Employment in the new private sector in Russia
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Privatisation and the role of the new private sector

The ideologues who played a key role in guiding the reform process in Russia until the crisis of August 1998 conceptualised the process of transformation in very simple terms: on the one hand, the irremediable state sector of the economy would wither away; on the other hand, the new private sector would emerge phoenix-like from the ashes of the old order. Mass privatisation was a central part of the reformers’ programme, but as they themselves have made clear (Maxim Boycko, Andrei Shleifer and Robert W. Vishny, Privatizing Russia, Cambridge, MIT Press, 1995), it was never their intention or their expectation that privatised state enterprises would play a significant role in the economic regeneration of Russia. Privatisation was unequivocally a political measure, designed to fragment the ‘directors’ lobby’ and to soften them up for a sustained assault in accordance with the strategic priority ‘that every effort should be made to hit state enterprises as hard as possible’ (Aslund, A. (1993) Systemic Change and Stabilization in Russia. London. Royal Institute of International Affairs, p. 18). There was no expectation that state enterprises would reform, even under the impact of privatisation, but only that private ownership and the imposition of hard budget constraints would force them to contract, to lay off their workforces, to sell off such assets as they had and ultimately to submit to bankruptcy. The shattering of the state enterprises would thus liberate the resources and create the space within which the entrepreneurs of the new private sector could build a new Russia.

This vision was not confined to the small group of ideologists of Russian reform. Their key role at critical stages of the reform process ensured that it was a self-fulfilling prophesy: privatisation in Russia was in this sense designed to fail. Mass privatisation led to an explosive growth of the private sector in Russia, but for the vast majority of larger enterprises privatisation amounted to little more than a change in juridical status. Whatever the form of ownership, control remained firmly in the hands of the old management. This management was freed from control or accountability, but was also deprived of the technical, financial and strategic support that had always been concentrated in the hands of the ministries. However, although many enterprises declined quite dramatically, very few of them died. Only very slowly did a small number of former state enterprises fall into the hands of outsiders, usually Moscow-based banks and investment funds, sometimes acting on behalf of transnational corporations and more often concerned to strip assets and extract rents than to transform productive potential. But few people had ever expected that mass privatisation would lead to an immediate change in the perspectives and practice of management. The real hopes of reformers were pinned on the new private sector, on firms in which a new and more dynamic management would carve out their own space in the market and eventually drive out or absorb the former state enterprises.  

Despite the high hopes pinned on the new private sector as the driving force of reform in Russia, there has been remarkably little research into employment (or indeed anything else) in the new private sector. This is partly explained by the fact that it is much more difficult to research the new private sector than it is to research state and former state enterprises. An indeterminate number of new private enterprises are unregistered and do not participate in the system of state statistical reporting, while the quality of the data provided by those that do report is very doubtful. The State Statistics Committee, Goskomstat, only collects information on the juridical form of the enterprise, which is not sufficient to distinguish new private from privatised enterprises, and its data is not made available to researchers in any case. Because many new private enterprises are not registered, it is difficult to construct an adequate sampling frame on the basis of which to carry out a sample survey of enterprises in the new private sector. Thus surveys of enterprises in the new private sector have been based either on ad hoc or snowball sampling, or on sampling registered small enterprises, in the expectation that most new private enterprises will be small.� 

Another reason for the limited amount of research on the new private sector is that, while the concept itself is reasonably clear, it is sometimes thought to be difficult to operationalise it in order to identify which enterprises fall within the new private sector. The initial growth of the new private sector was concentrated in the new spheres of economic activity: trade, catering and personal and financial services. Some new private enterprises were established literally from nothing, but many new private enterprises acquired their premises, equipment and often their staff from a state enterprise or former state enterprise, often on favourable terms by virtue of the close personal connections between the new entrepreneur and the management of the old state enterprise. In many regions it is still virtually impossible to establish a new private enterprise without the sponsorship of powerful local enterprises or organisations and without the support of the local administration. This close inter-penetration of enterprises and organisations of various property forms and of state and administrative structures makes it difficult to define unequivocally what is a new private enterprise – formally there may be no means of distinguishing a new private enterprise from a privatised state enterprise. Nevertheless, everybody has a more or less clear understanding of what the difference is. A new private enterprise is one which has been created either de novo or by reassembling the assets of a former state enterprise or organisation within new management structures: the key feature in the definition of the new private enterprise is discontinuity not only in ownership and in managerial personnel but above all in management structure. Moreover, most people can usually tell the difference between a ‘new private’ and a privatised enterprise almost as soon as they walk in the door. A great deal of research has sought to identify statistically significant differences in enterprise behaviour in terms of their formal ownership, but almost entirely in vain: privatised enterprises appear virtually indistinguishable from state enterprises, controlling for other relevant variables. Yet only one a handful of small-scale studies have tried to examine the distinctive characteristics of new private enterprises, which we really would expect to be different.

