of consistency, even down to the size of the coefficients, between the three data sets. The results reported here can therefore be considered to be very robust. We will first present the results of the analysis of all three data sets and then discuss their interpretation in relation to the hypotheses together.

Household survey data

A lot of different specifications of the independent variables were explored and those included in the table here are those which proved most powerful. Neither quadratic nor cubic nor log functions, nor total income as opposed to income per head, produced a significant functional relation to income. Income deciles provide very marginally the best model as well as being the most interpretable, although the detailed pattern does not appear to be amenable to a meaningful interpretation. The average wage of the wage-earners had absolutely no impact. Professional group was not significant. The composition of household income is not significant, nor is the gender balance of the household in terms of either work or contributions to domestic labour. The education of the head of household is more significant as a scalar than as a set of dummy variables for different levels of educational attainment. The results reported here are robust: the coefficients are very stable across a wide range of formulations of the models. 

Different indicators of the significance of primary and secondary employment have been tried (the proportion of household members with first and second jobs; the number of hours worked per head in first and second jobs; the proportion of household income contributed by primary and secondary wages). The coefficients on each are consistent, but none is significant. The variables reported here make the most significant contribution to the model.

�Logistic Regression: Dependent Variable: Probability of having a dacha. Household survey data. Four cities. April-May 1998.

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��INCOME DECILES BY CITY (SIXTH DECILE  REFERENCE)��First�-.3043�.1618�3.5364�1�.0600�-.0166�.7376��Second�-.3788�.1593�5.6564�1�.0174�-.0257�.6847��Third�-.1709�.1567�1.1899�1�.2754�.0000�.8429��Fourth�-.1783�.1566�1.2967�1�.2548�.0000�.8367��Fifth�.0194�.1587�.0149�1�.9027�.0000�1.0196��Seventh�-.3953�.1575�6.3016�1�.0121�-.0278�.6735��Eighth�-.3952�.1612�6.0111�1�.0142�-.0269�.6735��Ninth�.0327�.1603�.0416�1�.8384�.0000�1.0332��Tenth�-.3549�.1627�4.7598�1�.0291�-.0223�.7012��HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION (NUMBER IN EACH CATEGORY)��Number under7�-.1233�.1176�1.0980�1�.2947�.0000�.8840��Number under16�.0698�.0750�.8674�1�.3517�.0000�1.0723��Dependent children (0/1)�.0101�.1118�.0081�1�.9281�.0000�1.0101��Number of working age (including working pensioners)�.1541�.0632�5.9525�1�.0147�.0267�1.1666��Non-working pensioners�.2716�.0845�10.3320�1�.0013�.0387�1.3120��Dependent adults (0/1)�-.2007�.1198�2.8061�1�.0939�-.0120�.8181��Number Working�.1219�.0674�3.2684�1�.0706�.0151�1.1297��Proportion of workers with second jobs�.0814�.1424�.3263�1�.5678�.0000�1.0848��HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS��Education of head (1-7)�.0973�.0281�11.9904�1�.0005�.0424�1.1022��Couple-headed�.4389�.0914�23.0773�1�.0000�.0616�1.5510��Male-headed�-.1955�.0894�4.7879�1�.0287�-.0224�.8224��ECONOMIC PROBLEMS��Wage debt per head (R000s)�.0496�.0216�5.2831�1�.0215�.0243�1.0509��Days on short-time per head�.0013�.0014�.8069�1�.3690�.0000�1.0013��Days on forced leave per head�.0024�.0020�1.4320�1�.2314�.0000�1.0024��Have car�1.1618�.0985�139.0771�1�.0000�.1571�3.1957��Number of rural origin�.2133�.0635�11.2732�1�.0008�.0409�1.2377��AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD (26-39)��Under 25�.4027�.1672�5.8023�1�.0160�.0262�1.4958��40 - 59�.6501�.1026�40.1880�1�.0000�.0829�1.9158��Over 60�.6284�.1380�20.7466�1�.0000�.0581�1.8745��Kemerovo�.8529�.0950�80.5410�1�.0000�.1189�2.3465��Syktyvkar�.4507�.1007�20.0506�1�.0000�.0570�1.5695��Lyubertsy�-.7799�.1009�59.7082�1�.0000�-.1019�.4585��Constant�-1.6893�.1952�74.9044�1�.0000����4012 cases

-2LL	4775

Model Chisq 778

�The 1994 microcensus data

The 1994 microcensus data allows us to test our findings on a much larger data set, a 5% sample of the whole Russian population (Moscow oblast, Novgorod, Murmansk and the Chechen Republic are excluded for technical reasons). Respondents were not asked about agricultural production, but they were asked about their possession of land. We have quite good indicators of the composition of the household because the microcensus asked each individual household member about all of their income sources. This allows us to define how many members are pensioners, how many work, how many are full-time grant-supported students and so on. Unfortunately the data does not make it possible to distinguish particular cities, only separating the urban from the rural population of each oblast, except in the case of the cities of Moscow and St Petersburg which are distinct administrative units. However, it does allow us to look at the impact of income, household composition and employment status on the possession, if not on the use, of a dacha. We cannot unambiguously identify the head of household in this data because the microcensus did not specifically identify the first respondent as the head of household, and in fact it seems arbitrary who is named first, since men and women are more or less equally in that position, whereas in our and other surveys women are far more likely to be identified as head of household. Regressions have been run separately for all 94 administrative divisions for which data is available as well as for the larger territorial units and for Russia as a whole using both regionally defined income deciles and a logarithmic function for the household income per head variable. The results of the regressions on the data set of 1.7 million urban households are summarised in the table below. Regional dummies are included only for the cities of Moscow and Saint Petersburg, which, as large cities, are the most distinctive locations with a much lower incidence of dacha ownership than in the rest of the data set. Regionally specific regressions are reproduced in the Appendix (a full set of regional regressions is available from the author’s website). 

�Logistic Regression. Dependent variable probability of possessing a plot of land. All-Russia. 1994 microcensus data.

   Number of cases included in the analysis: 1728685

-2 Log Likelihood   2389947.1

 -2 Log Likelihood   2159063.77

 Goodness of Fit     1726190.92

 Model               230883.319    32        .0000



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD OF���������ADULTS�.2820�.0041�4687.372�1�.0000�.0443�1.3257��UNDER 8�.1743�.0053�1102.074�1�.0000�.0215�1.1904��UNDER 16�.4287�.0047�8169.742�1�.0000�.0585�1.5353��NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS WITH��WAGE INCOME�.0028�.0039�.4917�1�.4832�.0000�1.0028��ENTREPRENEURIAL INCOME�-.1088�.0082�176.4771�1�.0000�-.0085�.8969��EMPLOYED BY PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL�-.1741�.0131�175.9840�1�.0000�-.0085�.8402��STIPEND�.0271�.0057�22.7108�1�.0000�.0029�1.0274��AGE OR SERVICE PENSION�.1114�.0043�684.0523�1�.0000�.0169�1.1179��INVALIDITY BENEFIT�-.1993�.0068�864.0884�1�.0000�-.0190�.8193��LOSS OF BREADWINNER�.1701�.0098�299.7478�1�.0000�.0112�1.1855��UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFIT�.1192�.0134�79.5842�1�.0000�.0057�1.1266��PRIVATE DONATIONS�-.1387�.0040�1206.176�1�.0000�-.0224�.8705��INCOME DECILES���������FIRST�-.1057�.0076�191.7222�1�.0000�-.0089�.8997��SECOND�-.0290�.0073�15.7000�1�.0001�-.0024�.9714��THIRD�-.0057�.0073�.6130�1�.4336�.0000�.9943��FOURTH�-.0040�.0072�.3033�1�.5818�.0000�.9960��SIXTH�.0140�.0073�3.7479�1�.0529�.0009�1.0141��SEVENTH�.0206�.0073�8.0305�1�.0046�.0016�1.0208��EIGHTH�.0426�.0073�33.8533�1�.0000�.0037�1.0436��NINTH�.0713�.0074�92.6592�1�.0000�.0062�1.0739��TENTH�.1281�.0076�284.3066�1�.0000�.0109�1.1366��FIRST NAMED IS���������MALE�.1540�.0040�1506.710�1�.0000�.0251�1.1665��UNDER25�-.7427�.0105�4961.233�1�.0000�-.0456�.4758��40 TO 59�.5254�.0046�13023.68�1�.0000�.0738�1.6911��OVER60�.6046�.0067�8228.185�1�.0000�.0587�1.8305��EDUCATION LEVEL (8 TO 1)�-.0176�.0011�239.3027�1�.0000�-.0100�.9826��MARRIED�.5358�.0046�13323.14�1�.0000�.0747�1.7088��COUNTRY BORN�.2473�.0052�2251.179�1�.0000�.0307�1.2806��MOVED FROM COUNTRY�-.0010�.0052�.0402�1�.8412�.0000�.9990��LIVED HERE ALL LIFE�.2734�.0045�3680.474�1�.0000�.0392�1.3145��MOSCOW�-1.4260�.0066�46581.10�1�.0000�-.1396�.2403��ST PETERSBURG�-1.0744�.0084�16431.16�1�.0000�-.0829�.3415��Constant�-1.6691�.0089�35215.07�1�.0000�����The RLMS data

The RLMS data also provides very similar results to those derived from our survey and from the microcensus data. RLMS, like our questionnaire, asked about the use of land, as opposed to the microcensus which asked about possession. Table XX shows the results of a regression using the 1996 RLMS data for the urban population. Income and price levels vary quite considerably between and within regions while the sample is too small to allow analysis of each locality separately. In order to make some allowance for regional variation we have used regionally based income quintiles rather than a simple logarithmic function in the regression for this aggregated data, but even these regions are at a high level of aggregation. A regional dummy is included for Moscow and St Petersburg, which is the only significantly different region on this data.

�Logistic Regression RLMS1996 data. Urban population. Dependent Variable: Probability of household using land in the last year.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 2629

-2 Log Likelihood   3593.7286

-2 Log Likelihood     3197.818

 Goodness of Fit       2628.680

Model                  395.911    22        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION: NUMBER OF ������ADULTS BELOW PENSION�.3777�.0576�43.0228�1�.0000�.1068�1.4589��UNDER7�.1081�.1068�1.0251�1�.3113�.0000�1.1142��UNDER16�.1873�.0795�5.5517�1�.0185�.0314�1.2060��PENSION AGE�.6933�.0979�50.1319�1�.0000�.1157�2.0002��RECEIVED DONATIONS�.1985�.0973�4.1634�1�.0413�.0245�1.2196��UNEMPLOYMENT GRANT�.3671�.3577�1.0529�1�.3048�.0000�1.4435��INCOME QUINTILES���������FIRST�-.2466�.1516�2.6474�1�.1037�-.0134�.7814��SECOND�.2517�.1372�3.3679�1�.0665�.0195�1.2862��FOURTH�-.1333�.1301�1.0496�1�.3056�.0000�.8752��FIFTH�-.3600�.1336�7.2651�1�.0070�-.0383�.6977��OWN_AUTO�.9688�.1168�68.8086�1�.0000�.1363�2.6347��HOUSEHOLD WAGE DEBT (Mill R)�.0367�.0225�2.6563�1�.1031�.0135�1.0373��HOUSEHOLD PAY IN KIND (Mill R)�.2047�.2402�.7265�1�.3940�.0000�1.2272��SECOND JOBS�.4620�.2072�4.9701�1�.0258�.0287�1.5872��MEAN HOURS WORKED PER HEAD�.0002�.0006�.1614�1�.6879�.0000�1.0002��HOUSEHOLD HEAD IS ��������MALE�-.2800�.1249�5.0274�1�.0249�-.0290�.7558��UNDER 25�-.3499�.1965�3.1707�1�.0750�-.0180�.7047��40 TO 59�.5292�.1244�18.1101�1�.0000�.0670�1.6975��OVER 60�.3375�.1803�3.5016�1�.0613�.0204�1.4014��EDUCATION (1 TO 5)�.1408�.0372�14.3488�1�.0002�.0586�1.1512��MOSCOW/ST PETERSBURG�-.5954�.1379�18.6349�1�.0000�-.0680�.5513��Constant�-2.4586�.7728�10.1221�1�.0015�����Discussion

In all three data sets we find that the hypotheses relating to the opportunity to use a dacha are more or less strongly supported, the most important being the demographic composition of the household: the more adult members there are in the household, the more likely it is to possess a dacha (H1.12). A household based around a married couple is also substantially more likely to have a dacha. If the head of household is male, then the household is marginally less likely to have a dacha.�

All three data sets show strongly that the more household members are receiving a retirement pension, the more likely is the household to possess a dacha, which supports our hypothesis H1.8. The microcensus data also shows that having household members who are in receipt of benefits for loss of a breadwinner, or of unemployment benefit, or of student grants also increases the probability of dacha ownership, although the effect of the latter is very small. It is likely that this is an indicator of the number of household members not in paid employment, rather than simply of the number with non-wage incomes, since having a household member who is in receipt of invalidity benefit reduces the likelihood of the household having a dacha, supporting our hypothesis H1.13. Households with members born or brought up in a rural district are substantially more likely to have a dacha, supporting hypothesis H1.15, but in the microcensus data this is also the case if the first-named person has lived in the same place all his or her life – it is only those who were born in another urban district who are significantly less likely to have a dacha. Having an automobile is one of the strongest predictors of dacha ownership (H1.11).

The age and education level of the head of the household (first named person in the microcensus data) is a strong and significant influence on the probability of having a dacha, but does not conform to our hypotheses. Those with higher levels of education are significantly more likely to have a dacha, which is contrary to our hypothesis H1.7 that those with higher levels of education would have better alternative opportunities of earning a living and so would be less drawn to working the land. We might speculate that this is to do with the greater flexibility and ability to learn of those with higher levels of education, qualities which are needed for what is in effect adopting a new profession. 

The age pattern does not entirely accord with our hypotheses H1.14 and H1.16, that having more young and old people in the household would reduce the likelihood of having a dacha since they would not be able to contribute their labour, while their care would demand the time of household members. In fact, the addition of children under 8 significantly increases the likelihood of having a dacha in the microcensus data, although this is not statistically significant in the other two surveys. In our household survey we asked specifically about childcare, but households in which children required care were no less likely to have a dacha than those which had no such responsibility. We also find in all our data sets that households headed by the over-40s are much more likely to have a dacha than those headed by prime-age men or women, while in the microcensus data households headed by the under-25s are much less likely to do so, although there is no such significant difference in either of the other data sets. This is probably partly a reflection of differences in household structure, with older people more often heading larger households, but may also reflect the fact that many of the plots of land being used by households were distributed during the 1980s. It looks from the data as though it is not until people reach their late 60s that their ability to maintain a dacha is significantly reduced. All of this would seem to indicate that age is not much of an impediment to working a dacha although, as noted above, disability is more so. 

All of the hypotheses considered so far are more or less uncontroversial, but they are all subsidiary to the central argument under consideration since none of them relate to the relationship between dacha use and household income and employment. Whatever may be people’s reasons for wanting to have a dacha, it is obviously going to be a more realistic proposition if there are more household members, if there are more young and older people with free time and without other employment commitments, if the household has a rural origin, and so some experience of rural pursuits, or has been long-established in the town and if the household has a car to transport its members, their tools and their produce. 

When it comes to the critical set of variables, those relating to the impact of income and employment, the picture is much less clear. In our own survey there is no significant functional relationship between income and dacha use. However, the lowest income quintile is significantly less likely to grow its own food than middle income groups, but not than those at the top of the income scale (although the ninth income decile is actually the most likely to have a dacha).� The RLMS data shows the same pattern of dacha ownership being the lowest at the ends of the income scale and highest in the middle, although only at the top is the difference statistically significant and such a strong effect may be partly a result of aggregation: if, as we would expect, larger cities have higher incomes and lower dacha use then we would get the indicated relationship between income and dacha use in the aggregate data even if there were no such relationship, or it was in the other direction, at the level of each city or town. In both of these data sets the standard errors of the income coefficients are very high, indicating that there is no clear relationship between income and dacha use. 

We find the same lack of clarity in the microcensus data. There is a tendency for income to be positively associated with dacha use in this data set, although the relationship is not consistent across regions. When we run the full regression, with households assigned to deciles specific to each of the 95 administrative units according to their income per head, we find that those in the bottom two income deciles are the least likely to have a dacha, while those at the top of the income scale are significantly more likely than middle income groups to have a dacha. Overall, the relationship between household income per head, controlling for region, and the probability of dacha ownership is pretty well linear. However, the relationship between income and dacha ownership is probably more complex than appears in the aggregate data, as is shown when we run separate regressions for the 95 oblasts, krais and okrugs for which we have the microcensus data. Although we find that in the majority (50) of cases there is a significant positive relationship (at the 0.99 level) between the log of income and the probability of owning a dacha (the best fitting functional relationship), in 11 cases there is a significant negative relationship. When we look at the distribution of ownership by income deciles we find that where there is a significant difference between income deciles in any particular region, it is almost always only at the very top and/or the very bottom of the income distribution. In 28 of the 85 regions dacha possession among the bottom decile was significantly lower than among the middle income groups, although in five cases (Krasnodar, Amur, Chitinsk, Buryatia and Osetiya) it was significantly higher. In 22 cases dacha ownership was significantly higher in the top income decile, while in only eight cases was it significantly lower (Krasnodar, Krasnoyarsk, Amur, Belgorod, Tver, Dagestan, Tartastan and Komi). The pattern that we have noted as weakly present in the data of our two surveys, of dacha use apparently being less among both the rich and the poor, is very much the exception in the all-Russian and in the regional level data, found to be statistically significant in only two regions, Tatarstan and Tver. In our own survey regions, the Samara microcensus data shows no significant income differences, while Kemerovo and Moscow city are two of the very few regions to reveal a reasonably monotonic relation between income and dacha use, with a logarithmic relationship being strongly significant in Moscow and marginally significant in Kemerovo. Komi shows very low dacha use among high income households, but this is because the latter are primarily the oil, gas and coal industry workers in the Arctic north of the Republic where nothing can be grown. 