Because of the absence of a frame from which to draw a sample of new private enterprises and the element of subjective judgement that necessarily enters the definition of the new private sector, the best way to acquire reliable data on employment in the new private sector is on the basis of an individual or household survey which can identify employees of new private sector enterprises and question them about their work histories and their terms and conditions of employment. There has been a substantial number of large-scale surveys in Russia, although only a few have been devoted, in whole or in part, to questions of employment and, remarkably, none of them have sought to identify precisely the sector in which the respondents work. The periodic Labour Force Survey, conducted by the State Statistics Committee, Goskomstat, from 1993 offered respondents a list of thirteen categories of employer, but these were classified primarily by juridical form (and most of them were marginal categories, with more than 90% of respondents falling into one of the three main categories), making it impossible to distinguish between those employed in new private enterprises and those employed in privatised state enterprises. In its administrative reporting, Goskomstat uses the classification of enterprises into state enterprises and organisations, enterprises in mixed ownership (where the state retains a shareholding) and private enterprises, although the Labour Force Survey questionnaire did not even make it possible to apply this classification. Rather than refining the question, it was dropped altogether from the 1997 Labour Force Survey, which lumped together all those working in enterprises, establishments and organisations, identifying separately only those working as farmers, as entrepreneurs, the self-employed, members of production artels and unpaid helpers in a family business.� The officially published Goskomstat data for the sectoral distribution of employment is presented in Table One.�

Table One: Sectoral distribution of employment. Russian Federation. (Goskomstat; percentages)

�1992�1993�1994�1995�1996��State enterprises and organisations�68.9�53.0�44.7�42.2�37.0��Enterprises in private ownership�18.3�28.1�32.3�34.3�38.2��Social organisations�0.8�0.8�0.8�0.8�0.8��Joint ventures�0.3�0.4�0.4�0.6�0.6��Enterprises in mixed ownership�11.7�17.6�21.2�22.1�23.5��Source:  Calculated from Goskomstat Russia, Rossiya v Tsifrakh, 1997, p. 34.

A team led by Hartmut Lehmann attached a supplement to the March 1996 Goskomstat Labour Force Survey in five oblasts. Their supplement included a work history component in which respondents were asked to identify the type of ownership of each enterprise in which they had worked since 1990, using the three categories of state, privatised and new private enterprises, but the conduct of this part of the survey was reported to have been rather unsatisfactory. The responses to this question are not used by Gimpelson and Lippoldt, who have conducted an analysis of private sector employment based on this data. They use instead the answers to Goskomstat’s question on the juridical status of the employer, which they then group into three categories: state, semi-state and private.� Their semi-state category includes a significant number of those employed in new private enterprises, while their private category includes a significant number of those employed in privatised former state enterprises. The results of their analysis are shown in Table Two. The final column provides an approximate estimate of new private sector employment from their data based on our own data on the sectoral breakdown of employment by juridical status in four cities reported below.�

Table Two.  Sectoral distribution of employment, Surveyed Regions, March 1996 (Labour Force Survey; percentages)

Region�State�Semi-state �Private�New Private �(re-estimate)��Chelyabinsk Oblast�38.8�35.3�25.7�23.3��Chuvash Republic�55.0�27.2�17.8�14.1��Krasnoyarsk Krai�58.9�20.0�20.9�14.6��Moscow City�57.9�18.7�23.4�18.8��Moscow Oblast�53.3�23.2�23.7�17.5��Source: Gimpelson and Lippoldt, 1998. Re-estimate is based on data in Table Seven below (see text).

The principal polling organisation in Russia, VTsIOM, has conducted a bi-monthly survey of an All-Russian sample of individuals on a consistent basis since 1993. The achieved samples of the VTsIOM surveys are not very satisfactory,� but aggregating the data gives a large dataset covering a relatively long time span, which gives us a time series. However, like Goskomstat, VTsIOM uses a semi-juridical classification of enterprises which makes it impossible to distinguish between privatised and new private employers.� Summary results of VTsIOM’s surveys are presented in Tables Three and Four.

Table Three: Sectoral Distribution of Employment. (What type of enterprise do you work at?) All-Russia. VTsIOM. Percentage. (Weighted data).

�1993�1994�1995�1996�1997�1998 � �State/‘State joint stock’�89.9�89.0�85.1�83.2�76.3�73.3��Private enterprise�10.0�12.0�14.9�16.8�18.6�22.0��Individual Labour Activity�2.0 �2.8 �3.7 �4.2 �5.2�4.6� � N�23819�15021�6453�7646�6137�3715� �Source: Author’s calculations from VTsIOM data. Data for 1998 is January to May. Private enterprise comprises non-state shareholding company; enterprise owned by individuals; enterprise with foreign participation.

 Table Four: Sectoral Distribution of Employment. Cities over 250,000 population. (What type of enterprise do you work at?) VTsIOM. Percentage (weighted data)



Cities over 250,000�1993�1994�1995�1996�1997�1998 � �State/‘State joint stock’�85.5�81.3�76.9�74.1�70.3�67.3��Private enterprise�12.9�15.2�18.8�22�23.7�27.4��Individual Labour Activity�1.7�3.6�4.2�3.8�6.0�5.2� �N�5442�3862�2558�3019�2382�1437� �Source: As for Table Three.