All of this data certainly leads us to reject the fundamental hypothesis that the dacha functions primarily as a means by which the more impoverished households provide their own subsistence (H1.1).� This conclusion is reinforced when we take into account  the effect of aggregation in the RLMS and microcensus data, which combines large cities with small towns, the former tending to have higher income and lower dacha ownership than the latter, so that the effect of aggregation would be to produce a picture of dacha use as a declining function of income. Even without taking this into account it seems to be clear from the microcensus data that, if dacha ownership is a function of income, it is certainly not a decreasing function. The data may be consistent with the hypothesis (H1.10) that there is a certain income threshold below which households find it more difficult to support a dacha. It is conceivable that the observed relationship between income and dacha use is the result of the complex interaction of the two aspects of the relationship which derive from the fact that a dacha requires the investment of both time and money. The poor have the time but not the money, the rich have the money but not the time, and it is only the households in the middle who have both the time and the money. However, such a reformulation of the problem regards income only as a source of opportunity, not as a measure of opportunity cost, so it takes us no further towards explaining why people want to take the opportunity of owning and working on a dacha.

We can deal briefly with the question of more immediate financial difficulties: short-time working, the non-payment of wages and compulsory lay-offs, which are not recorded in the microcensus data and the impact of which is inconclusive. In both our data and the RLMS data the coefficients have the expected sign, and so are consistent with the hypotheses H1.4 to H1.6 that financial difficulties would be likely to encourage dacha use, but only in the case of wage delays in our survey is this factor significant and this is simply a result of the fact that wage delays and dacha use are more prevalent in Kemerovo and Syktyvkar. Once interaction terms are introduced into the regression the coefficient actually becomes negative and insignificant. The same is likely to be the case in the RLMS data since, as we will see later, there is a significant correlation at regional level across Russia between wage delays and the use of dacha.

The crucial set of hypotheses are those concerning the relationship between income and employment, since the central argument is that the basis of dacha ownership is the use of household resources to provide food through domestic production rather than using those same resources to earn money and buy food. The variables that we have considered so far all relate to the greater or less possibility of growing food, without taking into account the alternative possibility of waged employment. The one conclusion that stands out very clearly from all of these data sets is that there is absolutely no evidence that working a dacha is regarded as an alternative to paid employment. The set of relevant hypotheses (H1.2a to H1.3c) either find no support or are directly contradicted by the data. 

In our household survey data wages and working hours in main or second jobs (not shown here) are not significant determinants of the probability of having a dacha (H1.2a, 1.2c, 1.3a, 1.3c). Nor is the number of household members who are working or the proportion of working members who have second jobs significant (H1.2b, H1.3b). Moreover, in every case the coefficient indicates that working for wages and working the dacha are if anything complements rather than  alternatives: those households with relatively more working members and those which are more heavily involved in secondary employment are more likely to work a dacha, although the relationship is not sufficiently strong to be statistically significant. In the RLMS data, the composition of income, the proportion of household members who are in work (not shown here) and the average number of hours spent in waged work are not significant determinants of the probability of dacha use, while the existence of secondary employment among household members significantly and quite substantially increases the probability of using land.

The microcensus data provides no support for these hypotheses. The number of household members earning a wage is the one variable that is completely insignificant in the all-Russian regression, despite the enormous size of the sample. At regional level, in six of the thirteen aggregated regions (including Moscow and St Petersburg) the more wage-earners there are in the household, the more likely it is to possess a dacha (at a 0.99 significance level). However, in the North Caucasus, Moscow City and the Back Earth regions the reverse is the case, and the more wage earners the less likely is the household to possess a dacha. In 25 of the 94 administrative divisions there is a significant positive relationship and in 9 there is a significant negative relationship. The effect in either direction is small. 

The only qualification to this conclusion is that over Russia as a whole, and in most regions taken individually, the more household members have incomes from entrepreneurial activity or from employment by a private individual, the less likely is the household to have a dacha, indicating that this kind of employment is an alternative to working a dacha, either because such work is very lucrative, or perhaps because of the time demands of entrepreneurial activity.� It is interesting that in Moscow City the reverse is the case, those with entrepreneurial incomes being substantially more likely to have a dacha, indicating that in Moscow the dacha for some people has a different significance, as a status symbol for the rich. 

Apart from this limited exception, we seem to be drawn to the inescapable conclusion that dacha ownership and waged employment are not alternatives, and so that the use of a dacha cannot be explained as the result of household decisions to produce food in response to economic difficulties or limited employment opportunities. 

Why do people use dachas?

We should not jump to such a conclusion prematurely. It may be that dacha use is more diverse, that different households use dachas for different reasons, and that this diversity has been concealed beneath statistics that lump everybody together. Perhaps for the poor the dacha is a source of subsistence, while for the better off it is a place of rest and relaxation. 

In our household survey we asked people what were the two most important reasons for using their dacha. We also asked those who did not have a dacha why they did not have one. The responses are summarised in Table X. 

Table: Reasons cited for having and for not having a dacha. Household survey. April-May 1998.

�Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Syktyvkar�Total��Most important reason for doing it (percent of dachniki)����Hobby, leisure, we like to do it�17�9�39�15�17��main source of subsistence�28�52�14�35�36��additional produce for the table�53�36�44�45�44��source of money income�1�1�0�0�1��providing for a rainy day�2�3�2�4�3��Percentage of dachniki citing as one of two reasons for doing it���Hobby, leisure, we like to do it�48�31�68�39�43��main source of subsistence�34�58�18�31�41��additional produce for the table�79�68�76�71�73��source of money income�4�2�2�2�3��providing for a rainy day�18�23�16�18�19��Why do you not use land for subsidiary agriculture? (any number of answers permitted)��We don’t need it�6�11�6�10�8��We do not want to do it�17�11�11�13�14��We do not have time to do it�16�12�13�17�15��We cannot for health reasons�39�39�32�22�34��We cannot get any land�12�12�31�19�18��We do not have the money to do it�27�39�40�33�34��Very few households said that their dacha was important as a source of money income, and we found few households who sold any of the produce of their dacha, although there was a handful who had obviously become commercial smallholders, working fairly large plots of land on a commercial basis. Overall, eight per cent of those working a dacha sold some of the produce. In Samara and Kemerovo such ‘commercial’ operators earned an average of over 800 roubles a year from the sale of their produce. In Syktyvkar and Lyubertsy there were fewer commercial dacha holders, and the monetary contribution of the dacha to the household income was correspondingly much less. However, it would be quite wrong to see the dacha as making a significant contribution to the household money income even for the majority of those who sell the produce: for well over half of these households the revenue from the sale of produce was not sufficient to cover their estimated monetary outlay for the costs of that production. Thus, only one per cent of all households had any net positive monetary income from subsidiary agriculture.� We omit this group from further consideration because it is so small.

Mean household income per head by main reasons for having or not having a dacha.

�Percentage citing as main reason�Mean Household Income per head�Std. Error of Mean��Hobby, leisure, we like to do it�17�830�30��Additional produce for the table�44�646�16��Providing for a rainy day�3�572�52��Main source of subsistence�36�519�14��Total with a dacha�100�629�10��We don’t need it�8�996�71��We do not want to do it�14�852�51��We do not have time to do it�15�800�37��We cannot get any land�18�548�21��We do not have the money to do it�34�499�13��We cannot for health reasons�34�495�13��Total without a dacha�100�608�12��When we look at the mean household income of each group we find that there is a significant gradation of income in very much the direction that we would expect. Those who say that they have a dacha as a leisure activity have a much higher mean income than those for whom the dacha is primarily a source of food, and those for whom the dacha is a supplementary source of food have a much higher mean income than those for whom it is the principal source of subsistence. The subjective assessments of the importance of the dacha for the household subsistence for those who have a dacha accord quite closely with the reasons given for having a dacha: Ninety one per cent of those who said that the dacha was their basic source of subsistence said that their domestic production was important in providing for the family, against 57% of those who said the dacha was primarily a hobby. Among those who do not have a dacha we find a similar sharp distinction in mean incomes, between those who choose not work a dacha: they did not want to, did not need to or did not have the time to do it, and those who are unable to work a dacha: they are in poor health, cannot get land or do not have enough money.� This latter provides some foundation for the slight tendency indicated in our data for dacha use to be concentrated among the middle income groups: the rich do not have the time to work a dacha, the poor do not have the money.

It seems clear that both those who have a dacha and those who do not are quite sharply differentiated from one another. As was suggested in hypothesis H1.10, the relatively lower level of dacha use among the lowest income households can be explained by the fact that they do not have the resources to work a dacha. The fact that dacha use does not fall off with income, in apparent contradiction of hypothesis H1.1, can be explained by the fact that higher income households keep their dachas for a different reason: not to produce food, but as a leisure activity. If we distinguish those dachniki for whom the dacha is a leisure activity from those for whom it is a way of  producing their household’s basic means of subsistence, we can run our regressions separately for each category.� The results of these regressions are tabulated in the Appendix. 

At first sight, separating the different types of dacha owner has set everything to rights. In particular, owning a dacha as a hobby is a strongly increasing function of income, while owning a dacha as a means of producing for the household’s basic subsistence needs is a strongly decreasing function of income. Although most of the coefficients are not statistically significant, those households which use the dacha as a hobby tend to be smaller, younger and better educated than those which use the dacha as a basic source of subsistence. The one blot is the most important one: we might have expected the separation to have tidied up the relationship between employment and dacha ownership as well. We would expect those in employment to be more likely to use a dacha as a form of leisure both because these people are more likely to have the money to travel to and to maintain their dacha and because they are more likely to feel the need for a break after their working week. However, it turns out that there is no significant difference in the number of workers and the proportion engaged in secondary employment between those households which have a dacha as a hobby and those households which have it as their basic means of subsistence. 

Moreover, what people say does not necessarily correspond to what they do. Ninety-nine per cent of subsistence producers say that they grow some of their own food, but so also do 93% of the hobbyists.�  The fact that some people say that they work the land because they enjoy it does not mean that these people work any less hard on the land: there is no significant difference in the number of hours worked on the land by household members whatever they said was their motive for doing so. Nor does it mean that the production of food is unimportant to them: those who said that the dacha was their main source of subsistence grew more than those who said that they worked the dacha because they enjoyed it, but the difference is barely statistically significant in any of the crops in Syktyvkar and Kemerovo. In Samara and Lyubertsy hobbyists are relatively more likely to grow fruit than vegetables and potatoes so that, while they do produce substantially less potatoes and vegetables than subsistence producers, they grow just as much of their fruit. On the basis of this data, Lena Varshavskaya suggests that the motives people give may be as much a reflection of the image that the household seeks to uphold as of its actual motivation, with higher income and better educated households not wanting to identify themselves with subsistence production, while lower income and less educated households are more willing to elevate the traditional values of labour over the post-Soviet values of leisure. We clearly need to look more closely at what people actually do with their land.

Hours worked on the dacha and amount produced by hobbyists and subsistence producers

Means (standard error)�Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Syktyvkar�Total��Total hours worked�������by hobbyists�654 (49)�625 (49)�443 (51)�428 (68)�560 (28)��by producers�610 (47)�686 (46)�416 (95)�462 (57)�605 (29)��by all dachniki�591 (29)�641 (29)�445 (39)�437 (34)�555 (16)��Percentage of potatoes produced ��hobbyists�38 (3)�88 (2) �43 (3)�82 (3)�57 (2)��producers�60 (3)�93 (1)�77 (6)�91 (2)�83 (1)��Percentage of vegetables produced ��hobbyists�65 (2)�79 (2)�44 (3)�50 (3)�60 (1)��producers�82 (2)�81 (2)�68 (5)�60 (3)�76 (1)��Percentage of fruit produced ��hobbyists�50 (2)�7 (2)�21 (2) �2 (1)�26 (1)��producers�55 (3) �9 (1)�24 (2)�2 (1)�24 (1)��Percentage of dachniki who produce nothing ��hobbyists�6�3�15�4�7��producers�1�1�3�2�1��all dachniki�5�2�13�4�4��Dachas and the domestic production of food

Most people with a dacha produce something, whatever they may say are their motives for having a dacha. However, it is not necessary to work your own plot of land to be able to live from home-produced food. According to the microcensus data, in most regions the proportion of potatoes home-grown is substantially higher than the proportion of households having land, perhaps indicating that many people get their potatoes from friends and relatives. In our four cities from 12% of households in Lyubertsy to almost 20% of households in Kemorovo did not have the use of their own dachas, but received produce from others. Such donations are usually made in exchange for helping with production, particularly for help with planting, weeding or harvesting, or by providing a car to help with transport. Before turning to the domestic production of food, we should investigate whether acquiring food from others, whether as charitable gifts or in exchange for services rendered, provides an alternative survival strategy to market adaptation or domestic production.

Table  Methods of Provisioning. Household Survey. April-May 1998

Percent of households�Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Syktyvkar�Total� �Have a dacha�50�67�33�57�52� �Receive some food from others�16�19�12�18�16� �Buy all of their food�34�14�55�25�31� �The receipt of foodstuffs does not appear to be purely a casual affair. A significant proportion of the needs for fruit and vegetables of many households was met by donations from others and meat and dairy products were more often received as donations than produced on the household’s own land. The fact that there is a strong correlation between the receipt of the various different products, particularly between potatoes and vegetables, on the one hand (R=0.71), and meat and dairy products, on the other (R=0.51), indicates that giving is systematic. The key question with regard to the receipt of foodstuffs is whether such donations represent a charitable gesture towards those in hardship, or an element in a network of reciprocity in which the recipient is expected to provide something in exchange. Our own ethnographic research inclines us towards the latter interpretation, and this is strongly supported by the data. When we run a series of regressions with the percentage of each product received as the dependent variable, we find that there is no significant relationship between household money income and the extent of receipts of food products, nor is there any tendency for lower income households to receive more than those who are better-off, indicating that in general such donations are not a form of social support for lower income households from their better-off friends and relatives.� This is confirmed by the fact that neither single parent households, nor pensioner households nor those with dependent children or invalids receive any more of their food from others than the average household. On the other hand, the reciprocal character of the relationship is indicated by the fact that those most likely to receive foodstuffs are those best equipped to reciprocate: we find that households comprising a single person of working age are far more likely than any other household type to be a recipient of all kinds of produce. More generally, the young are far more likely and the old far less likely to be recipients of food, the reverse of the case with regard to dacha use. The reciprocal character of the relationship is also indicated by the fact that those who told us that they worked on somebody else’s dacha received more than twice as much food as others.� Thus the receipt of food appears to be a part of a wider network of reciprocal interaction between households, sometimes being provided in exchange for work done on the donor’s dacha, sometimes as part of an exchange of different products between dacha owners (although dacha owners are significantly less likely to be recipients of foodstuffs), and on other occasions perhaps in exchange for other kinds of support, such as providing transport (although possession of a car does not make a household significantly more likely to be a recipient of foodstuffs).� Finally, it was clear when we asked people elsewhere in the questionnaire about giving and receiving help� that for most people giving and receiving the products of the dacha is not considered as help but as an aspect of reciprocity and so these items were not included in the respondents’ lists of help given and received. 

�Linear Regression: Dependent variable: Percentage of all kinds of food received from others. Household Survey. April-May 1998

 �Unstandardized Coefficients� �Standardized Coefficients�t�Sig.� � �B�Std. Error�Beta� � � �(Constant)�79.241�7.685� �10.311�.000� �Give money to others�3.223�2.969�.025�1.085�.278� �Have a car�1.091�3.461�.008�.315�.753� �Have a dacha�-30.871�3.212�-.230�-9.612�.000� �Household income per head (100Rs)�-.358�.301�-.031�-1.189�.235� �Have a child requiring care�7.464�4.372�.053�1.707�.088� �Have an adult requiring care�3.291�5.051�.015�.652�.515� �Number under 7�-.567�4.629�-.004�-.123�.902� �Number under 16�-5.452�2.864�-.054�-1.904�.057� �Number of adults�-5.304�1.887�-.074�-2.810�.005� �Proportion working�-11.721�4.815�-.067�-2.434�.015� �Proportion pensioners�-22.012�6.869�-.133�-3.205�.001� �Household head under 25�35.683�6.948�.126�5.135�.000� �Household head 40-59�-23.016�4.020�-.177�-5.725�.000� �Household head 60 and over�-16.206�6.881�-.104�-2.355�.019� �Number with a rural background�9.372�2.388�.090�3.924�.000� �Days lay-off per head�.205�.098�.047�2.082�.038��Wage debt per head (100Rs)�.138�.073�.044�1.887�.059��Proportion of income spent on food�1.086�1.522�.016�.713�.476� �Kemerovo�3.114�3.810�.022�.817�.414� �Syktyvkar�-4.158�3.978�-.027�-1.045�.296� �Lyubertsy�-11.477�4.417�-.066�-2.598�.009� �Adjusted Rsq 0.159

It seems clear that the receipt of food from others is not a matter of charity but of reciprocity, and so is something which people choose to involve themselves in as a part of wider decisions about the way in which they live their lives. Our ethnographic research and our own experience leads us to believe that it is extremely unlikely that anybody would seek to establish such reciprocal relationships specifically as a means of acquiring food, so it cannot be considered to be an aspect of a survival strategy in any narrowly economic sense. This is confirmed by the fact that there is no significant relationship between the proportion of income spent on food and the receipt of food from others – such receipts would appear to be a bonus rather than a means of meeting essential subsistence needs. Thus, the acquisition of food is generally a by-product of involvement in reciprocal social relationships which provide other and more significant rewards. Nevertheless, it is yet another example of the extent to which social integration provides security against material hardship. Let us turn now to the production of foodstuffs, which is a decision which also has both social and economic dimensions that we have to try to unpack.� 

What factors determine whether a household produces its own vegetables rather than buying them in the market? In particular, is domestic production an expression of a particular survival strategy, adopted by particular households in particular conditions? This is the question that we have already explored in relation to the ownership of a dacha, on the not unreasonable assumption that the reason why people in Russia acquire land is to grow their own food. However, looking specifically at the domestic production of food gives us a different angle on the question and in principle provides more analytical scope because we can investigate not only whether or not households produce their own food but what and how much they produce. 

In practice this scope is rather more limited than we might have hoped. On the one hand, as we have seen, very few households produce their own meat and dairy products and, in Kemerovo and Syktyvkar, even fruit. On the other hand, the tendency is for households to buy either all or none of their basic foodstuffs (18% of households produced all and 34% bought all of their potatoes and vegetables), most of the remainder saying that they produced half their needs. This distribution of outcomes makes it inappropriate to examine the production of food by taking the percentage of each product grown as the dependent variable in a linear regression. Instead we run a series of logistic regressions in which the dependent variable is the probability of growing at least 50% of the household’s needs for the specific kind of product (although the results do not turn out very different from the equivalent linear regressions).�

The results of this exercise are to reinforce our earlier conclusions: the determinants of the likelihood of growing food on the dacha are almost identical to the determinants of ownership of a dacha in the first place. However, this is not a redundant finding because this conclusion applies to all those who have a dacha, whatever their declared motive for having it. The younger and better educated households, those who have higher incomes and better earning and employment opportunities, may say that they work the dacha as a hobby, but they nevertheless put in a lot of work and produce a lot of potatoes, vegetables and fruit. 

It is not the poor who grow their own food: households with the lowest incomes are the least likely to produce their own potatoes and vegetables, indicating that opportunity is more powerful than need in motivating self-sufficiency in basic foodstuffs. This is confirmed by subjective indicators: those who say that they do not have enough money even to buy food are also significantly less likely to grow their own potatoes, so domestic production does not provide a lifeline for the poor. Nor does domestic production have more than marginal significance for the relief of temporary hardship: the existence and extent of administrative leave, wage delays and short-time working all have no statistically significant impact on the probability of the household producing any of its own food (with the marginal exception of fruit-growing and short-time working).

Those who are most likely to grow their own food are the households usually considered to be least at risk of poverty – a household with two working-age adults and no children. If the household also has co-resident pensioners, whose pensions are the most reliable source of money income in Russia, the household becomes even more likely to grow its own food. As in the case of dacha ownership, the most important resource that facilitates the domestic production of food is ownership of private transport, usually a car: those with a car or motorbike are on average twice as likely to grow their own food as those without. Moreover, car ownership has its biggest impact on low income families, low-income families with a car being well over twice as likely as those without a car to produce their own food.� It seems that rather than being the last resort of those on the brink of starvation, domestic agricultural production provides an additional form of security for those who are already quite well placed to weather the storm.

As in the case of the ownership of a dacha, there is absolutely no indication in the data that domestic production is an alternative to earning money in order to meet basic consumption needs: neither the number of workers in the household, nor the average amount of time that they work nor the proportion of wages in total income, nor the proportion of household members who have second jobs is significant in determining the probability of the household producing its own food. Decisions about domestic food production would appear to be taken quite independently of decisions about paid employment.� 

This conclusion is not modified if we run separate regressions for those who work a dacha as a hobby and those who work the dacha as the main source of subsistence. The coefficients on the income and employment variables are perverse, from the point of view of the hypotheses that we have been exploring, although none of them are statistically significant, partly because we have only about 700 cases for each regression.� 



Logistic Regressions: Probability of home-production of at least 50% of consumption of various products

�Potatoes���Vegetables���Fruit�����Variable�B�SE(B)�Exp(B)�B�SE(B)�Exp(B)�B�SE(B)�Exp(B)�������������No of children under 7�-.1372�.1079�.8718�-.0606�.1036�.9412�-.3544�.1519�.7016*��Number of children 8-15�.0664�.0718�1.0687�.1218�.0688�1.1296�-.0219�.0901�.9783��Number of working age�.1059�.0633�1.1117�.0494�.0603�1.0507�.0299�.0745�1.0303��Number of pension age�.2535�.0911�1.2886**�.3853�.0866�1.4700**�.1947�.1014�1.2150��Number in work�.1155�.0760�1.1224�.0296�.0724�1.0300�-.0064�.0890�.9936��Proportion of workers with second jobs�-.0567�.1609�.9449�-.1821�.1562�.8335�.0084�.1901�1.0084��Is there a spouse?�.3420�.1003�1.4078**�.3874�.0957�1.4731**�.1142�.1197�1.1210��Male-headed�-.0852�.0977�.9183�-.2372�.0946�.7888*�-.0647�.1256�.9373��Household head under 25�.1323�.1849�1.1414�.2436�.1805�1.2758�.1605�.2625�1.1741��Household head 40-59�.4191�.1113�1.5205**�.5120�.1074�1.6686**�.6194�.1440�1.8579**��Household head 60 and over�.4456�.1707�1.5614**�.3303�.1629�1.3914�.4518�.2024�1.5711*��level of education of head of household (1-6)�.0578�.0308�1.0595�.0559�.0293�1.0574�.0920�.0362�1.0964*��No of household members from rural background�.3358�.0665�1.3990**�.1716�.0636�1.1872**�.1087�.0807�1.1148��Household has a car or motorcycle�.9026�.0971�2.4660**�1.0629�.0921�2.8946**�.7226�.1130�2.0598**��Av. hours worked per working member�.0007�.0006�1.0007�.0003�.0005�1.0003�-.0009�.0007�.9991��Average days admin leave per working member�.0038�.0021�1.0038�.0032�.0020�1.0032�-.0007�.0024�.9993��Average amount in wages owed per working member R00s�.0042�.0022�1.0042�.0018�.0020�1.0018�-.0006�.0029�.9994��Average days on short-time per household member�-.0008�.0015�.9992�.0009�.0015�1.0009�.0033�.0015�1.0033*��Income quintiles (third quintile is reference)�����������First�-.2850�.1302�.7520*�-.2572�.1237�.7732*�.1518�.1498�1.1639��Second�-.1872�.1209�.8292�-.1783�.1148�.8367�-.0970�.1409�.9076��Fourth�-.3841�.1241�.6810**�-.2992�.1180�.7414*�-.3868�.1497�.6792**��Fifth�-.2763�.1292�.7586*�-.2370�.1236�.7890�-.4777�.1582�.6202**��Ratio of wage to total income�.0274�.1841�1.0278�.0965�.1764�1.1013�-.1721�.2228�.8419��Proportion of income spent on food�.0147�.0410�1.0148�-.0221�.0412�.9781�-.1366�.0955�.8723��Kemerovo�2.0585�.1051�7.8345**�.9196�.0957�2.5083**�-1.2082�.1212�.2987**��Syktyvar�1.4494�.1084�4.2606**�-.0757�.1044�.9271�-2.8747�.2388�.0564**��Lyubertsy�-.3833�.1208�.6816**�-1.1216�.1164�.3257**�-1.3408�.1315�.2616**��Constant �-2.6158**�.2197��-1.7406**�.2048��-1.3365**�.2570���N of households�3782���3782���3781����-2LL�4080���4390���3030����Model Chisq�1010**���685**���527**����* Sig at 0.95; ** sig at 0.99

The dynamics of dacha use

In principle we should be able to get some answers to our questions from looking at the dynamics of dacha use. If the use of dachas is a crisis phenomenon, then we would expect dacha use to follow the dynamics of the deepening crisis. Unfortunately there is very little data that can allow us to judge this question. As we have seen, the Goskomstat data combines the very different phenomena of ‘personal subsidiary agriculture’ in the countryside and the use of plots by urban residents. In our own regions there is strong anecdotal evidence that domestic agricultural production is in decline in Moscow and Samara, while it is at least stable if not growing in Syktyvkar and Kemerovo�. According to Goskomstat’s data, with the substantial reservations noted, production on personal plots grew by 25% in Komi between 1994 and 1996, by 11% in Kemerovo, by 10% in Samara and contracted by 10% in Moscow (Goskomstat, Rossiiskii statisticheskii ezhegodnik, 1996). The RLMS panel data gives some idea of the dynamics of plot use.� There appears to be quite a high turnover of dachniki in the RLMS sample, with between ten and fifteen per cent acquiring a dacha and about the same number giving up each year. In our survey we only asked those who now have a dacha how long they have been using it, but the responses follow a more or less regular exponential pattern consistent with such a regular turnover, with no evidence of a rapid expansion in dacha use. In the RLMS data there is no significant change in the proportion of urban residents having plots or in the size of plots or in the proportion growing each crop or in the quantity of potatoes grown over the 1994 to 1996 rounds. There were small increases in the amount of fruit grown between 1995 and 1996 and vegetables between 1994 and 1995. 

The typical new dachniki are almost the mirror image of the established dachniki: households headed by men under 25 with young children and fewer adult (and especially pensioner) household members are more likely to have started to use land recently. Income is completely insignificant in the regression, as are car ownership, hours worked, secondary employment, wage delays and payment in kind. In other words, starting use a dacha seems to be a normal part of starting your own household, regardless of income and employment. There seems to be nothing distinctive about those who have stopped using land, except that older households, and especially those with pensioners, are less likely to have done so.

The costs and benefits of domestic food production

All the evidence that we have considered so far would seem to indicate that the availability of necessary resources, above all the time of household members, is the most important consideration in acquiring, retaining and working a dacha, but that opportunity costs are not taken into account in allocating labour time to the production of food. If the household is sufficiently large, has sufficient money and knowledge and household members have the inclination, then the household will acquire a dacha. Once the household has got a dacha it will almost always use the dacha to grow food, and it will usually grow a substantial proportion of its potatoes and vegetables and, where the climate is appropriate, a significant amount of fruit. The obvious implication of such a pattern of decision-making is that the time and effort put in to growing their own food is not regarded by those households which acquire a dacha as an unpleasant chore which must be compensated at the rate that the household member’s labour would be compensated in the labour market. Perhaps working on the dacha is better viewed as a leisure activity, the Russian equivalent of jogging, which clears the mind, relaxes the body and stimulates the circulation every weekend through the summer. Unlike jogging, however, working the dacha has the beneficial side effect of producing a lot of food. This makes it a particularly congenial form of leisure activity in a society which retains a very strong work ethic.  

Before finally rejecting the hypothesis that working the dacha can be regarded as a productive activity governed by the norms of economic rationality, we should look a bit more closely at the economic rationality of the domestic production of food. What is the order of magnitude of the costs and the benefits involved in this activity? As we will see, the costs in both money and labour time can be quite substantial, while the benefits, in terms of the value of useful product, appear very meagre. 

Even in money terms, ‘subsistence production’ can be a costly activity. Over three-quarters of households who were using their own land, rather than that of other relatives, had to pay something for the use of the land. Although the mean payment was less than 200 roubles a year, this is as much as a month’s money income per head for the poorest households. Having paid for the land, there is the cost of tools, seeds, fertiliser and transport to be covered. Twenty per cent of those working dachas said that they had no money outlays at all, but of those who did, the mean monetary expenditure was 500 roubles per year. Moreover, this is almost certainly an underestimate: a diploma student of Lena Varshavskaya asked a sample of households first to estimate their total expenditure and then to enumerate it to achieve a more precise estimate, the result being an average of 20–30% higher than the original estimate. 

Working a dacha does not only involve household members. As we have seen, almost a quarter of our dachniki use land belonging to friends and relatives, while in one in four of our households a non-member of the household plays at least one of the key roles in the process (making decisions about production, doing most of the work on the plot, processing the produce and, in rare cases, selling the produce). We asked the household head what proportion of the produce, if any, was given to friends or relatives. Over sixty per cent of households gave away an average of thirty per cent of the produce to others.� However, the exchange of food is more complicated than this: one quarter of the households with dachas also received some food from other people, while one in six households which do not work a dacha were nevertheless in a position to give food to others: overall at least 14% of households both gave and received food in the previous year. 

On top of the monetary outlay, working a dacha can take up a considerable amount of time. Only one in ten adult members of households that had a dacha did not spend any time working on the land: the members of the average household that worked a dacha estimated that together they spent 860 hours per year working on their land.� Since the dacha season lasts for an average of five or six months, this is the equivalent of working 19 eight-hour working days a month during the season. At the individual level, there is no difference in the hours worked in paid employment or in secondary employment between those with a dacha and those without, further clear evidence that working on the dacha is not a substitute for paid employment.� Each adult household member who works on a dacha puts an average of an additional 82 hours of work per month into work on the land during the season, almost half as much again as they work in their regular job. Non-working adults put in, on average, exactly the same amount of work, while non-working pensioners each put in an average of 120 hours a month. Moreover, 90% of those working dachas have to travel to reach their plot. The mean return travel time was around 90 minutes in Kemerovo and Syktyvkar, two hours in Samara and almost four hours in Lyubertsy.� 

Work on the dacha does not have the same significance for men and for women. Male dachniki work an average of almost 20 hours per month more in their paid work than do female dachniki who are in paid employment, and male dachniki with a second job work on average three hours longer at that than do women, while the women work an average of four hours per month more on the dacha than do the men. However, while the men do an additional forty hours a month work around the home, the women spend an average of ninety hours a month on their domestic duties. Moreover, far from cutting back their domestic labour in order to devote more time to the dacha, women with a dacha do more domestic labour than those without, presumably because they are often having to maintain two homes, while men with a dacha do less, the differences being small but statistically significant. As Lena Varshavskaya and Marina Karelina note, while the start of the dacha season marks the opening of a second labour front for men, for women it marks the opening of a third front. 

If working the dacha is to be regarded as work, rather than as a leisure activity, then we should cost the labour time of the dachniki at the opportunity cost, which we can estimate at the hourly rate that those engaged in secondary employment earn in their second jobs, or the hourly rate in their primary jobs of those who have no secondary employment (this presumes that the latter have no opportunity to engage in secondary employment, which generally pays at a substantially higher rate). We have this data for just over half our dachniki households, which gives us an average imputed labour cost per household of just over 6,000 roubles per household per annum ($1,000 at the then current exchange rate), without accounting for travel time.� This is very nearly a third of the total money income of these households. 

What do people get for this enormous labour input? We did not ask our respondents to estimate the value or the volume of the output of their dachas, but we asked what proportion of their household’s needs they satisfied.� We also have the data of the Goskomstat budget survey on household consumption and expenditure on various categories of food, the data for St Petersburg and Moscow being most applicable, since the patterns of consumption differ between large cities and rural districts. From this data we can calculate the monthly per capita consumption, including both purchases and domestic production, of residents of St Petersburg and Moscow of potatoes as 8 new roubles, vegetables as 14.8 new roubles, fruit as 17 new roubles, milk and milk products as 40.7 new roubles and meat as 80 new roubles at average 1997 prices, the period to which out questions referred.� If we apply these figures to our own households we can derive a reasonably accurate estimate of the savings they make on producing their own foodstuffs. To this we must add the amount which some households received from the sale of their produce. On this basis, the average monetary return per household works out at 834 ($140) roubles per annum. However, we have to take into account the fact that households have had to spend a certain amount of money in order to make this saving. If we deduct the amount that households (under-)report that they spend on their dacha, we find that the average net annual money return per head from working the dacha for those households which do so amounts to the princely sum of 125 roubles ($20), ranging from 3 roubles in Lyubertsy and 62 roubles in Syktyvkar, to an annual gain of 165 roubles in Samara and 173 roubles in Kemerovo. Even in the latter cities, people on average achieve a return from a year's work on the dacha which is about the monetary equivalent of one day’s earnings in secondary employment. 

Of course many of our dachniki may not have had the opportunity of undertaking additional paid employment. Another way of measuring the return to their labour would be to ask how successful is the use of the dacha as an element in the household’s survival strategy? Does the domestic production of food enable households to survive without money? Or, more modestly, how much does it enable them to save out of the household budget? The most striking finding of all in our analysis of the data on domestic food production is that those who work a dacha spend exactly the same amount per head and exactly the same proportion of their money income on food as those who do not. This result applies overall and in each city separately and it applies however many other variables we control for.� On this measure the gross return to working the dacha is nil: all that time and money is laid out without saving a kopeck on the household’s food bills.