The data from the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (RLMS) has been that used most extensively by Western labour market analysts. This survey has been conducted in two phases on a panel basis with the second phase data, covering the years 1994-1996, being much more satisfactory than that of the first phase. This survey was designed for poverty assessment and is most concerned with income, consumption and expenditure and with health and nutrition, but it includes a block on various aspects of employment. However, the RLMS questions on the ownership of the enterprise are vague and confusing: respondents are asked in succession whether the government; foreign firms or individuals; Russian individuals or private firms; or the respondent personally are the owner or co-owner of the enterprise. Questions about ownership are notoriously difficult for people to answer in Russia – many senior managers don’t even know who owns their enterprise – and the concept of ownership is very imprecise, so this information is not sufficient to determine the status of the enterprise. In the 1996 round of RLMS 1.6% of respondents said that they were self-employed, a much lower figure than any other source, and almost a quarter said that the government was not a co-owner of their enterprise, which is close to the VTsIOM figure. For what it is worth, the distribution of answers over the three years of the survey was as follows:

Table 4a. RLMS7: Are the following an owner of co-owner of the enterprise in which you work?

Percent answering yes to each choice�1994�1995�1996��Government�77�76�76��Foreign firms or individuals �3�3�4��Russian individuals or private firms�18�28�30��Personally an owner or co-owner�25�22�20��The Sectoral Distribution of Employment in Russia

Our own research into employment in the new private sector developed out of our case study research on the restructuring of employment in state and former state enterprises and on management employment strategies in new private enterprises. We were fortunate to be able to run a supplement to the Goskomstat Labour Force Survey in Kemerovo oblast and the Komi Republic in October 1997, which allowed us to pilot questions and to get preliminary data on distributions as the basis for our own sampling and questionnaire design. Our own survey was run in April and May 1998 with a sample of all adults in just over 4,000 households in four Russian cities.�

In order to identify new private sector employment we asked a series of linked questions to try to discover precisely what was the status of the respondent’s workplace. In the Supplement to the Labour Force Survey we asked respondents first whether they worked in a state or municipal enterprise, a privatised or private enterprise, at some other type of enterprise, or in their own or a family enterprise. We then asked those who worked in a privatised or private enterprise whether that had been formed out of a state enterprise in the course of privatisation, separated out from a state enterprise as an independent enterprise, created by a private individual or individuals, or formed in some other way. Linking these answers to the previous question in the main survey we came up with the following results:�

Table Five: Distribution of employment by sector. Labour Force Survey Supplement, October 1997. Komi Republic and Kemerovo oblast (percent, weighted data).

 Weighted data�Kemerovo oblast�Kemerovo city�Komi�Syktyvkar�Total� �State enterprise or organisation�55.0 �64.0 �65.6 �76.2 �58.1 � �Privatised state enterprise�29.9 �18.5 �20.6 �11.3 �27.2 � �New private enterprises,      �of which:�12.9�15.5�6.3�4.8�11.1��Spin-off from state enterprise�3.6 �3.0 �.1 ��2.6 � �Created from null�5.2 �8.2 �1.0 �1.1 �4.0 � �Family business�.5 �1.0 �.8 ��.6 � �Entrepreneurial activity without juridical form�2.0 �1.6 �2.6 �4.8 �2.2 � �Work for private individual�1.6 �1.7 �1.8 ��1.7 � �Self employed�.3 �.6 �.2 �1.0 �.3 � �Other �1.8 �1.4 �7.2 �5.7 �3.3 � �N�1830�310�591�142�2421��According to this data, the level of employment in the new private sector in these two regions is quite small. The category ‘other’ was expected to capture the small number of those employed in artels, cooperatives, sheltered workshops and so on, but in Komi a substantial number of people replied that they worked in an ‘other’ type of enterprise. This may be because, as the other categories show, the institutionalisation of new private sector employment appears to be less developed in the Komi Republic than in Kemerovo oblast. It would seem likely that the majority of these people are employed in the new private sector.� Nevertheless, the figure for new private sector employment is rather lower than most of the conjectural estimates, particularly as the category of spin-offs from state enterprises will include privatised as well as new private enterprises.