City�Do you use any land?�Mean percentage of household income spent on food�Std. Error of Mean�Mean household spending on food per head�Std. Error of Mean�� Samara�Yes�0.67�0.05�313�7���No�0.68�0.04�306�6�� Kemerovo�Yes�0.68�0.05�314�7���No�0.61�0.02�311�12�� Lyubertsy�Yes�0.74�0.07�433�13���No�0.70�0.02�406�10�� Syktyvkar�Yes�0.69�0.03�377�10���No�0.69�0.04�345�12��Total�Yes�0.69�0.02�342�4���No�0.68�0.02�342�5��

Other data confirms this finding for urban households. In the RLMS data, controlling for other variables, in the countryside and small towns those with a dacha spend a lower percentage of their income on food than those without a dacha, but the reverse is true in the cities, with those with dachas actually spending more money on food than those without, although the difference is not statistically significant. In absolute terms in the cities, those with dachas spend less per head on food than those without dachas, but when we control for income the difference is substantially reduced and is only statistically significant for those in the lowest income quintile. In the Goskomstat budget survey data we can only look at the oblast level statistics, so we cannot separate out urban from rural residents, but even so, in a regression of the data for 75 oblasts there is no significant correlation between the proportion of potatoes home- grown in the oblast and spending on food as a proportion of total household expenditure, even when we control for the level of unemployment, the proportion of the population working in agriculture, the scale of non-payment of wages and the average real wage, the latter being the only variable in the regression that is at all significant, with the expected negative coefficient. If we introduce a series of regional dummies, the coefficient on the home growing of potatoes becomes larger and marginally significant (at the .95 level), but we would expect it to be so because on the basis of the RLMS data we expect such a relation to hold for the rural population of each oblast. It seems, therefore, that the RLMS and Goskomstat data are at least consistent with our finding that working a dacha does not lead to a reduction in food spending. 

This should not really be so surprising, since the produce of the dacha is largely confined to the cheapest food products (and products whose relative price has been falling over the past few years): potatoes, cabbage, carrots and onions, spending on which accounts for only a small part of the food bill for all but the poorest of families, and the poorest families cannot afford to work a dacha. However much of their vegetables they produce on their dacha, virtually all urban households have to buy all their bakery, meat and dairy products and, for the more prosperous, their processed and more exotic foods, in the market for money. According to the household budget survey data for Moscow and St Petersburg, potatoes and vegetables account for only about 8–9% by value of the total food consumption of the residents of big cities, or less than 4% of their total money spending. In our survey the average saving achieved by our dachniki amounts to 3% of their total household income, or 6% of their total household spending on food. This is about the same as the average household admits to spending on alcohol in the budget survey. Saving a few roubles by growing their own food gives the dachniki enough money to buy a box of chocolates or a few bottles of vodka and a bit of sausage for the weekend.

The myth of the urban peasant

We have seen that there is no evidence that the domestic production of food has been chosen by households as a means of supplying themselves with the necessities of life as an alternative to acquiring those necessities by earning money and then purchasing those necessities. Nor even that it is the last resort of those who have limited employment opportunities and do not have sufficient money income to buy their own food. The households with the lowest money incomes and in the greatest hardship are the least likely to grow their own food. Those with more working members, those who work longer hours in their main jobs, those who are engaged in secondary employment are certainly no less and if anything are more likely to engage in subsidiary agricultural activity. Those who engage in subsidiary agriculture do not work any shorter hours in their primary and secondary employment than those who do not. The monetary saving achieved through such engagement is miniscule, particularly when measured against the enormous labour input. Finally, those who grow their own basic foodstuffs spend no less on food and food products than those who do not. All of the evidence would indicate that working the dacha is primarily a leisure activity, that people do it as a form of relaxation to give them a break from their working lives, and indeed almost half of all our dachniki cited this as one of the two reasons given for working their dacha. The fruit and vegetables that they produce is then merely a by-product, no more essential to their subsistence than is the product of the vegetable plot of any keen gardener. Many people say, in Russia as elsewhere, that they grow their own fruit and vegetables because that is the only way that they can get high quality produce, or be confident that it is ecologically pure. 

However, that is not the end of the story. We still have to explain why this practice is so prevalent in Russia, why around half the urban population engage in it, despite the enormous costs and inconvenience involved, especially when the plots are often so far from home. So what is the significance of the dacha? Having debunked one myth, are we going to resurrect another? Is the dacha something deeply rooted in the psyche and culture of Russians, perhaps as a Jungian echo of their rural past, a symbolic celebration of the affinity between the Russian soul and the earth from which it was born, of the roots to which all Russians are drawn to return in periods of crisis? Working a dacha may have deep roots in the Russian psyche, but it is far from the bucolic idyll that many Westerners imagine: for the majority of the population of big cities it involves many hours crammed into buses or suburban trains, further hours of backbreaking work before the return journey, a substantial monetary outlay, beyond the reach of the poorer families, for a small and uncertain return. If it symbolises anything it symbolises the centuries of suffering that have been imposed on the Russian people and that have driven them back to the land not as the seat of their soul, but as the most basic guarantee of their survival. The dacha appears to make no economic sense at all, providing the most meagre of returns for an enormous amount of toil, but it is much more than a means of supplementing the family diet or of saving a few roubles. It is both a real and a symbolic source of security in a world in which nothing beyond one’s immediate grasp is secure. 

To bring out the real significance of subsistence agriculture we should return to the point that stands out most clearly from our data, that the most striking difference is between the different cities. Moreover, the variance in the amount of subsistence production is much greater than the variance in dacha use.� Subsistence production is highest not in those of our regions in which the climate and the quality of the soil are the most conducive to agricultural production, Samara and Moscow oblast, but in those regions which are the most hostile: the sub-Arctic North and Western Siberia. 

How is this difference to be explained? Does the heart of Russian culture now lie not in the historic cities of Moscow and Samara, but in the Komi Republic and in Kemerovo oblast? Perhaps it does, with Komi still bearing the memories of its gulag past and Kemerovo of the forced resettlement of the 1930s, whose legacy remains today in the forced labour camps which still house a substantial proportion of its population �– to say nothing of the soul of Dostoevskii which still haunts Kemerovo’s second city of Novokuznetsk. But perhaps there is a more mundane explanation.

The obvious explanation would refer to the depth of the economic crisis, although we have found it difficult to relate subsistence agriculture to any of the indicators of crisis at the level of the individual household.  Moreover, unemployment rates, wage levels and degrees of income inequality are not substantially different across our four cities, once we allow for relatively small differences in price levels.� Administrative leave and short-time working are about twice as common in Samara and Kemerovo, which have seen a collapse of their military-related industrial base, as in Syktykar and Lyubertsy, and yet the incidence of subsistence agriculture cross-cuts these pairs of cities. 

It certainly is not a matter of the existence of favourable conditions since, as we have already noted, it is the regions with the most unfavourable conditions for agriculture which have the most highly developed domestic agricultural production. However, rather than being the paradox that it appears at first sight, this is part of the key to the explanation, for these are the regions with less developed commercial agriculture, and so in which supplies of even the most basic foodstuffs have historically been precarious. There have long been active and well-supplied kolkhoz markets in Central Russia and in the Volga region, so that at least since the late 1950s people have been able to count on being able to buy their basic foodstuffs in the markets, even if the shops were bare.� This was never the case in Siberia and in the Arctic, and in the late eighties supplies were as unpredictable as ever. This was the time at which large amounts of uncultivated land were distributed to urban residents in precisely these regions so that they could assure their supplies of basic foodstuffs by growing their own.� Thus, the desire to produce one’s own vegetables is perhaps not a reflection of the poverty of the household but of the limited development of the market in the region in question. The fear that people have today is what it has always been in the past, not that so much that they will not individually have enough money to buy potatoes, although this is a fear that still haunts everyone, but that there will be no potatoes available for any kind of money. The mass settlement of Kemerovo in the 1930s included a large number of ‘kulaks’ and refugees from famine-stricken Ukraine. When the deportees arrived, many of them lived for their first year literally off, on and sometimes under the land, sheltering from the cold in foxholes. Shortages and local famines remained a regular feature of life in the more remote regions through the 1940s and into the 1950s. It was the recurrence of shortages of basic goods that was one of the sparks that lit the fire of revolt in the late 1980s. We do not have to refer to folk memories to evoke these events, for they are still alive in the minds of those who lived through them, some of whom are still working the dachas they first created fifty or more years ago when a dacha really was a matter of survival.

The limited development of the market relates not only to the conditions for agricultural development and the commercialisation of agriculture, but also to the extent of monetisation of the regional economy. Thus, while Kemerovo and Samara have been hit equally by the recession, as indicated by the incidence of administrative leave and short-time working, it is Kemerovo and Syktyvkar that have been hit hardest by the phenomena of non-payment of wages and payment in kind: the average wage debt in Syktyvkar is more than twice and that in Kemerovo is four times that in Lyubertsy or  Samara. One in five have been paid in kind in Syktyvkar and one in three in Kemerovo, but fewer than one in twenty in Lyubertsy or Samara. Although these phenomena have no impact on the probability of the individual household growing its own food within each region, they are indicative of the degree of demonetisation of the regional economy that provides an incentive for all but those with the highest money incomes to grow their own food, rather than to risk relying on having to buy in a market in which they may not have the means with which to buy. The correlation coefficient between the average total household wage debt and the percentage of potatoes home-produced in each of the four cities is 0.97 – for an exponential relation it is 0.996.�
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Of course with only four cases the correlation could be spurious. Unfortunately, Goskomstat data on the domestic production of potatoes by the urban population alone is not available. However, a regression with the dependent variable as the proportion of potatoes home grown in each oblast (from the Goskomstat budget survey data), with the independent variables as the wage debt as a proportion of the total wage bill of the oblast, the unemployment rate in the oblast, the average oblast wage as a proportion of the oblast subsistence minimum and the proportion of the population employed in agriculture shows that, while the level of wage debt is a strong and very significant determinant of the proportion of potatoes home grown, neither the wage level nor the level of unemployment have any influence.� The adjusted R squared for the weighted regression is 0.44 and R squared for the partial correlation between the log of unpaid wages and the proportion of potatoes grown is 0.25.

Linear Regression: Dependent variable, proportion of potatoes in oblast home grown. 75 regions, weighted by population..

 �Unstandardized Coefficients� �Standardized Coefficients�t�Sig.� � �B�Std. Error�Beta� � � �(Constant)�-.247�.192� �-1.286�.203� �LOGUNPAY�.241�.040�.614�6.032�.000� �REALWAGE �1.155E-03�.037�.003�.031�.975� �UNEMPLOY �-1.099�.921�-.115�-1.194�.236� �AGPROP�.620�.400�.165�1.552�.125� �Data source: Goskomstat data: potatoes Budget survey 1996.IV; wage delays January 1997; employed, unemployed (ILO) 1995 Labour force survey; wages December 1996.

According to our hypothesis, the level of wage debt is just a proxy for the extent of the monetisation of the regional economy. If we introduce what is probably a more direct measure of the degree of monetisation of the economy: the amount of short-term credit extended in the oblast per head of the economically active population in 1995, we find that this variable is even more powerful than the wage debt. Moreover, in this case the level of credit remains significant even when we introduce a set of regional dummies, which obviates the need to weight the regression. The adjusted R squared for the model is 0.55 and R squared for the partial correlation between credit per head and the proportion of potatoes grown is 0.14.� 

Linear Regression: Dependent variable, proportion of potatoes in oblast home grown. 75 regions. 

 �Unstandardized Coefficients� �Standardized Coefficients�t�Sig.� � �B�Std. Error�Beta� � � �(Constant)�.557�.177� �3.144�.003� �CREDITPC�-6.585E-02�.022�-.291�-3.010�.004� �REALWAGE �4.326E-03�.035�.013�.123�.902� �UNEMPLOYMENT�-.322�.669�-.053�-.482�.632� �AGPROP�1.049�.399�.313�2.627�.011� �CAPITAL CITIES�-.176�.146�-.131�-1.202�.234��NORTH�.164�.095�.188�1.732�.089��NORTHWEST�.211�.103�.219�2.057�.044��CENTRAL�.255�.073�.430�3.508�.001��VOLGOVYATSK�.241�.089�.277�2.701�.009��BLACKEAR�.206�.090�.237�2.287�.026��CAUCASUS�-.112�.085�-.159�-1.320�.192��URALS�.169�.079�.227�2.134�.037��W SIBERIA�.312�.082�.419�3.818�.000��E SIBERIA�.283�.083�.354�3.417�.001��PRIMORE�.269�.087�.361�3.082�.003��KALININ�-.118�.171�-.062�-.689�.494��Data source: Goskomstat data: potatoes Budget survey 1996.IV; wage delays January 1997; employed, unemployed (ILO) 1995 Labour force survey; wages December 1996; Credit 1995 from Rossiiskii statisticheskii ezhegodnik, 1996.

Reference region is the Volga Region.

Conclusion

What is the implication of our analysis for policy? We have seen that subsistence production makes little or no contribution to the relief of poverty, partly because the poor do not have the resources to engage in subsistence production.� 

Does this mean that access to domestic agriculture should be widened, with a further distribution of land to those in need, perhaps providing credit to producers, subsidised transport to their plots and assistance with marketing? The clear implication of our analysis is that it does not, not least because its costs outweigh the returns. Domestic agriculture is an extraordinarily inefficient way of meeting the urban population’s basic subsistence needs.� If people are short of food, it is much more efficient to give them the money to buy food and take steps to ensure that food supplies are maintained to local markets than to induce them to try to produce food for themselves. 

Our analysis also shows just how regressive are the proposals currently being considered by the Russian government, on the initiative of the World Bank and its advisors, that people should effectively be forced into domestic production by treating access to the land as a resource for those claiming social assistance. And even for those willing to live on potatoes and carrots, domestic agriculture certainly cannot provide the money to pay for clothing, transport, electricity, water, heating, rent and service charges, education and medical treatment and all the other goods and services that can only be obtained for money.

Finally, ‘subsistence’ production not only contributes little to the subsistence of city dwellers, but it makes a significant contribution to the crisis of commercial agriculture. One reason for the failure to develop the commercial production of basic food crops is that their price is so low as a result of domestic overproduction that, despite the withdrawal of agricultural subsidies, in many regions it is not even worth the farms’ paying for harvest labour.� This then sets up the vicious circle that fuels the demonetisation of agricultural production: since it is unprofitable to produce basic foodstuffs commercially in competition with the dachniki, these foods do not become regularly available in the local shops and markets, so providing a further stimulus for families to ensure their supplies by producing their own. 

The policy conclusion is not that steps should be taken to remove unfair competition by preventing people from engaging in domestic agriculture, but that the priority should be to break this vicious circle by introducing effective reforms into the system of agricultural production and distribution that can guarantee supplies of basic foodstuffs in the quantities and qualities demanded by the local population. Once people become confident that they can be sure of being able to buy what they need, they will make their own decisions about whether or not it is worth continuing to work the land, or whether they might rather convert their dacha into the pleasure dome of the western imagination. The significance of the dacha in the economic, social and cultural lives of contemporary Russian households is complex, but it provides neither the basis for the survival of the poorest households, nor a realistic alternative to participation in a monetised market economy.
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Number of cases included in the analysis: 88335

-2 Log Likelihood   122054.67

-2 Log Likelihood   106274.838

 Goodness of Fit      93032.269

Model                15779.828    31        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.1916�.0179�114.0720�1�.0000�.0303�1.2112��UNDER8�.0769�.0216�12.6913�1�.0004�.0094�1.0799��SKOOLAGE�.3885�.0198�384.8258�1�.0000�.0560�1.4748��HS28_1�.1938�.0172�127.0183�1�.0000�.0320�1.2139��HS28_2�.0025�.0364�.0049�1�.9442�.0000�1.0025��HS28_4�-.0330�.0628�.2756�1�.5996�.0000�.9676��HS28_7�.0998�.0259�14.8665�1�.0001�.0103�1.1049��HS28_8�.2398�.0178�181.4344�1�.0000�.0383�1.2710��HS28_9�-.0091�.0345�.0694�1�.7923�.0000�.9909��HS28_10�.1911�.0442�18.6507�1�.0000�.0117�1.2105��HS28_11�.0529�.0715�.5461�1�.4599�.0000�1.0543��HS28_14�-.0425�.0163�6.8025�1�.0091�-.0063�.9584��LOGINC�-.0239�.0120�3.9354�1�.0473�-.0040�.9764��MALEHEAD�.0700�.0170�16.8617�1�.0000�.0110�1.0725��UNDER25�-.7266�.0426�290.8935�1�.0000�-.0487�.4835��A40TO59�.6111�.0196�967.2092�1�.0000�.0889�1.8424��OVER60�.5521�.0314�308.2797�1�.0000�.0501�1.7369��S14�-.0229�.0053�18.5820�1�.0000�-.0117�.9773��MARRIED�.6431�.0207�969.4418�1�.0000�.0890�1.9024��COUNTRYB�.2074�.0203�104.4334�1�.0000�.0290�1.2305��COUNTRYM�.1370�.0213�41.5777�1�.0000�.0180�1.1469��ALLLIFE�.2574�.0195�173.5730�1�.0000�.0375�1.2935��SAKHA�-.7080�.0261�737.8276�1�.0000�-.0776�.4926��CHUKOT�-3.2330�.1064�923.1811�1�.0000�-.0869�.0394��JEWISH�.4133�.0455�82.5580�1�.0000�.0257�1.5118��PRIMOR�-.3605�.0219�270.8609�1�.0000�-.0469�.6973��AMUR�.5616�.0251�500.5958�1�.0000�.0639�1.7536��KAMCHAT�.2498�.0317�61.9077�1�.0000�.0222�1.2838��MAGADAN�-.9190�.0364�637.9723�1�.0000�-.0722�.3989��KORYAKS�1.3313�.1579�71.1014�1�.0000�.0238�3.7858��SAKHALIN�-.2721�.0261�108.4184�1�.0000�-.0295�.7618��Constant�-1.8011�.0443�1652.088�1�.0000�����Eastern Siberia (Chitinsk Republic reference).

      Number rejected because of missing data:  785

      Number of cases included in the analysis: 87508

-2 Log Likelihood   120843.06

 -2 Log Likelihood   108605.606

 Goodness of Fit      87353.183

Model                12237.458    30        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.3110�.0187�277.7070�1�.0000�.0478�1.3647��UNDER8�.2340�.0235�98.9855�1�.0000�.0283�1.2636��SKOOLAGE�.5244�.0216�589.6691�1�.0000�.0697�1.6895��HS28_1�.0654�.0177�13.6634�1�.0002�.0098�1.0676��HS28_2�-.1078�.0373�8.3330�1�.0039�-.0072�.8978��HS28_4�-.2289�.0538�18.0928�1�.0000�-.0115�.7954��HS28_7�-.0398�.0259�2.3693�1�.1237�-.0017�.9610��HS28_8�.1285�.0190�45.8331�1�.0000�.0190�1.1371��HS28_9�-.2429�.0310�61.4762�1�.0000�-.0222�.7843��HS28_10�.2016�.0349�33.4161�1�.0000�.0161�1.2234��HS28_11�.1997�.0701�8.1245�1�.0044�.0071�1.2210��HS28_14�-.2270�.0185�150.4122�1�.0000�-.0350�.7969��LOGINC�-.0236�.0121�3.8036�1�.0511�-.0039�.9767��MALEHEAD�.2573�.0171�226.6926�1�.0000�.0431�1.2935��UNDER25�-.6721�.0403�278.0383�1�.0000�-.0478�.5107��A40TO59�.4717�.0200�558.7131�1�.0000�.0679�1.6027��OVER60�.4131�.0305�183.5557�1�.0000�.0388�1.5115��S14�-.0189�.0051�13.6581�1�.0002�-.0098�.9813��MARRIED�.5857�.0205�813.6673�1�.0000�.0820�1.7963��COUNTRYB�.1721�.0207�69.0687�1�.0000�.0236�1.1878��COUNTRYM�.0579�.0210�7.6093�1�.0058�.0068�1.0596��ALLLIFE�.1196�.0199�36.1592�1�.0000�.0168�1.1270��BURYAT�-.2637�.0284�86.3676�1�.0000�-.0264�.7682��TUVA�.6241�.0494�159.7565�1�.0000�.0361�1.8666��KHAKAS�.4768�.0317�225.5813�1�.0000�.0430�1.6109��KRASNOYA�.7659�.0254�905.8595�1�.0000�.0865�2.1509��TAYMIR�-5.3479�.5798�85.0762�1�.0000�-.0262�.0048��EVENKI�-.4521�.2139�4.4681�1�.0345�-.0045�.6363��IRKUTSK�-.1433�.0209�47.0940�1�.0000�-.0193�.8665��AGINSK�1.1546�.1271�82.5104�1�.0000�.0258�3.1726��Constant�-1.6477�.0449�1349.657�1�.0000�����Western Siberia (Tomsk Reference)

Number of cases included in the analysis: 182138

-2 Log Likelihood   252495.16

Log Likelihood decreased by less than .01 percent.

 -2 Log Likelihood   223102.623

 Goodness of Fit     183199.264

 Model                29392.538    30        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.3039�.0141�462.8340�1�.0000�.0427�1.3552��UNDER8�.2700�.0173�242.1636�1�.0000�.0308�1.3099��SKOOLAGE�.4995�.0161�964.9740�1�.0000�.0618�1.6478��HS28_1�.0334�.0134�6.1746�1�.0130�.0041�1.0339��HS28_2�-.1344�.0268�25.2457�1�.0000�-.0096�.8742��HS28_4�-.1529�.0406�14.2069�1�.0002�-.0070�.8582��HS28_7�-.0130�.0170�.5838�1�.4448�.0000�.9871��HS28_8�.1143�.0143�63.6776�1�.0000�.0156�1.1210��HS28_9�-.2466�.0226�119.1907�1�.0000�-.0215�.7814��HS28_10�.2176�.0287�57.4391�1�.0000�.0148�1.2431��HS28_11�.4261�.0550�60.0240�1�.0000�.0152�1.5312��HS28_14�-.1513�.0137�121.1596�1�.0000�-.0217�.8596��LOGINC�.0643�.0090�51.0364�1�.0000�.0139�1.0664��MALEHEAD�.1477�.0125�138.9420�1�.0000�.0233�1.1592��UNDER25�-.7369�.0288�654.1836�1�.0000�-.0508�.4786��A40TO59�.5589�.0140�1583.477�1�.0000�.0791�1.7487��OVER60�.5330�.0214�619.9228�1�.0000�.0495�1.7040��S14�-.0170�.0036�22.0033�1�.0000�-.0089�.9832��MARRIED�.6150�.0148�1734.315�1�.0000�.0828�1.8496��COUNTRYB�.2665�.0159�280.9661�1�.0000�.0332�1.3054��COUNTRYM�-.0115�.0160�.5190�1�.4713�.0000�.9885��ALLLIFE�.2271�.0145�245.2108�1�.0000�.0310�1.2550��REPALTAI�1.1568�.0765�228.3833�1�.0000�.0299�3.1797��ALTIKRAI�.6418�.0253�642.0768�1�.0000�.0503�1.8999��KEMEROVO�.5274�.0236�497.8120�1�.0000�.0443�1.6946��NOVOSIB�.3431�.0239�206.5792�1�.0000�.0285�1.4094��OMSK�.3186�.0252�160.1801�1�.0000�.0250�1.3752��TYUMEN�.2613�.0284�84.9175�1�.0000�.0181�1.2987��KHANTI�-.2124�.0287�54.9370�1�.0000�-.0145�.8087��YAMALO�-2.9339�.0644�2074.946�1�.0000�-.0906�.0532��Constant�-2.2305�.0352�4013.598�1�.0000�����Ural Region (Udmurtia reference)

      Number of cases included in the analysis: 263972

-2 Log Likelihood   365853.71

 -2 Log Likelihood   334408.662

 Goodness of Fit     264135.760

 Model                31445.045    29        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.2494�.0110�510.8989�1�.0000�.0373�1.2833��UNDER8�.1931�.0141�187.6714�1�.0000�.0225�1.2129��SKOOLAGE�.4539�.0128�1252.017�1�.0000�.0585�1.5744��HS28_1�.0341�.0106�10.4087�1�.0013�.0048�1.0346��HS28_2�-.1429�.0233�37.4839�1�.0000�-.0098�.8668��HS28_4�-.1990�.0365�29.7708�1�.0000�-.0087�.8195��HS28_7�.0263�.0149�3.1150�1�.0776�.0017�1.0266��HS28_8�.1261�.0112�126.6717�1�.0000�.0185�1.1343��HS28_9�-.3075�.0174�313.7104�1�.0000�-.0292�.7353��HS28_10�.1815�.0232�61.1676�1�.0000�.0127�1.1990��HS28_11�.2240�.0356�39.4802�1�.0000�.0101�1.2510��HS28_14�-.1403�.0109�166.9236�1�.0000�-.0212�.8691��LOGINC�.0916�.0079�134.1370�1�.0000�.0190�1.0959��MALEHEAD�.2309�.0104�491.2584�1�.0000�.0366�1.2597��UNDER25�-.8567�.0268�1023.540�1�.0000�-.0528�.4246��A40TO59�.5466�.0120�2088.959�1�.0000�.0755�1.7274��OVER60�.5845�.0171�1163.934�1�.0000�.0564�1.7941��S14�-.0044�.0030�2.1659�1�.1411�-.0007�.9956��MARRIED�.6069�.0121�2517.547�1�.0000�.0829�1.8347��COUNTRYB�.2155�.0139�241.0774�1�.0000�.0256�1.2405��COUNTRYM�-.0233�.0135�2.9950�1�.0835�-.0016�.9770��ALLLIFE�.2196�.0121�329.7311�1�.0000�.0299�1.2456��BASHKIR�.0810�.0188�18.4962�1�.0000�.0067�1.0844��KURGAN�.4042�.0262�238.3785�1�.0000�.0254�1.4981��ORENBRG�.2975�.0209�201.9292�1�.0000�.0234�1.3466��PERM�-.1766�.0189�87.5189�1�.0000�-.0153�.8381��KOMIPERM�1.9074�.1128�285.7687�1�.0000�.0279�6.7352��SVERDLOV�-.3176�.0176�326.3605�1�.0000�-.0298�.7279��CHELYAB�-.2337�.0183�163.1856�1�.0000�-.0210�.7916��Constant�-1.8051�.0281�4126.386�1�.0000�����North Caucasus (except Chechen republic) Osetiya reference

      Number rejected because of missing data:  1126

      Number of cases included in the analysis: 148650

-2 Log Likelihood   206064.16

-2 Log Likelihood   190971.840

 Goodness of Fit     148852.896

 Model                15092.318    30        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.2838�.0130�475.5125�1�.0000�.0479�1.3281��UNDER8�.1860�.0160�134.5296�1�.0000�.0254�1.2044��SKOOLAGE�.3457�.0150�534.3489�1�.0000�.0508�1.4130��HS28_1�-.0601�.0127�22.5379�1�.0000�-.0100�.9416��HS28_2�-.1264�.0217�33.9944�1�.0000�-.0125�.8813��HS28_4�-.1777�.0327�29.5654�1�.0000�-.0116�.8372��HS28_7�-.0385�.0182�4.4509�1�.0349�-.0034�.9622��HS28_8�.0398�.0140�8.1356�1�.0043�.0055�1.0406��HS28_9�-.1965�.0204�92.5460�1�.0000�-.0210�.8216��HS28_10�.0989�.0321�9.5005�1�.0021�.0060�1.1039��HS28_11�.0877�.0513�2.9154�1�.0877�.0021�1.0916��HS28_14�-.1451�.0125�134.1576�1�.0000�-.0253�.8649��LOGINC�-.0101�.0102�.9858�1�.3208�.0000�.9900��MALEHEAD�.2168�.0136�253.0381�1�.0000�.0349�1.2421��UNDER25�-.8813�.0424�432.6980�1�.0000�-.0457�.4142��A40TO59�.4312�.0156�764.4391�1�.0000�.0608�1.5390��OVER60�.4806�.0215�498.9775�1�.0000�.0491�1.6170��S14�.0810�.0036�504.7296�1�.0000�.0494�1.0844��MARRIED�.4356�.0156�781.2878�1�.0000�.0615�1.5458��COUNTRYB�.1751�.0164�113.9358�1�.0000�.0233�1.1914��COUNTRYM�.0791�.0167�22.2830�1�.0000�.0099�1.0823��ALLLIFE�.2870�.0146�384.8683�1�.0000�.0431�1.3325��ROSTOV�.7740�.0289�716.7050�1�.0000�.0589�2.1684��STAVROP�1.1062�.0306�1308.911�1�.0000�.0796�3.0229��INGUSH�-.2497�.0953�6.8628�1�.0088�-.0049�.7790��KARABACH�.9704�.0452�460.7802�1�.0000�.0472�2.6389��DAGESTAN�-.2287�.0355�41.5103�1�.0000�-.0138�.7956��KRASNOD�1.1312�.0293�1491.920�1�.0000�.0850�3.0994��KABARDIN�.6790�.0368�341.0580�1�.0000�.0406�1.9719��ALYGEA�1.6150�.0461�1229.034�1�.0000�.0772�5.0278��Constant�-2.6638�.0393�4583.760�1�.0000�����Volga Region (Penza Reference)

Number of cases included in the analysis: 209307

-2 Log Likelihood   290133.66

-2 Log Likelihood   266565.020

Goodness of Fit     209250.184

Model                23568.642    29        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.2976�.0123�586.8770�1�.0000�.0449�1.3467��UNDER8�.1180�.0159�54.9351�1�.0000�.0135�1.1252��SKOOLAGE�.4114�.0144�812.0130�1�.0000�.0528�1.5090��HS28_1�-.0110�.0117�.8795�1�.3483�.0000�.9890��HS28_2�-.1380�.0235�34.3729�1�.0000�-.0106�.8711��HS28_4�-.3237�.0403�64.4326�1�.0000�-.0147�.7235��HS28_7�.0165�.0159�1.0782�1�.2991�.0000�1.0166��HS28_8�.0416�.0128�10.6064�1�.0011�.0054�1.0425��HS28_9�-.2672�.0199�179.5310�1�.0000�-.0247�.7655��HS28_10�.1260�.0283�19.8978�1�.0000�.0079�1.1343��HS28_11�.1230�.0445�7.6270�1�.0057�.0044�1.1309��HS28_14�-.1095�.0122�80.9330�1�.0000�-.0165�.8963��LOGINC�.1366�.0087�248.5945�1�.0000�.0292�1.1463��MALEHEAD�.1893�.0116�268.1162�1�.0000�.0303�1.2085��UNDER25�-.8608�.0328�687.7478�1�.0000�-.0486�.4228��A40TO59�.5378�.0132�1647.311�1�.0000�.0753�1.7122��OVER60�.6030�.0191�999.1223�1�.0000�.0586�1.8277��S14�.0042�.0032�1.7373�1�.1875�.0000�1.0043��MARRIED�.5828�.0134�1900.911�1�.0000�.0809�1.7911��COUNTRYB�.3462�.0147�557.4996�1�.0000�.0438�1.4136��COUNTRYM�-.1464�.0148�97.8264�1�.0000�-.0182�.8638��ALLLIFE�.1601�.0131�150.3378�1�.0000�.0226�1.1736��TATARST�-.6894�.0199�1203.864�1�.0000�-.0644�.5019��KALMYK�-.4874�.0520�87.9259�1�.0000�-.0172�.6142��ASTRAKH�-.8106�.0253�1028.651�1�.0000�-.0595�.4446��VOLGOGR�-.4143�.0205�407.9915�1�.0000�-.0374�.6608��SAMARA�-.8389�.0201�1739.338�1�.0000�-.0774�.4322��SARATOV�-.3961�.0202�385.1196�1�.0000�-.0363�.6729��ULYANOV�-.2976�.0233�162.6186�1�.0000�-.0235�.7426��Constant�-1.4660�.0296�2450.154�1�.0000�����Volgo-Vyatsk Region (ref Mari-El)

Number rejected because of missing data:  693

Number of cases included in the analysis: 103790

-2 Log Likelihood   143702.8

-2 Log Likelihood   131381.785

Goodness of Fit     103735.404

Model                12321.012    26        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.2799�.0180�241.4301�1�.0000�.0408�1.3230��UNDER8�.2095�.0241�75.8772�1�.0000�.0227�1.2331��SKOOLAGE�.4731�.0217�475.1883�1�.0000�.0574�1.6050��HS28_1�-.0164�.0170�.9288�1�.3352�.0000�.9837��HS28_2�-.1550�.0377�16.8763�1�.0000�-.0102�.8564��HS28_4�-.2350�.0679�11.9705�1�.0005�-.0083�.7906��HS28_7�.1516�.0278�29.7156�1�.0000�.0139�1.1637��HS28_8�.0741�.0179�17.1562�1�.0000�.0103�1.0769��HS28_9�-.3044�.0272�124.8933�1�.0000�-.0292�.7376��HS28_10�.2225�.0389�32.6383�1�.0000�.0146�1.2492��HS28_11�-.0137�.0399�.1181�1�.7311�.0000�.9864��HS28_14�-.1884�.0185�103.3519�1�.0000�-.0266�.8283��LOGINC�.0200�.0134�2.2144�1�.1367�.0012�1.0202��MALEHEAD�.2229�.0170�171.6974�1�.0000�.0344�1.2497��UNDER25�-.8638�.0452�365.1973�1�.0000�-.0503�.4215��A40TO59�.5477�.0191�819.8265�1�.0000�.0754�1.7292��OVER60�.7688�.0273�791.5523�1�.0000�.0741�2.1572��S14�-.0466�.0047�98.8485�1�.0000�-.0260�.9545��MARRIED�.5310�.0199�713.3019�1�.0000�.0704�1.7006��COUNTRYB�.1442�.0251�33.0188�1�.0000�.0147�1.1551��COUNTRYM�-.0811�.0222�13.3784�1�.0003�-.0089�.9221��ALLLIFE�.2308�.0221�109.4264�1�.0000�.0273�1.2597��KIROV�.3448�.0288�143.0008�1�.0000�.0313�1.4117��MORDOVYA�.1704�.0327�27.2226�1�.0000�.0132�1.1858��CHUVASH�-.2972�.0305�95.2703�1�.0000�-.0255�.7429��NIZHGOR�-.5996�.0265�512.6777�1�.0000�-.0596�.5490��Constant�-1.2184�.0450�734.7017�1�.0000�����Northwestern Region (excluding Novgorod). Ref Leningrad oblast