As a result of analysis of the Supplement data, we modified the questions somewhat in our household survey. We asked first about the juridical status of the employer, then about the method of formation of the enterprise, and then asked directly how the respondent would characterise the enterprise: as state, privatised, co-operative or collective, or new private (fewer than one per cent were unsure of the status of their enterprise). Just over half the respondents were employed in state enterprises or organisations and around a quarter in privatised former state enterprises. Of the remaining quarter, around two-thirds worked in enterprises that had been formed from nothing and around a quarter in enterprises that were spin-offs from state enterprises. Around two-thirds of those working in spin-offs then described themselves as working in privatised, rather than new private, enterprises. To cut a long story short, comparison of the answers to these and other questions made it clear that respondents were quite consistent in their answers, with very low non-response, and that the subjective assessment of the status of the enterprise provides a clear and concise way of identifying new private sector employment. Ninety-six percent of the enterprises described as new private had been formed since 1986 – according to our respondents, over half had been formed in the last three years. This is in marked contrast to the official data on the number of and employment in small enterprises, the growth of which has supposedly stopped in the last three years. With some recoding, particularly of the small number who described their enterprise as collective or co-operative, we arrive at the following distribution of employment by sector in April 1998:

�Table Six: Sectoral Distribution of Employment, Five Cities, April 1998, Household Survey Data.

 �Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Moscow�Syktyvkar�Total� �State�25.1 �22.0 �28.5�22.2�28.9 �25.3 � �Budget�20.6 �29.7 �33.2�27.3�36.9 �27.9 � �Privatised�29.6 �26.7 �24.8�24.7�22.5 �26.6 � �New Private�22.0 �19.2 �13.3�25.5�10.3 �18.4 � �Self-employed�2.7 �2.4 �0.2�0.3�1.5 �1.9 � � N�1594�1089�407�396�868�4396� �Note: Those living in Lyubertsy were asked whether they were currently working in Lyubertsy or in Moscow. For this table the data is presented separately for the two cities. 

This data shows a higher proportion of new private and self-employment for Kemerovo and Syktyvkar than does the Labour Force Survey data, a higher level of employment in privatised enterprises and a much lower proportion of those employed in state enterprises and organisations. Although the questions differed, being more precise in the later survey, it is difficult to understand why there should be such a difference in surveys conducted only six months apart.�

The fact that we asked a series of questions makes it possible for us to identify the sectoral characteristics of the different forms of private ownership. Applying this information to other data sources enables us to make a more direct comparison of estimates of new private sector employment. The sectoral composition varies quite a lot between our four cities, so any such estimates can only be very approximate. Adjusted estimates based on the application of these figures to the Gimpelson/Lippoldt data are shown in Table Two and, as can be seen, the resulting estimates are of very much the same order of magnitude as those derived from our household survey.�

�Table Seven: Economic sector by juridical form of enterprise, Four Cities, April 1998, Household Survey Data.

 �State�Privatised�New Private� �Open and closed shareholding companies (AOZT, AOOT)�5.0�83.9�11.1� �Limited liability companies (OOO, TOO)�0.2�32.7�67.0� �Social and non-commercial organisations�30.0�20.0�50.0� �We can also identify the methods by which our new private enterprises were formed, the distribution being shown in Table Eight. As can be seen, only just over ten per cent had their origins in a state enterprise, three-quarters having been created by an individual or individuals. 

Table Eight: How was your enterprise formed?

�Percent��Formed out of a state enterprise in the course of privatisation�7��Spin-off from a state enterprise�4��Created from nothing by private individuals�74��Created as a branch of another private organisation�7��Spin-off from a private enterprise�2��Created in some other way�7��N=714

In addition to the sectoral distribution of people’s main jobs, we can explore the sectoral distribution of secondary employment. The term secondary employment is in some respects misleading, because adults of working age who did not have a main job were twice as likely as working adults to have ‘secondary’ employment, and ten per cent of ‘non-working’ pensioners also had such employment. In our household survey, twenty per cent of these people worked for more than 140 hours a month in their current ‘second’ jobs, so these people can be regarded as being effectively in full-time employment.� 

Very few people admitted to having second jobs in the Labour Force Survey and Supplement – only two per cent said that they had second jobs in the previous week, and fewer than four per cent in the previous year. Almost a third of the respondents, particularly those working in state enterprises, worked in the enterprise in which they held their main job. The sectoral distribution of second jobs is shown in Table Nine. Differences between the two regions are not significant, except where, as we have seen, many more people in Komi opt for the `other’ category. The probability is that the vast majority of these people work in privatised or new private enterprises. 

Table Nine: Sectoral Distribution of Secondary Employment. Labour Force Survey Supplement

 �Percent� �State or municipal enterprise or organisation�38� �Privatised or private enterprise�12� �Another type of enterprise�7� �Own or family business�1� �Work for a private individual�29� �Self-employed�13� �N�218� �As can be seen from Table Nine, 43% of people find their secondary employment in petty forms of economic activity, against 5% who have their main job in this form of employment. Fewer than 10% of respondents have their second jobs in another private or privatised enterprise.

In the household survey we only asked the relatively small number of respondents who said that they had had secondary employment in the last month in a place of work different from their primary job about the juridical form of the enterprise. Nevertheless, this data is sufficient to indicate that around two-thirds of these people do their second jobs in the new private sector, 90% of whom are self-employed or are working in individual or unregistered businesses. The absolute number of those indicating that they had no first job, but who in fact worked more or less full-time in their second job is rather small, but the sectoral distribution of employment is pretty well the same as that of all those in secondary employment. 