Number of cases included in the analysis: 29858

-2 Log Likelihood   41214.321

 -2 Log Likelihood    38384.072

 Goodness of Fit      29892.662

 Model                 2830.249    23        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.0700�.0305�5.2492�1�.0220�.0089�1.0725��UNDER8�-.0047�.0369�.0166�1�.8976�.0000�.9953��SKOOLAGE�.2410�.0336�51.4810�1�.0000�.0346�1.2725��HS28_1�.2121�.0295�51.7973�1�.0000�.0348�1.2363��HS28_2�.2130�.0688�9.5828�1�.0020�.0136�1.2374��HS28_4�-.0008�.1028�.0001�1�.9935�.0000�.9992��HS28_7�.2443�.0516�22.3818�1�.0000�.0222�1.2768��HS28_8�.2632�.0321�67.2815�1�.0000�.0398�1.3011��HS28_9�-.1545�.0480�10.3718�1�.0013�-.0143�.8568��HS28_10�.1286�.0772�2.7772�1�.0956�.0043�1.1372��HS28_11�.0026�.0699�.0014�1�.9700�.0000�1.0026��HS28_14�-.0868�.0271�10.2899�1�.0013�-.0142�.9169��LOGINC�-.0604�.0212�8.1351�1�.0043�-.0122�.9414��MALEHEAD�.1014�.0289�12.2968�1�.0005�.0158�1.1067��UNDER25�-.7057�.0748�88.9353�1�.0000�-.0459�.4938��A40TO59�.4809�.0359�179.0516�1�.0000�.0655�1.6176��OVER60�.7499�.0510�216.5412�1�.0000�.0721�2.1168��S14�-.0289�.0089�10.6237�1�.0011�-.0145�.9715��MARRIED�.5963�.0345�298.4772�1�.0000�.0848�1.8154��COUNTRYB�.3251�.0320�103.0546�1�.0000�.0495�1.3842��COUNTRYM�.0215�.0342�.3937�1�.5304�.0000�1.0217��ALLLIFE�.1533�.0323�22.4810�1�.0000�.0223�1.1657��PSKOV�-.0849�.0272�9.7394�1�.0018�-.0137�.9186��Constant�-1.2540�.0668�352.5495�1�.0000�����Northern Region (excluding Murmansk) Reference: Komi

Number of cases included in the analysis: 62576

-2 Log Likelihood   85717.016

-2 Log Likelihood    77829.528

 Goodness of Fit      62635.746

 Model                 7887.487    26        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.1813�.0215�70.8018�1�.0000�.0283�1.1987��UNDER8�.1052�.0266�15.6672�1�.0001�.0126�1.1109��SKOOLAGE�.3999�.0238�281.9643�1�.0000�.0572�1.4917��HS28_1�.1653�.0208�63.4471�1�.0000�.0268�1.1798��HS28_2�-.0609�.0525�1.3436�1�.2464�.0000�.9410��HS28_4�-.1078�.0916�1.3839�1�.2394�.0000�.8978��HS28_7�.2832�.0324�76.5525�1�.0000�.0295�1.3274��HS28_8�.2218�.0206�115.8706�1�.0000�.0364�1.2483��HS28_9�-.1294�.0381�11.5401�1�.0007�-.0105�.8786��HS28_10�.0704�.0494�2.0285�1�.1544�.0006�1.0729��HS28_11�.2007�.0616�10.6109�1�.0011�.0100�1.2222��HS28_14�-.1323�.0200�43.9697�1�.0000�-.0221�.8760��LOGINC�-.0353�.0159�4.9452�1�.0262�-.0059�.9653��MALEHEAD�.1131�.0205�30.3280�1�.0000�.0182�1.1197��UNDER25�-.6590�.0535�151.5210�1�.0000�-.0418�.5174��A40TO59�.5105�.0241�450.0456�1�.0000�.0723�1.6661��OVER60�.5936�.0354�281.7000�1�.0000�.0571�1.8105��S14�-.0563�.0063�78.5560�1�.0000�-.0299�.9453��MARRIED�.6049�.0250�585.0724�1�.0000�.0825�1.8310��COUNTRYB�.3405�.0255�178.7501�1�.0000�.0454�1.4057��COUNTRYM�.0543�.0251�4.6846�1�.0304�.0056�1.0558��ALLLIFE�.2462�.0248�98.5031�1�.0000�.0336�1.2791��KARELIA�.5071�.0280�328.5360�1�.0000�.0617�1.6606��ARCHANGL�.5909�.0241�603.6968�1�.0000�.0838�1.8056��NENETSK�.2011�.0933�4.6470�1�.0311�.0056�1.2228��VOLOGOD�.9379�.0255�1353.935�1�.0000�.1256�2.5545��Constant�-2.4081�.0577�1743.082�1�.0000�����All-Russia

Number of cases included in the analysis: 1710192

-2 Log Likelihood   2365176.2

 -2 Log Likelihood   2205892.24

 Goodness of Fit     1707033.19

 Model               159283.994    22        .0000

 

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������ADULTS�.1521�.0041�1396.969�1�.0000�.0243�1.1643��UNDER8�.0621�.0052�140.7706�1�.0000�.0077�1.0641��SKOOLAGE�.3121�.0048�4285.122�1�.0000�.0426�1.3663��HS28_1�.1102�.0039�800.1373�1�.0000�.0184�1.1165��HS28_2�-.0600�.0080�55.7340�1�.0000�-.0048�.9418��HS28_4�-.1410�.0129�119.7832�1�.0000�-.0071�.8685��HS28_7�.0305�.0056�30.0250�1�.0000�.0034�1.0310��HS28_8�.1760�.0042�1750.129�1�.0000�.0272�1.1925��HS28_9�-.1344�.0067�405.3644�1�.0000�-.0131�.8743��HS28_10�.2469�.0098�637.8027�1�.0000�.0164�1.2800��HS28_11�.2052�.0133�238.8580�1�.0000�.0100�1.2278��HS28_14�-.0427�.0040�114.6349�1�.0000�-.0069�.9582��LOGINC�-.0513�.0027�361.3047�1�.0000�-.0123�.9500��MALEHEAD�.1942�.0039�2472.448�1�.0000�.0323�1.2144��UNDER25�-.7963�.0108�5483.403�1�.0000�-.0481�.4510��A40TO59�.5084�.0045�12535.42�1�.0000�.0728�1.6626��OVER60�.5012�.0065�5897.213�1�.0000�.0499�1.6508��S14�.0208�.0011�360.4164�1�.0000�.0123�1.0210��MARRIED�.5689�.0046�15487.21�1�.0000�.0809�1.7663��COUNTRYB�.3347�.0052�4209.969�1�.0000�.0422�1.3975��COUNTRYM�-.0648�.0052�157.8108�1�.0000�-.0081�.9373��ALLLIFE�.2032�.0044�2099.682�1�.0000�.0298�1.2254��Constant�-1.7840�.0088�40640.69�1�.0000�����Logistic Regression. Dependent variable: Probability of owning a dacha as a hobby. Household survey data April-May 1998.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 3971

-2 Log Likelihood   3894.7461

-2 Log Likelihood     3528.953

 Goodness of Fit       3949.225

 Model                  365.793    23        .0000

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������LOGINC�.5755�.0855�45.3124�1�.0000�.1055�1.7780��DEPCHILD�-.1070�.1295�.6820�1�.4089�.0000�.8986��UNDER7�.0642�.1369�.2197�1�.6393�.0000�1.0663��UNDER16�.0556�.0827�.4528�1�.5010�.0000�1.0572��NUMWAGE�-.1278�.0733�3.0344�1�.0815�-.0163�.8801��NWPENS�-.0244�.0973�.0626�1�.8024�.0000�.9759��HEADED�.2308�.0333�48.0946�1�.0000�.1088�1.2596��SPOUSE�.2779�.1130�6.0495�1�.0139�.0322�1.3203��MALEHEAD�-.0281�.1057�.0705�1�.7906�.0000�.9723��DELAYPC�.0374�.0204�3.3551�1�.0670�.0187�1.0381��STIMEPC�.0009�.0014�.4579�1�.4986�.0000�1.0009��LEAVEPC�-.0005�.0024�.0464�1�.8294�.0000�.9995��WORKERS�.0653�.0787�.6902�1�.4061�.0000�1.0675��DOPPROP�.1177�.1633�.5198�1�.4709�.0000�1.1249��HAVECAR�.6288�.0978�41.3091�1�.0000�.1005�1.8753��DEPADULT�-.2508�.1592�2.4821�1�.1151�-.0111�.7782��RURAL�.0941�.0705�1.7836�1�.1817�.0000�1.0987��YOUNG�.7079�.2007�12.4432�1�.0004�.0518�2.0296��OLDER�.5000�.1219�16.8299�1�.0000�.0617�1.6487��OLDEST�.5740�.1708�11.2987�1�.0008�.0489�1.7753��KEMEROVO�-.5424�.1200�20.4404�1�.0000�-.0688�.5814��SYKTYV�-.3230�.1236�6.8302�1�.0090�-.0352�.7240��LYUBER�-.1995�.1172�2.8963�1�.0888�-.0152�.8192��Constant�-6.7240�.5722�138.0733�1�.0000�����Logistic Regression. Dependent variable: Probability of owning a dacha to produce the household’s means of subsistence. Household survey data April-May 1998.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 3971

-2 Log Likelihood   3798.5001

 -2 Log Likelihood     3292.368

 Goodness of Fit       3891.331

 Model                  506.132    23        .0000



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������LOGINC�-.4144�.0808�26.3275�1�.0000�-.0800�.6608��DEPCHILD�.2056�.1386�2.1991�1�.1381�.0072�1.2282��UNDER7�-.0713�.1463�.2374�1�.6261�.0000�.9312��UNDER16�-.0680�.0897�.5741�1�.4486�.0000�.9343��NUMWAGE�.0666�.0750�.7891�1�.3744�.0000�1.0689��NWPENS�.1833�.1024�3.2025�1�.0735�.0178�1.2011��HEADED�-.1942�.0372�27.1964�1�.0000�-.0814�.8235��SPOUSE�.5051�.1199�17.7555�1�.0000�.0644�1.6571��MALEHEAD�-.4100�.1171�12.2460�1�.0005�-.0519�.6637��DELAYPC�.0263�.0199�1.7530�1�.1855�.0000�1.0266��STIMEPC�.0018�.0015�1.3285�1�.2491�.0000�1.0018��LEAVEPC�.0037�.0021�3.0348�1�.0815�.0165�1.0037��WORKERS�.0942�.0833�1.2797�1�.2580�.0000�1.0988��DOPPROP�.0658�.1917�.1176�1�.7316�.0000�1.0680��HAVECAR�.5316�.1110�22.9377�1�.0000�.0742�1.7016��DEPADULT�.0341�.1476�.0533�1�.8173�.0000�1.0347��RURAL�.1153�.0721�2.5525�1�.1101�.0121�1.1222��YOUNG�-.5756�.2588�4.9461�1�.0261�-.0278�.5624��OLDER�.4896�.1348�13.1817�1�.0003�.0543�1.6316��OLDEST�.4935�.1802�7.4962�1�.0062�.0380�1.6380��KEMEROVO�1.3042�.1096�141.5824�1�.0000�.1917�3.6848��SYKTYV�.6871�.1269�29.3190�1�.0000�.0848�1.9880��LYUBER�-1.0681�.1901�31.5654�1�.0000�-.0882�.3437��Constant�.3693�.5141�.5159�1�.4726�����Appendix: Distribution of plots of urban population 1994 microcensus data

�ïðèóñàäåáíûé ó÷àñòîê�ñàäîâûé èëè äà÷íûé ó÷àñòîê�îãîðîä�Any kind of plot�Number of plots�� �Percent�Mean�Median�Percent�Mean�Median�Percent�Mean�Median�Percent�Mean�Median�1�2�3��Moscow West �4.5%�10.71�8�15.6%�7.69�6�2.3%�5.14�6�22.3%�8.0573�6�22.2%�.1%� ��Moscow South�4.4%�10.10�6�16.5%�8.19�6�2.1%�6.60�6�22.9%�8.4568�6�22.7%�.1%� ��Mosow Zelenograd�3.5%�12.67�13�14.0%�7.64�6�6.3%�3.52�2�23.6%�7.3509�6�23.4%�.2%� ��Moscow North�4.1%�10.78�10�16.3%�7.41�6�1.2%�5.77�6�21.4%�822�6�21.2%�.1%� ��Moscow NE�4.0%�10.59�10�14.0%�7.41�6�1.0%�6.30�6�18.9%�8.0521�6�18.8%�.1%� ��Moscow NW�3.8%�11.23�10�14.0%�7.39�6�1.1%�6.58�6�18.8%�8.1301�6�18.8%�.0%� ��Moscow Centre�3.6%�10.55�9�19.3%�7.88�6�1.0%�5.58�5�23.8%�8.2455�6�23.6%�.1%�.0%��Moscow SE�2.8%�10.88�10�13.8%�7.58�6�1.5%�6.17�6�18.7%�7.6761�6�17.9%�.1%� ��Moscow SW�4.8%�11.97�10�18.7%�7.43�6�1.7%�6.41�6�24.9%�8.3266�6�24.6%�.3%� ��Moscow S�3.8%�12.55�10�15.7%�7.49�6�1.0%�5.49�5.50�20.6%�8.3449�6�20.4%�.1%� ��Moscow City�4.0%�11.14�10�15.9%�7.60�6�1.5%�5.77�6�21.4%�8.1471�6�21.2%�.1%�.0%��St Petersburg�3.9�10.35�10.0�18.4�7.74�6.0�4.6�4.65�4�73.4�7.6643�6�23.3�0.3���Nenetsk�.2%�2�.� ���37.0%�1.70�2�37.0%�1.7109�2�36.8%�.2%� �� Archangl�8.9%�7.28�6�22.8%�7�6�18.0%�3.83�3�46.6%�6.2818�6�43.4%�3.1%�.0%�� Vologod�13.5%�8.87�7�27.7%�8.24�6�12.2%�5.97�5�51.3%�8.2116�6�48.2%�2.6%�.0%��Karelia�8.6%�4.78�4�21.3%�7.76�6�15.1%�3.64�3�42.0%�6.2291�6�39.0%�2.9%�.1%��Komi�3.4%�6.11�5�19.5%�7.27�6�11.2%�3.99�3�32.2%�6.4296�6�30.4%�1.8%�.0%��Northern Region*�8.6%�7.40�6�22.8%�7.57�6�14.5%�4.25�3�43.4%�6.8563�6�40.6%�2.6%�.0%��Leningr�15.2%�10.67�12�24.3%�7.61�6�17.2%�5.26�4�54.2%�8.0668�6�51.8%�2.4%�.0%��Pskov�18.9%�8.08�6�22.1%�9.11�6�14.3%�8.35�6�52.2%�9.0584�6�47.8%�3.7%�.0%��North west region**�16.4%�9.71�10�23.6%�8.06�6�16.3%�6.13�4�53.6%�8.3766�6�50.5%�2.8%�.0%��Bryansk�34.7%�7.13�6�17.8%�6.66�6�14.4%�8.25�7�60.4%�8.0261�6�53.7%�6.3%�.2%��Vladimir�19.7%�8.81�6�25.5%�6.13�6�11.2%�5�4�52.9%�7.2763�6�49.3%�3.5%�.0%��Ivanovo�25.6%�5.56�5�20.2%�6.16�6�15.2%�5.04�4�54.4%�6.3142�6�47.9%�6.5%�.1%��Tver�18.5%�6.54�6�22.5%�7.42�6�16.5%�5.16�4�54.6%�6.8334�6�51.6%�2.9%�.1%��Kaluga�16.7%�7.69�6�30.6%�6.32�6�13.6%�6.34�5�55.6%�7.3279�6�50.4%�5.1%�.1%��Kostroma�18.0%�6.64�6�27.0%�6.86�6�14.0%�4.94�4�53.7%�6.9605�6�48.4%�5.2%�.0%��Orlov�22.8%�7.73�6�33.8%�6.48�6�13.7%�9.63�8�62.8%�8.3944�6�55.5%�7.2%�.2%��Ryazan�18.1%�6.91�6�26.5%�7.38�6�11.9%�7.08�6�51.1%�7.9148�6�45.9%�5.0%�.2%��Smolensk�24.9%�7.14�6�24.0%�7.49�6�16.4%�7.22�6�60.9%�7.8189�6�56.5%�4.4%�.0%��Tula�14.6%�6.79�6�29.8%�6.82�6�7.5%�6.43�5�49.0%�7.1572�6�46.1%�2.8%�.0%��Yaroslavl�13.9%�7.06�6�26.4%�7.16�6�12.8%�5.22�4�49.5%�7.1341�6�46.0%�3.4%�.1%��Central Region***�20.2%�7.04�6�25.4%�6.80�6�13.1%�6.17�5�54.2%�7.3122�6�49.6%�4.4%�.1%��Nizhgor�16.2%�7.44�6�21.6%�6.41�6�9.7%�5.93�5�44.6%�7.1008�6�41.7%�2.8%�.0%��Kirov�19.6%�5.76�4�33.9%�6.51�6�16.8%�5.31�4�64.1%�6.5948�6�57.0%�6.4%�.2%��Mariel�12.7%�8.03�6�38.3%�6.51�6�13.1%�6.96�6�57.3%�7.7231�6�50.6%�6.5%�.2%��Mordoya�24.9%�5.86�5�32.8%�5.70�5�10.1%�7.46�6�60.6%�6.7376�5�53.8%�6.5%�.4%��  Chuvash�9.6%�6.05�5�37.8%�5.06�4�6.9%�5.99�5�51.0%�5.7014�5�47.8%�3.1%�.1%��Volgo Vyatsk�16.6%�6.74�6�28.5%�6.13�6�11.1%�5.96�5�51.9%�6.8032�6�47.5%�4.2%�.1%��Belgorod�26.0%�10.39�8�33.4%�7.65�6�12.9%�8.99�8�62.4%�10.2681�8�53.2%�8.7%�.6%��Voronezh�27.9%�6.24�5�20.2%�9.23�6�11.8%�8.11�6�53.3%�8.5608�6�45.3%�7.0%�.2%��Kursk�25.1%�6.65�5�31.0%�7.66�6�12.0%�10.90�10�59.3%�9.0299�7�50.7%�8.5%�.2%��Lipetsk�23.0%�5.40�4�27.8%�6.22�6�8.1%�8.87�7�54.6%�6.7566�6�50.4%�4.0%�.1%��Tambov�32.6%�5.02�4�14.2%�5.93�5�14.4%�8.56�7�53.8%�6.8939�5�46.5%�7.3%�.1%��Black Earth�27.1%�6.69�5�24.7%�7.64�6�11.9%�8.94�8�56.3%�8.4527�6�48.7%�7.1%�.2%��Astrakh�21.4%�4.17�4�18.7%�6.34�6�6.1%�4.30�4�43.0%�5.4297�6�40.0%�2.9%�.1%��Volgogr�22.8%�5.48�5�27.5%�6.87�6�3.3%�4.90�4�51.2%�6.4408�6�48.9%�2.3%�.0%��Samara�5.6%�6.41�5�31.2%�6.18�6�8.7%�4.86�4�43.0%�6.2852�6�40.7%�2.4%�.0%��Penza�30.5%�4.76�4�28.0%�6.30�6�10.9%�6.70�5�61.7%�6.4030�6�54.1%�7.2%�.3%��Saratov�16.6%�4.16�4�27.8%�6.24�6�12.3%�5.96�5�51.2%�6.1667�6�45.8%�5.2%�.2%��Ulyanov�18.7%�4.99�4�32.3%�5.46�5�11.6%�6.34�5�55.8%�6.1461�5�49.4%�5.8%�.5%��Kalmyk�21.8%�3.98�3�23.2%�7.50�6�7.2%�5.17�4�49.8%�5.9832�6�46.9%�2.7%� ��Tatarst�11.5%�5.21�4�29.3%�4.70�4�8.2%�4.73�4�47.1%�5.0176�4�45.1%�1.9%�.0%��Volga region�15.8%�4.98�4.0�28.6%�5.93�6�8.6%�5.45�5�49.3%�5.9832�6�45.7%�3.5%�.1%��Krasnod�29.6%�5.79�5�21.0%�5.76�6�11.2%�5.55�5�55.4%�6.3926�6�49.3%�5.9%�.2%��Stavrop�22.5%�4.81�4�30.2%�5.71�6�6.6%�5.26�4�56.2%�5.6196�6�53.1%�3.0%�.1%��Ingush�4.8%�6.19�5�21.4%�6.24�5�5.9%�6.26�6�31.1%�6.4573�6�30.0%�1.1%� ��Rostov�24.0%�5.07�5�21.0%�6.32�6�6.7%�4.94�4�48.1%�5.9684�6�44.7%�3.3%�.1%��Alygea�46.3%�4.36�4�17.1%�5.84�5�11.7%�5.12�5�68.9%�5.2499�5�62.9%�5.9%�.1%��Dagestan�11.6%�3.72�4�10.1%�5.18�5�8.9%�2.82�2�30.6%�3.9340�4�30.3%�.1%� ��Kabardin�25.5%�7.41�6�16.8%�5.21�5�5.4%�6.12�5�47.6%�6.5131�5�45.3%�1.2%� ��Osetiya�13.7%�5.27�4�12.8%�5.18�5�8.3%�4.92�5�33.6%�5.3367�5�32.4%�1.2%� ��Karabach�32.2%�5.03�4�17.6%�5.63�6�14.3%�7.46�8�54.1%�6.7998�6�43.9%�10.1%�.1%��North Caucasus�24.8%�5.33�5�21.0%�5.89�6�8.5%�5.21�5�50.2%�5.9611�6�46.2%�3.8%�.1%��Komiperm�46.8%�5.28�5�34.7%�5.19�4�18.4%�6.06�5�87.9%�6.1360�5�75.8%�12.1%� ��Kurgan�21.4%�3.84�3�32.9%�6.83�6�13.4%�5.68�5�61.1%�6.2589�6�54.9%�6.0%�.3%��Orenbrg�20.5%�4.07�3�33.8%�6.22�6�11.8%�4.96�5�59.4%�5.9297�6�52.8%�6.4%�.1%��Perm�12.9%�6.61�6�26.7%�6.47�6�13.7%�5.94�5�49.6%�6.8260�6�46.0%�3.5%�.1%��Sverdlov�13.2%�6.88�6�22.1%�6.34�6�13.2%�5.49�4�45.5%�6.6695�6�42.2%�3.1%�.0%��Chelyab�12.5%�5.64�5�26.4%�5.66�6�14.5%�5.62�5�48.0%�6.2712�6�42.8%�5.2%�.1%��Bashkir�14.0%�6.18�5�36.6%�5.56�5�9.2%�6.17�5�55.5%�6.2409�5�51.0%�4.2%�.1%��Udmurt�12.8%�5.84�4�35.6%�6.17�5�8.2%�5.22�4�52.6%�6.4134�5�48.7%�3.8%�.1%��Urals�14.2%�5.88�5�28.5%�6.06�6�12.4%�5.63�5�50.8%�6.4238�6�46.4%�4.3%�.1%��Khanti�5.7%�4.34�4�22.5%�6.40�6�12.6%�5.46�6�39.4%�6.0120�6�38.1%�1.3%�.0%��Yamalo�1.7%�5.66�6�.5%�6.43�6�2.2%�2.30�2�4.4%�4.0594�3�4.4%�.0%� ��Altikrai�19.5%�4.10�3�32.2%�6.89�6�12.8%�5.54�5�58.2%�6.3987�6�52.1%�6.0%�.1%��Kemerovo�23.1%�6.56�6�21.8%�6.81�6�19.3%�6.39�5�56.4%�7.5139�6�48.6%�7.7%�.1%��Novosib�15.5%�4.55�4�30.0%�5.78�5�9.4%�5.42�5�51.1%�5.7595�5�47.5%�3.5%�.1%��Omsk�20.0%�3.46�3�25.5%�6.51�6�13.3%�5.92�5�50.9%�6.1644�5�43.4%�7.1%�.4%��Tomsk�5.8%�5.97�5�28.3%�7.11�6�10.0%�6.82�5�41.0%�7.4173�6�38.0%�3.0%�.0%��Tyumen�12.6%�5.31�4�31.7%�6.69�6�7.2%�5.72�4�48.4%�6.6100�6�45.3%�3.0%�.1%��Repaltai�40.5%�6.03�6�25.2%�5.73�5�1.9%�6.72�6�64.0%�6.2799�6�60.4%�3.5%�.1%��Western Siberia�16.5%�5.12�4�25.7%�6.50�6�12.8%�5.94�5�49.8%�6.5831�6�44.7%�5.0%�.1%��Taymir�����������������Evenki�1.0�2 �.�1 �4 �.�38.5�2.2�1 �40.4�2.3�1 �40.4����Aginsk�20.5�4 �4 �19.5�5.7�6 �57.7�5.2�5 �76.9�6.4�6 �56.1�20.8���Krasnoya�23.6�5.2�4 �31.8�7.2�6 �21.9�6 �5 �67.3�7.2�6 �57.2�9.3�0.4��Irkutsk�9.8�6.9�5 �32.3�7 �6 �11.1�6.1�5 �49�7.4�6 �44.8�4 �0.1��Chitin�15.5�4.4�3 �20.8�6.9�6 �21.4�6.1�5 �52.1�6.6�6 �46.5�5.5�0 ��Buryat�14.1�5.2�5 �21.9�6.2�6 �11.5�4.3�3 �45.3�5.7�6 �42.9�2.2�0.1��Tuva�36.6�4.3�4 �15.9�6.7�6 �27.3�4.2�4 �64.4�5.9�6 �49.4�14.7�0.3��Khakas�15.9�5.3�4 �39.1�7 �6 �14.6�5.5�5 �61.3�7.2�6 �52.5�7.9�0.4��Eastern Siberia�14.9�5.5�4 �29 �7 �6 �15.7�5.8�5 �53.6�7 �6 �47.6�5.7�0.2��Koryaks� ��� ���73.8%�3.88�3�73.8%�3.8814�3�73.8%� � ��Primor�8.3%�7.54�6�28.6%�7.92�6�9.7%�6.99�6�43.4%�8.2187�6�40.2%�3.1%�.1%��Khabar�6.3%�8.45�8�35.9%�7.93�8�11.9%�6.17�6�51.2%�8.0280�8�48.4%�2.8%�.0%��Amur�14.3%�5.96�6�35.5%�8.10�7�17.3%�6.99�6�63.1%�7.8153�6�55.2%�5.7%�.1%��Kamchat�7.0%�5.62�6�34.5%�6.93�6�24.4%�4.06�3�55.7%�6.7802�6�45.6%�10.0%�.1%��Magadan�3.8%�4.44�3�4.0%�6.28�6�22.3%�3.45�3�29.5%�4.0350�3�27.8%�1.2%� ��Sakhalin�6.8%�5.43�5�22.7%�7.41�6�17.1%�5.38�5�44.5%�6.6712�6�42.4%�2.1%� ��Chukot� ���2.2%�2.74�2�.1%�2�2�3.9%�1.5833�1�2.3%� � ��Sakha�10.3%�4.19�3�15.3%�6.85�6�11.6%�3.87�3�35.0%�5.5152�6�32.4%�2.5%�.0%��Jewish�16.4%�9.12�8�25.3%�7.71�6�20.4%�8.39�8�59.1%�8.7376�8�56.1%�2.8%�.2%��Far East�8.3%�6.52�6�27.1%�7.71�6�14.3%�5.63�5�46.5%�7.3826�6�42.7%�3.4%�.1%��Kaliningrad�15.0%�4.32�3�25.0%�5.92�6.0�20.1%�5.87�6.0�54.4%�6.0944�6.0�48.6%�5.7%�.1%��*Data not available for Murmansk

**Data not available for Novgorod

*** Data not available for Moscow oblast

�



This paper has been written by Simon Clarke on the basis of previous papers written by Lena Varshavskaya and Marina Karelina, with assistance from Sergei Alasheev. The household survey to which the paper refers was made possible by the financial support of the Department for International Development, within the framework of a wider project on employment restructuring financed by the Economic and Social Research Council. Some of the material is based on work on poverty in Russia, commissioned by the Department for International Development, and on the non-payment of wages, undertaken within the framework of the ILO/ICFTU campaign on the non-payment of wages in Russia. None of these bodies is responsible for any of the opinions expressed in this paper. We would like to thank all our Russian collaborators and colleagues on this project, particularly the field research directors for the household survey, Marina Ilyina and Sveta Yaroshenko (ISITO, Syktyvkar), Petr Bizyukov (ISITO, Kemerovo), Irina Kozina (ISITO, Samara), Natalya Guskova and Marina Kiblitskaya (ISITO, Moscow), the overall research director of the survey, Valery Yakubovich of Stanford and Warwick Universities, and all the field co-ordinators and interviewers without whom we would have got nothing at all. Details of the survey, project papers, and many other research materials, are available on our website at: �www.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/complabstuds/russia/ The survey data will be released in the near future. In order to protect the interests of the participants in the project, and to avoid wasteful duplication of effort, the data will only be released in the first instance to particular researchers for agreed purposes. Contact Simon.Clarke@warwick.ac.uk, specifying the purposes for which you would intend to use the data.

� The most reliable estimate is that based on the most recent round of the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (RLMS), conducted in October 1996, which found 36% of households below the poverty line, even when in-kind income is taken into account (Mroz, T., Popkin, B. et al. (1997). 'Monitoring Economic Conditions in the Russian Federation: The Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey, 1992-96' . Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill). Other estimates provide broadly similar findings (Simon Clarke, ed., Poverty in Transition, Report for DFiD, Centre for Comparative Labour Studies, University of Warwick, December 1997).

� We follow Russian practice in using the evocative term ‘dacha’ to refer to all the various ways in which urban residents have the use of land for leisure or for subsistence production. 

� These were the categories to which respondents were invited to assign their plots. In principle the ïðèóñàäåáíûé ó÷àñòîê would be the larger plot typical of rural inhabitants engaged in personal subsidiary agriculture, the ñàäîâûé ó÷àñòîê a plot allocated by an enterprise or organisation, a äà÷íûé ó÷àñòîê a plot attached to a dacha and an îãîðîä usually a smaller plot specifically for growing vegetables. In fact it is not clear from the microcensus data that there are any such clear distinctions – the median size of each type of plot held by urban dwellers in each region is more or less the same, although the îãîðîä is sometimes marginally smaller.

� The percentage of the urban population having plots in each region in the RLMS 1996 data is similar for most regions to the microcensus data, except for Moscow and St Petersburg (where RLMS reports 46% with plots), North Caucasus (62%) the Urals (58%) and Western Siberia (59%). These latter divergences are probably partly explicable by the features of the specific sites selected by RLMS in each region.

� Eighty-three out of 4023 households (of whom 45 were in Kemerovo) said that they did not use land, but later said that they grew some of their own produce. It seems that almost all of these people were using land allocated by their enterprises or organisations to grow potatoes. They are not included in the analysis. 

� The microcensus data shows exactly the same  median size of plot and very similar means as our data. The median (6 sotkas) and trimmed means (7.2 sotkas) of the size of plot in the RLMS 1996 data for urban households is also much the same (there are some very large outliers in the RLMS data). RLMS also finds that only 8% of urban landholders rent any of their land. Well under 10% in any of our four cities had as much as the 15 sotkas which Seeth, Chachnov and Surinov (op. cit., p. 1612) cite as the average size of the dachas of urban residents in their sample of three cities in Western Russia (Pskov, Rostov and Orel), although this is far larger than the microcensus figure for the urban population of these oblasts (9, 6 and 8 sotkas respectively). Fewer than one per cent of households in our sample used as much land in total as the average size of personal agricultural holding reported by Goskomstat’s agricultural production data (36 sotkas), covering both urban and rural holdings.

�  These plots were originally formed in the 1960s and 1970s as agricultural co-operatives, often on the outskirts of towns and cities and sometimes with the aim of developing methods of smallholding production, individuals paying rent and communal service charges for the use of the land. In the 1980s they became increasingly a means by which enterprises and organisations made plots of land available to their employees, renting fields from local kolkhoz and dividing the land into small plots. ‘In practice, these plots are "individual", with the land belonging to communes, public enterprises or organisations’ (OECD, 1991, p. 37). This category has increased from 18.5 million families using 1.29 million hectares in 1988.

� The methods of data collection and estimation are described in Goskomstat rossii, Methodologicheskie polozheniya po statistike, Moscow, 1996, pp. 584-596 (a revised edition has been published in 1998). Data on production from subsidiary plots is gathered as part of the regular household budget survey and their livestock holdings are estimated by projections from livestock census data. 

� In 1996 there were still only 280,000 commercial farmers who had registered themselves as small farming enterprises, cultivating an average of 44 hectares each.

� Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà. Ñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé ñáîðíèê. Ìîñêâà. 1997 ã. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ. This data is primarily intended for internal government purposes and is only published in a limited edition of 170 copies.

� Lilyana Ovcharova and I.I. Korchagina have calculated a breakdown of domestic agricultural production by income deciles for urban and rural residents on the basis of the unpublished Goskomstat budget survey data. This shows that the rural population grows three quarters of its own food by value, with very little variation in the proportion by level of household monetary income. The urban population grows one quarter of all the food it consumes, again with little variation from the top to the bottom decile income group (the range is only from 20% to 29%). Lilyana Ovcharova, ‘The definition and measurement of poverty in Russia’, Appendix Six, in Simon Clarke, ed., Poverty in Transition, Poverty in Transition, Report for DFiD, Centre for Comparative Labour Studies, University of Warwick, December 1997. However, this is likely to be an overestimate since a proportion of those included within the urban population will be commercial farmers living in small towns or in rural districts under urban jurisdiction (thus around ten per cent of the stock of livestock is reported by Goskomstat as being kept in urban settlements under this definition). 

� Goskomstat reports the total consumer spending and its distribution among a range of food items as well as the quantity of each item purchased and consumed. From this data we can calculate how much is spent on food and what proportion of food by value is home produced. On this basis, residents of Moscow city produce (including growing, baking and preserving) on average just under 4% of their food by value and residents of St Petersburg a bit under 7%. Mroz and Popkin estimate on the basis of the RLMS data, including that on local food prices, that 14% of food by value was home grown in 1996 across the whole of Russia (Mroz, T. and Popkin, B. et al. (1997), op. cit.).

� It is difficult to compute comparable figures from the RLMS data, but if we relate the declared annual consumption per head of home grown potatoes, vegetables and fruit to the average per capita consumption of these products (according to the Goskomstat budget survey) we find that urban households grow on average about 20–25% of their potatoes, vegetables and fruit. This is rather lower than our figures, except for fruit. In the RLMS 1996 data, 2% of urban households produced some meat, 3% poultry, 1% milk and 5% eggs.

� The ordering of our regions in the Goskomstat budget survey data, which refers to the whole oblast, is similar to that found in our survey. According to the budget survey, in 1996 18% of potatoes were home grown in Moscow city (71% in Moscow oblast), 57% in Samara, 77% in the Komi Republic and 95% in Kemerovo oblast.

� The analysis of the use of dachas here draws on and develops preliminary analysis by Lena Varshavskaya, Marina Karelina and Sergei Alasheev:  Lena Varshavskaya, `Sotsial’nyi fenomen sibirskoi “fazendy”’, September 1998. Lena Varshavskaya, Marina Karelina and Sergei Alasheev, ‘Rossiiskaya ‘fazenda’: mify i real’nost’’, December 1998.

� We assume that if the iterative solution does not converge on the collective one (for example, if a high wage-earner decides to give up paid work because of the burden of collectively imposed labour on the dacha, all household members then having to work much longer hours on the dacha in compensation) then the household will switch to collective decision-making mode. The decision-making process is likely to be an issue if there is a dislocation between those taking the decisions, those reaping the rewards and those doing the work. Our survey data indicates that this is not particularly the case, but this is a matter that requires further investigation.