�Table Ten. Sectoral Distribution of Secondary Employment, Four Cities, April 1998, Household Survey Data. Those not working in second jobs in the same enterprise as first jobs.

 �Frequency�Percent�Samara�Kemerovo�Lyubertsy�Syktyvkar��State enterprise or organisation�89�21�11�33�27�28��Open and closed shareholding companies (AOZT, AOOT)�38�9�11�7�6�9��Limited liability companies (OOO, TOO)�42�10�7�10�15�12��Social and non-commercial organisations�3�1�1�0 �3�0 ��Individual or family business �45�11�12�12�10�7��Entrepreneur without juridical status�11�3�3�24�2�4��Unregistered entrepreneur�88�21�28�14�15�16��Work for private individual(s)�106�25�28�22�22�25��Total�422�100%�191�95�67�69���

There is no doubt that respondents under-reported their secondary employment in the survey (Simon Clarke, ‘Making ends meet in a non-monetary market economy’, January 1998). On the basis of a review of the data, a reasonable estimate is that those working in officially registered second jobs reported fairly accurately, but around half of those who were working in unregistered second jobs did not report the fact. Since secondary employment is predominantly in the new private sector, this has a significant impact on an assessment of new private sector employment. We can make an estimate of the distribution of total employment in full-time equivalents, including those who have secondary but no primary employment,  if we project from the answers of those who did respond to the questions on secondary employment, adjusting the data for hours worked and inflating the figures for all those who were not working in the same enterprise as their main job by 2.5 times to allow for non-response. The result is shown in the table below: 

�Table TenA: Sectoral Distribution of Total Employment in full-time equivalents, adjusted for non-response. Household Survey 

 �Percent� �State enterprise or organisation�23.4� �Budget sector�26.9��Privatised enterprise�24.9� �New private enterprise�20.6� �Self-employed�4.3� �N�4937� �

As can be seen, the addition of secondary employment does not lead to a dramatic change in the estimate of the scale of new private sector employment, increasing the share of employment in a new private enterprise and self-employment by two per cent each. In terms of the distribution of new private sector employment, the increase is almost entirely in unregistered, individual and family businesses.

In the work history section of our questionnaires we asked people to characterise their enterprise as state, privatised or new private.� These questions also applied to those not now working, including pensioners who had stopped work since 1993. This allows us to identify the dynamics of new private sector employment. The trend is more or less the same in each city.

Table Seven: Sectoral distribution of employment, 1st January each year. Work history data from household survey. 

�1987�1988�1989�1990�1991�1992�1993�1994�1995�1996�1997�1998� �State/ Privatised�99.2�98.7�98.2�97.4�96�95�93.7�91.3�89.1�86.7�84.1�80.7��New Private�0.6�1.0�1.2�1.9�2.9�3.9�5.0�6.9�8.8�10.7�12.9�15.7� �Self Employed�0.2�0.4�0.5�0.7�1.0�1.1�1.3�1.8�2.1�2.6�3.0�3.6� � N�3774�4703�4815�4965�5091�5203�5292�5384�5494�5596�5719�5867� ��

Characteristics of New Private Enterprises

We would expect new private enterprises to be concentrated in the new branches of the economy, particularly trade and services, and we would expect them to be relatively small because most will still be at an early stage in their life-cycle. This is indeed the case: according to our household survey data, over two-thirds of all new private sector employment in all four cities is in various forms of trade and services, against only 16% of employment in traditional enterprises in these spheres.� If we weight the individual data by the reported size of the enterprise about three quarters of all the active new private enterprises are in the sphere of trade and services.� The sphere of trade and catering is dominated by new private enterprises, which account for two-thirds of employment in this branch. The new private sector accounts for one-third of employment in services, 20% in construction, but only 10% in industry and transport.� As can be seen from Table Eleven, new private enterprises are also much smaller than state and former state enterprises.� 

Table Eleven: Distribution of New Private Sector Employment by Branch and Size. Household survey data.

�State/privatised�New private�Total��Branch                                         Industry�31�14�27 ��Construction�6�7�6 ��Transport�10�5�9��Trade, catering and repairs�11�55�20 ��Financial, personal and business services�3�10�4��Public administration, community and social services�40�10�34��Number of employees�����Fewer than 5�0.7�21.0�4.8��5 to 10�2.0�17.9�5.2 ��11 to 50�14.5�29.0�17.5 ��51 to 100�45.2�24.6�41.0 ��101 to 500�20.4�4.9�17.3 ��Over 500�17.2�2.6�14.2 ��It is interesting to look at the breakdown of employment in the new private sector by branch of the economy in more detail to bring out clearly the extent to which new private sector enterprises are concentrated in particular spheres of economic activity. Thus, we can see that well over half the industrial employment is in the light industrial or domestic production of consumer products. We can also see that the overwhelming majority of new private enterprises are directly serving the consumer market, with very little new private sector activity in basic or intermediate industry. 

Table Twelve: Branch distribution of employment in new private enterprises. 