� In the Russian context, the official retirement age is low but it is normal for pensioners to continue to work in paid employment to supplement their pension. Having left their job, however, it is nowadays very difficult for a retiree to get another one.

� In the microcensus data, if the first-named person is male the household is significantly more likely to have a dacha, which seems to be the opposite of our finding, although there is no presumption in the microcensus data that the first-named person is the head of household. Thus this result is probably a reflection of the demographic structure of households and particularly the differential life expectancy of men and women.

� Seeth, Chachnov and Surinov (op. cit., p. 1620) also find that the lowest income quintile is the least likely to grow its own food. They too conclude that the dacha is a means by which the middle and upper (though not the highest) income groups are able to increase their security.

� In the microcensus data the receipt of private transfers from others has a strong negative association with dacha use, which could be taken to indicate that those most in need are less likely to have a dacha, although of course the causality could be in either direction: those poorer households in receipt of private transfers my be less likely to have dachas, or those households without dachas may be more likely to receive such transfers 

� It may be that some of these people are engaged in secondary employment, although this seems unlikely since in most regions only about 2% of households report any entrepreneurial income and only 1% report any income from employment by private individuals.

� Just over half the urban households in the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey grew some of their own food in 1996 but only 6% sold any of the produce. Goskomstat’s budget survey found that in the fourth quarter of 1996 sales of agricultural produce amounted to 2% of total household money income: 11.3% in the countryside, 0.1% in towns, Ìîíèòîðèíã ñîöèàëüíî-ýêîíîìè÷åñêîãî ïîòåíöèàëà ñåìåé çà 4 êâàðòàë 1996 ãîäà. Ñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé ñáîðíèê. Ìîñêâà . 1997 ã. Ìèíèñòåðñòâî òðóäà è ñîöèàëüíîãî ðàçâèòèÿ ÐÔ è Ãîñêîìñòàò ÐÔ.

� Respondents could choose any number of reasons for not using a dacha, although most chose only one. Almost two-thirds of those who chose more than one reason made all their choices within the same group. The mean income of those who gave three reasons for not needing a dacha was twice the mean income of those who gave one reason for not being able to work a dacha and three times the mean income of those who gave three reasons for not being able to work it. The mean income of those who mixed their choices was almost exactly the mean of all those without a dacha.

� We assign those who said that this was the reason for working the dacha as either of their two choices to the particular category. In those cases in which the respondent selected both of the contrasting reasons, we assign them to the category which they identified as most important. Just over a third of dachniki fall into each of these two categories.

� The variance is not sufficient for us to identify significant characteristics of those households which have a dacha but produce no food.

� Income is not significant in any functional form. There is no significant difference in the likelihood of receiving food by any income decile against any other. Those in temporary difficulties, as a result of lay-off or non-payment of wages, are likely to receive more food from others, again indicating the reciprocal character of the assistance, since the expectation would be that they will be in position to reciprocate. This is supported by similar findings in Valery Yakubovich’s analysis of the data on exchange networks derived from this research.

� Unfortunately, when we only asked people in the individual questionnaire how much time they worked on ‘their’ dacha. Some people whose families did not have their own dacha nevertheless answered this question. The likelihood is that far more recipients received fruit and vegetables in return for working on somebody else’s dacha. It is unlikely that products would be given in exchange for money, and indeed those who reported giving monetary help to others were no more likely to be recipients of food. 

� Given the very low level of domestic production of meat and dairy produce, we can guess that most of the donated meat and dairy produce has been given by rural residents or bought by the donors. Households with a rural origin receive on average twice as much meat and dairy produce as those with no such connections, but no more fruit and vegetables.

� The RLMS data includes very detailed questions on the production of food. However, for our purposes it is not very helpful because there are such large regional variations that the regional dummies tend to swamp everything else in the regressions. Although our data only relates to four cities, we are able to allow for the considerable regional differences between them. The fact that our findings on dacha use tended to conform closely to the microcensus and the RLMS data for the urban population as a whole gives us some confidence that our key findings would generalise to the urban population. 

Sveta Yaroshenko, in her analysis of domestic production using this data, analytically links the decision between buying and producing potatoes and vegetables to two contrasting household survival strategies, one of which is oriented to maximising household money income in order to meet the subsistence needs of the household in money form, the other of which is oriented to minimising household money expenditure by engaging in or collaborating with others in domestic production, in order to free scarce monetary resources for other uses. Sveta Yaroshenko, ‘Domashnie khozyaistva v usolviyakh perekhodnoi ekonomiki v Rossii: Tipy obespecheniya pitaniya v gorodskikh sem’yakh’, December 1998.

� These regressions are run for all households, the implication being that any household is able to acquire the land to grow food if it chooses to do so. In fact the RLMS data indicates that the turnover of dachniki is about 10-15% per annum, so this is probably a reasonable assumption. The only significant variables in a regression run only for those who have a dacha are the regional dummies, rural origin and automobile ownership.

� It may well be that there is an historical dimension to this, in that low-income families with a car are more likely to have been relatively more prosperous at some time in the past, and so more inclined to have worked a dacha. 

� When it comes to the production of fruit, there is a significant tendency for the probability of home production to fall as income increases, and this is found across all the cities except for Syktyvkar, where almost no fruit is grown, with the top 40% of income earners substantially less likely than all lower income groups to grow their own fruit. The same is found for the small number of meat and dairy producers. This is quite different from the pattern of production of potatoes and vegetables. It may be that this is a reflection of motivational differences, to the extent that those on lower incomes are more likely to be oriented to saving money and so to produce the relatively higher value foodstuffs. From a purely economic point of view we would expect the opposite, in the sense that higher income-earners would have a higher opportunity cost and so would require the returns from producing higher value foodstuffs to induce them to devote the time and effort to domestic production.

� For those who view the dacha as an economic activity, self-provision is an increasing function of income and of the number of workers in the household, the amount of secondary employment and hours worked. For those who view the dacha as a hobby, self-provision is a strongly decreasing function of income (so strongly as to be on the verge of statistical significance at the .95 level) and an insignificantly diminishing function of employment variables. 

� There appears to be quite a high degree of inconsistency in responses between rounds, so it is difficult to know how much variation in responses is due to real changes and how much to such inconsistencies. For example, in the Phase II RLMS data 40% of households report a difference in area (often very substantial) in their possession from one year to the next and almost a quarter a difference in form of tenure. The first phase data is not sufficiently reliable to be used for inter-temporal comparisons, and cannot be compared with the second phase data because the sample frame changed considerably.

� This is probably an underestimate because rather fewer of those who said that non-household members played a key role said that they gave away some of the produce. It is likely that the share in the product taken by non-household members who participate in production is not considered as having been given to them but is viewed as the reward for their contribution. 

� Each individual household member was asked how many hours they worked on the dacha for how many months per year. The average across all households was 555 hours. However, this estimate excludes the contribution of those who did not complete an individual questionnaire: absentees and refusals, pensioners who have not worked since 1994 and those below working age, and those non-members of the household who contributed their labour. In some cases where the household uses land belonging to friends or relatives, individuals who worked on that land did not report it in the individual questionnaire, which referred to ‘your dacha’. In over a quarter of households with dachas none of the individual household members questioned reported working on the plot, in 40% of cases because the household only comprised non-working pensioners. If we leave these cases out of account, the average hours worked per year come to the 860 hours cited in the text. On the other hand, of course, the intensity of labour on the dacha might not be quite that of paid work. A small number of respondents lived for some time on the dacha and gave the total amount of time spent living on the dacha as their working time. Although such cases are too few to have a significant impact, they were recoded for the purpose of this analysis to give a maximum working time of 420 hours a month. The figures for Samara and Kemerovo above are substantially higher than the figures cited by Seeth, Chachnov and Surinov (op. cit., p. 1620) for residents of their oblast capitals, although the plots cultivated by their respondents were considerably larger than ours (a mean size of 22 sotkas in Orel and Pskov, where people worked on average around 400 hours per year, though only 10 sotkas in Rostov, where they worked an average of 326 hours per year). 

� Unfortunately the RLMS data is not of much use for the analysis of dacha activities since their survey is conducted outside the dacha season, while their questions relate to inputs of time and money in the previous week. Fewer than half of their respondents who worked dachas had done any work at all on the dacha in the previous week, those who had done so having worked an average of twelve hours. Nevertheless, as in our survey, there is no significant difference in the number of hours worked by men and women in their main or supplementary jobs between those with and those without dachas. Needless to say, women do far more domestic labour than men in both cases. 

� Many people travel to their dacha on a Friday night and return on Sunday evening or Monday  morning throughout the season. Economic factors appear to play very little role in determining how much time people work on their plot. In a regression neither the size of the plot, nor the employment income of household members, nor their secondary employment, nor the time taken to travel to the plot were significant determinants of the hours people worked on their plots. The only significant determinants of the hours worked were the age of household members, those with an older head, with relatively fewer working members and with more pensioner members putting in more hours per head; the rural origin of household members, which was also associated with working longer hours on the plot; and the possession of a car, with car owners putting in longer hours. This contrasts with the finding reported by Seeth, Chachnov and Surinov (op. cit., p. 1620) that the time allocated to the household plot is sensitive to opportunities to earn money income, as indicated by the earnings of the lowest earner in the household, and to the time of travel. However, the latter analysis does not seem to have controlled for rural-urban differences within their sample, many of whom are rural commercial farmers. 

� If we value all of the labour input into the dacha at the rate of 19 roubles per hour, which is the mean earnings of dachniki in secondary employment, we estimate the average imputed cost of labour time for the dacha at 16,500 roubles ($2,800) per household per year.

� Our dachniki also gave away a proportion of the produce, but we can presume that this was either compensation for the labour input of others, or a pure surplus. The RLMS production data indicates that many households grow far more produce than needed for their own subsistence. RLMS asks people how much of each crop they grow, how much their family consumes, how much they give to others and how much they sell. On average over half the potatoes, 40% of the vegetables and a quarter of the fruit are not accounted for by respondents. The reported consumption of home-grown potatoes is a bit above the Russian average per capita consumption, so it is very likely that there is overproduction of potatoes. The reported consumption of home grown fruit and vegetables is about half the average per capita annual consumption of these products. It may be that households, who were interviewed in the autumn, reported the fate of this year’s harvest, in which case much of the fruit and vegetables would have been preserved for later consumption.

� These figures are revalued at the average Russian price level, to allow for the above average prices in Moscow, and adjusted for inflation over the year 1996-7. There is very little difference in spending on potatoes, fruit and vegetables between the two cities, although Moscow consumes considerably more meat, milk and milk products. So few of our households produce the latter that some overestimate of savings here will not have a significant impact on our overall estimates.

� We have run a whole series of regressions of determinants of the proportion of income spent on food and on per capita spending on food without finding any specification in which the existence of a dacha is significant. This is not really surprising, since spending on potatoes and vegetables is such a small proportion of the food budget. 

� The same is true of the Goskomstat data: the mean proportion of the urban population having dachas across all regions is 50.6%, the standard deviation being 12.5, while the mean percentage of potatoes home grown is 79.0% and the standard deviation is 21.7 (author’s calculations from microcensus and household budget survey data).

� According to the October 1997 Labour Force Survey, unemployment rates were 13.9% for the Komi Republic, 8.8% in Moscow oblast, 9.9% in Samara oblast, and 11.2% in Kemerovo oblast (Goskomstat, Statisticheskii Byulleten’, 9 (48) November 1998). The samples for each city, which are in any case not representative, are not sufficient to conclude any more than that the unemployment rate in Kemerovo is significantly higher than in the other three cities, including Syktyvkar. In relation to Samara, the official subsistence minimum in Kemerovo in May 1998 was 1.12,  Komi 1.21,  Moscow oblast 1.04 (but Moscow city 1.53). Money wages were Kemerov .99,  Komi 1.44,  Moscow oblast 0.86, Moscow city 1.39. The prices of 25 basic goods were Kemerovo 1.03, Komi 1.19, Moscow oblast 1.06, Moscow city 1.19. The relation of the average wage to the regional subsistence minimum was 2.39 in Komi, 1.97 in Moscow city, 1.64 in Moscow oblast, 2.07 in Samara and 2.60 in Kemerovo (Goskomstat, Sotsial’no-ekonomicheskoe polozhenie Rossii, VI, 1998).

� It was not only meat, fish and dairy produce that was in short supply, or often simply unobtainable, but there was also a general shortage of potatoes, as indicated by the relatively high prices in the kolkhoz markets – in 1988 potatoes in the markets cost more than three times their price in the state shops, a higher premium than on any food other than dairy products (OECD, 1991, p. 169). Shortages in state shops meant that by the late 1980s kolkhoz markets accounted for about one quarter of the food purchases of urban residents, while by the end of the decade most food products were rationed in state shops. Production of potatoes fell substantially through the 1970s and 1980s to the extent that the Soviet Union became a potato importer. On the one hand, the labour intensive production methods meant that collective farms cut the area under cultivation in response to labour shortages. On the other hand, peasant producers concentrated their limited resources on livestock and the production of higher value crops (OECD, 1991, pp. 113-4 and passim.). 

� Since these were not agricultural regions there was ample land available for distribution, so it was much easier to get plots here than in Samara or in the Moscow region. This is reflected in the average time taken to commute to the plots, and in the much larger number of people in Lyubertsy who say that they do not work a dacha because they cannot get access to land. The official data in the Soviet period did not differentiate urban subsistence production from ‘personal subsidiary agriculture’, but during the 1980s there was a substantial fall in the production of both potatoes and fruit on the latter plots and a rapid increase in the output of ‘collective gardens’, some of which is accounted for by collectively owned land used by urban residents (Sel’skokhozyaistvennoe proizvodstvo v lichnykh podsobnykh khozyaistvakh naseleniya, Moscow, 1989, pp. 16-21, cited in OECD, 1991, p. 38). 

� No clear relationship emerges from the RLMS data between levels of wage debt and either dacha use or the scale of domestic production of vegetables for each urban site sampled, but the numbers are really too small to extrapolate from the individual to the locational level.  

� An exponential relationship to the level of wage debt seems appropriate on theoretical grounds, as well as fitting the data better. We have dropped Kalmykia from the data, since its reported purchases of potatoes are almost twice reported consumption (although its inclusion increases the coefficient on wage delays). If we introduce regional dummies, these swamp the regression and all the other variables, except the proportion employed in agriculture, lose their significance.

The results shown here are for a regression with the regions weighted by population. An unweighted regression produces a similar result with regard to unpaid wages. However, unemployment becomes significant, but with a coefficient that is perverse: the higher the rate of unemployment the lower the proportion of potatoes home grown as a result of a few small regions which report very high unemployment but which apparently grow very few of their potatoes. The proportion of the population employed in agriculture is also significant (at the .97 level) in the unweighted regression. This variable was introduced to allow for the fact that the rural population grows considerably more of its food than the urban population. 

� A regression with the proportion of vegetables home-grown as the dependent variable produces very similar results, although the coefficient on credit per head is slightly smaller and less significant (beta = -.236, sig = .027), the proportion employed in agriculture ceases to be significant and the level of unemployment again becomes significant and perverse. Regressions with the proportion of the population having dachas produce no significant results, the variance being much less than in the proportion growing their own vegetables.

� Seeth, Chachnov and Surinov (op. cit., p. 1618) conclude from their survey of the role of domestic agriculture in three oblasts in Western Russia that domestic agricultural production makes little contribution to the subsistence of the poor, finding no significant relationship in their data between possession of a plot and poverty indicators. They also imply that the primary significance of the dacha is its role in risk-avoidance, although they do not clearly distinguish between individual and collective risks. The real beneficiaries are the middle income groups, particularly in the countryside. However, their assessment of the significance of domestic agriculture appears to be based on valuing its outputs at market prices which leads them to conclude that rural incomes are much higher than those in the towns. This is unrealistic since subsistence producers do not sell the produce, while rural producers, who still tend to have to sell through middlemen, are unlikely to realise the market price. 

� Seeth, Chachnov and Surinov (op. cit., p. 1623) recognise the enormous costs of domestic production, in absorbing large quantities of often highly educated labour, but propose that domestic agriculture should be given more support by policy makers, but their sample is dominated by rural producers. The issues in the countryside are rather different from those raised by the urban peasant, but it could be argued that it has been precisely the attempt to sustain an outdated peasant agriculture, on the basis of enormous implicit subsidies from the state and collective farms as well as the self-exploitation of the peasant household, that lies at the root of the failure of agricultural reform. This certainly has been the lesson that Western Europe has learned at enormous cost.

� Mroz and Popkin find, on the basis of the RLMS data, that the proportion of food by value that is home-produced has fallen since 1994 primarily because of the decline in the relative prices of home-produced foodstuffs  (Mroz, T. and Popkin, B. et al. (1997), op. cit.).
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The article reports the results of the analysis of a survey of 750 households conducted in collaboration with Goskomstat in three oblasts in Western Russia in 1995, reviewing the role played by subsistence agriculture as a means by which households may respond to poverty by increasing subsistence food production as a ‘self-insurance strategy’ (Harm Tho Seeth, Sergei Chachnov and Alexander Surinov, ‘Russian Poverty: Muddling Through Economic Transition with Garden Plots’, World Development, 26, 9, pp. 1611-1623). In their analysis these authors incorporate a monetary estimate of the value of domestic agricultural production into their estimates of household income, with the result that rural households have larger average incomes even than households in the oblast capitals.
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Relate this to labour on dacha. Link to age as well. And whether they have a dacha at all. And rural origin.
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