Economic Activity�Percent of employment��Agricultural activity�0.8��Coal mining, oil and gas extraction�1.1��Food Processing�3.5��Clothing and footwear�2.0��Woodworking, timber and furniture�1.3��Printing and Publishing�0.4��Other industrial branches�4.8��Construction�6.7��Automobile sales, parts and repair�3.3��Wholesale trade�7.5��Retail trade in shops�24.2��Retail trade - postal�1.0��Retail trade - kiosks, markets etc.�8.5��Bars, restaurants, hotels, tourist services�3.1��Transport�3.9��Communications�0.9��Banking, finance, property and insurance�3.4��Professional services�1.2��Security services�2.4��Other commercial services�2.2��Education�0.7��Medicine�0.8��Cultural, artistic and information services�0.8��Domestic building repairs�4.9��Domestic and individual services n.e.s.�1.9��Repairs�0.8��Not specified above�7.9��Characteristics of those working in the new private sector 

Table Thirteen shows the main characteristics of new private sector employment against employment in traditional enterprises. At first sight, the contrasts are striking: the labour force tends to be much younger, with a substantially higher proportion of men. The new private enterprises also employ many more managers and service personnel and fewer specialists and technical personnel than traditional enterprises. Interestingly, the educational level of new private sector employees is, on average, little different from that of traditional enterprises.

Table Thirteen: Main Characteristics of New Private Sector Employment. (Household Survey data, Four cities).

�State/privatised�New private�Total��Occupational status                    Managers�6�12�7��Specialists and professionals�21�13�19��Technical, junior specialists, upper non-manual�20�14�19��Clerical/sales/service�9�26�12 ��Skilled manual�26�24�25 ��Semi-skilled and unskilled manual�18�10�17 ��Sex                                                     Men�44�57�46 ��Women�56�43�54 ��Age groups                                 Under 24�9�16�10��25 to 29�10�18�12��30 to 39�24�30�25 ��40 to 54�42�31�40 ��Over 54 �15�4�13��Level of Education     Less than secondary�8�5�8 ��Secondary�22�23�22��Secondary Special�41�40�41��Incomplete Higher�3�6�4��Higher�27�25�27��N�3466�881�4347��

However, we should not read too much into this data regarding the characteristics of the labour force, because new private enterprises differ markedly from traditional enterprises in their size, their branch characteristics and also, for obvious reasons, their age. This makes it difficult to identify with confidence the extent to which differences in employment in new private enterprises derive from their property form rather than from other enterprise characteristics. We therefore have to take great care to control adequately for these other factors in reviewing employment in the new private sector. 

In fact, when we run a logistic regression controlling for enterprise size, branch and city and looking only at those employees appointed to their posts since 1990 we find that the differences between new private and traditional enterprises are much less striking, a large part of the difference in the occupational and demographic characteristics of the labour force being accounted for by the different occupational structure of different branches and the fact that new private sector employees have all been appointed relatively recently.� New private sector enterprises are still much more likely than traditional enterprises to employ men, and employ relatively fewer workers and relatively more prime age adults, but even some of this difference might be accounted for by finer differences in the sectoral characteristics of traditional and new private sector enterprises. For example, if we take the 545 individuals working in trade, catering and repairs, which account for well over half of all new private sector employment, we find no statistically significant differences in the characteristics of the labour force in new private and traditional enterprises. 

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF EMPLOYMENT IN NEW PRIVATE SECTOR. EMPLOYED SINCE 1990 ONLY. (Note that this regression is dominated by enterprise size and year).

Number of cases included in the analysis: 4214

Initial -2 Log Likelihood   	4240.0274

Model ChiSq     			1966.5

 Goodness of Fit      		11117.459

 Cox & Snell - R^2        	1.000



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��Years since 1990��������REFORMYR�.1752�.0150�136.3824�1�.0000�.1780�1.1914��City (Kemerovo)��������SAMARA�.1790�.1359�1.7359�1�.1877�.0000�1.1961��LYUBER�-.0991�.1640�.3650�1�.5458�.0000�.9057��SYKTYV�-1.1171�.1832�37.1844�1�.0000�-.0911�.3272��Age group (25-39)��������UNDER24�-.3090�.1646�3.5254�1�.0604�-.0190�.7342��A40TO49�-.3282�.1327�6.1139�1�.0134�-.0311�.7202��OVER50�-.5434�.1708�10.1231�1�.0015�-.0438�.5808��Enterprise size (over 50)�������Under 10�3.2764�.1709�367.4897�1�.0000�.2936�26.4791��11-50�1.4152�.1257�126.7033�1�.0000�.1715�4.1172��Sex (Female)��������MALE�.7245�.1215�35.5653�1�.0000�.0890�2.0637��Education (Basic)��������VOCSEC�.0681�.1336�.2602�1�.6100�.0000�1.0705��HIGH�.1927�.1759�1.2005�1�.2732�.0000�1.2125��Occupational status (routine non-manual)����MANSPEC�-.0773�.1716�.2026�1�.6527�.0000�.9257��WORKER�-.6470�.1464�19.5201�1�.0000�-.0643�.5236��Branch (Industry)��������CONSTRUC�.4840�.2092�5.3529�1�.0207�.0281�1.6225��TRANSPOR�-.3791�.2290�2.7391�1�.0979�-.0132�.6845��TRADE�1.0970�.1529�51.4998�1�.0000�.1080�2.9952��SERVICES�.7749�.2247�11.8892�1�.0006�.0483�2.1703��ADMIN�-1.5447�.1881�67.4656�1�.0000�-.1243�.2134��Constant�-2.7708�.2319�142.7026�1�.0000����

LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF EMPLOYMENT IN NEW PRIVATE SECTOR. EMPLOYED SINCE 1990 ONLY. Trade, catering and repairs only.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 545

Initial Log Likelihood Function

-2 Log Likelihood   643.27349

Model ChiSq      	135.3

 Goodness of Fit    553.183

 Cox & Snell - R^2  .220



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������REFORMYR�.2546�.0581�19.2013�1�.0000�.1635�1.2900��SAMARA�-.2336�.3462�.4551�1�.4999�.0000�.7917��LYUBER�-.7487�.3783�3.9167�1�.0478�-.0546�.4730��SYKTYV�-1.1460�.3787�9.1568�1�.0025�-.1055�.3179��UNDER24�-.5677�.3157�3.2341�1�.0721�-.0438�.5668��A40TO49�-.3665�.2800�1.7135�1�.1905�.0000�.6932��OVER50�-.1220�.3694�.1091�1�.7412�.0000�.8852��SMALLENT�2.5256�.3437�54.0007�1�.0000�.2843�12.4984��MEDENT�.6970�.2418�8.3127�1�.0039�.0991�2.0078��MALE�.3547�.2540�1.9493�1�.1627�.0000�1.4257��VOCSEC�.2979�.2647�1.2665�1�.2604�.0000�1.3471��HIGH�.6100�.3363�3.2894�1�.0697�.0448�1.8404��MANSPEC�.0491�.3414�.0207�1�.8856�.0000�1.0503��WORKER�-.3649�.2918�1.5639�1�.2111�.0000�.6943��Constant�-1.2150�.5669�4.5938�1�.0321����

We can also use our work history data to identify differences in recruitment to new and traditional enterprises by age, education and sex, although we are not able to control for enterprise size, branch and occupation in this case. According to this data, since 1990 people in the age range 25 to 40 have been significantly more likely than those older and younger to have taken jobs in new private enterprises. On this data, men were also somewhat more likely than women to have got jobs in the new private sector, although there was no difference among the under-25s. 

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF TAKING A JOB IN THE NEW PRIVATE SECTOR SINCE 1990.   

Number of cases included in the analysis: 6019

-2 Log Likelihood   	7126.0011

Model ChiSq    	 	466.6

 Goodness of Fit     	6037.438

 Cox & Snell - R^2       .075



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������REFORMYR�.2013�.0133�229.2964�1�.0000�.1786�1.2230��SAMARA�.4136�.0742�31.0616�1�.0000�.0639�1.5123��LYUBER�.1093�.0905�1.4609�1�.2268�.0000�1.1155��SYKTYV�-.5754�.0947�36.8823�1�.0000�-.0700�.5625��UNDER24�-.1836�.0983�3.4891�1�.0618�-.0145�.8323��A40TO49�-.2836�.0834�11.5721�1�.0007�-.0367�.7531��OVER50�-.9431�.1273�54.8413�1�.0000�-.0861�.3894��MALE�.3672�.0729�25.3449�1�.0000�.0572�1.4437��VOCSEC�.1030�.0716�2.0676�1�.1505�.0031�1.1085��HIGH�.1126�.0795�2.0052�1�.1568�.0009�1.1192��male*under24�-.3413�.1291�6.9913�1�.0082�-.0265�.7108��Constant�-2.0973�.1172�320.0738�1�.0000����Level of pay and qualifications in the new private sector

On average our respondents working in the new private sector earned about 40% more than those working in traditional enterprises, but it is very difficult to compare pay levels because of the problem of comparing like with like. If we run a regression to control for various socio-demographic and branch characteristics we find that new private sector employees earn on average about 35% more than those in the traditional sectors of the economy, controlling for other variables, although the controls are rather crude (Table Fourteen).� The introduction of interaction terms between new private sector and occupational categories shows that skilled workers and higher professional employees do especially well in the new private sector, while lower non-manual, clerical and sales personnel and unskilled workers benefit much less. This is confirmed by the subjective assessments of their pay, skilled and higher professional workers in the new private sector being much more satisfied with their pay in comparison with those in the state sector than are any other occupational groups. It is likely that this is a reflection of the difference between different types of new private enterprise as much as of higher pay differentiation in the new private sector, with specialised enterprises which provide highly skilled professional and technical services paying high salaries, while those in routine spheres of trade and services do not pay substantially more than do state and former state enterprises. 

�Table Fourteen. Regression coefficients. Dependent variable: normal net monthly income from this employment, including bonuses.

 �Unstandardized Coefficients� �Standardized Coefficients�t�Sig.� � �B�Std. Error�Beta� � � �(Constant)�-196.969�111.673� �-1.764�.078� �TRAINED�142.163�24.549�.086�5.791�.000� �City (Kemerovo)�������SAMARA�-179.111�25.697�-.122�-6.970�.000� �LYUBER�147.306�29.898�.082�4.927�.000� �SYKTYV�74.966�29.237�.043�2.564�.010� �AGE �46.584�4.925�.796�9.460�.000� �AGESQ�-.578�.058�-.841�-10.011�.000� �MALE�321.104�22.874�.227�14.038�.000� �Education (Basic)�������VOCATIONAL �125.008�24.359�.088�5.132�.000� �HIGHER�255.471�34.117�.163�7.488�.000� �Sector (State)�������BUDGET�-36.190�51.162�-.023�-.707�.479� �PRIVAT�66.844�27.231�.043�2.455�.014� �NEWPRIV�328.542�35.428�.172�9.273�.000� �Enterprise size (over 50)�������UNDER 10�-114.885�44.081�-.041�-2.606�.009� �11-50�-58.555�27.199�-.032�-2.153�.031� �Occupational status (skilled worker)��MANAGERS�298.363�47.917�.101�6.227�.000� �PROFESS�91.441�41.060�.052�2.227�.026� �LOWSPEC�-82.641�40.403�-.037�-2.045�.041� �ADMCOMME�91.896�41.849�.036�2.196�.028� �SERSTAFF�-189.513�40.694�-.085�-4.657�.000� �UNSKWORK�-135.892�32.179�-.074�-4.223�.000� �Branch (Industry)�������CONSTRUC�9.286�43.307�.003�.214�.830� �TRANSPOR�201.188�38.074�.083�5.284�.000� �TRADE�34.523�34.033�.019�1.014�.310� �SERVICES�125.443�54.136�.035�2.317�.021� �ADMIN�-150.093�50.828�-.101�-2.953�.003� �

�In order to make a direct comparison between pay and qualifications in the traditional and new private sectors, we asked our respondents in the work history interviews to compare the pay and skill level of the new job with their previous one. As can be seen from Table Fifteen, those taking jobs in the new private sector are more likely to increase their pay in comparison with the previous job than those taking jobs in the traditional sector, and this is particularly the case if they have come from a previous job in a state or former state enterprise. 

Table Fifteen: Change in pay with job transitions between traditional and new private sectors

Present workplace�Traditional�New Private� �Previous workplace�State and privatised� new private�Unemployed�State and privatised� new private�Unemployed� �Higher pay than previous job�48�35�32�68�47�49� �About the same pay as previous job�29�29�29�15�35�22� �Lower pay than at previous job�23�36�40�17�18�28� �������� �

We can explore this question more systematically by running a logistic regression, the results of which are shown below. There are significant differences between our four cities, with the more dynamic economies of Samara and Moscow offering greater chances to increase pay by changing jobs. Younger workers have more such opportunities and older workers fewer, but there are no significant differences in the chances of men and women increasing their pay, although men are slightly less likely to have to take a reduction in pay. As usual, we find that the higher the level of education, the more chance people have of increasing their pay. Allowing for these socio-demographic characteristics, we find that the best opportunities are for those returning from a period of study, while those coming back from maternity leave or unemployment and those leaving a new private enterprise or self-employment are uniformly less likely to increase their pay than somebody leaving a job in a state or former state enterprise, hardly surprising given that low pay appears to be the principal reason why people choose to leave their jobs. Finally, this regression confirms that those taking a job in a new private enterprise or, even more, in self-employment are much more likely to increase their pay by changing jobs.

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF INCREASING PAY IN TAKING NEW JOB. WORK HISTORY DATA.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 5549

-2 Log Likelihood   7681.3703

Model ChiSq     	503.8

Goodness of Fit    5545.059

Cox & Snell - R^2  .086

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��CITY (KEMEROVO REFERENCE)����SAMARA�.2362�.0709�11.0905�1�.0009�.0344�1.2664��LYUBER�.4897�.0864�32.1560�1�.0000�.0627�1.6319��SYKTYV�-.0824�.0823�1.0024�1�.3167�.0000�.9209��AGE GROUP (25 TO 39 REFERENCE)����UNDER24�.1547�.0730�4.4964�1�.0340�.0180�1.1673��A40TO49�-.3013�.0746�16.3234�1�.0001�-.0432�.7398��OVER50�-1.0863�.1111�95.5800�1�.0000�-.1104�.3375��SEX (FEMALE REFERENCE)����MALE�.0719�.0597�1.4514�1�.2283�.0000�1.0745��EDUCATION (BASIC REFERENCE)����VOCSEC�.1755�.0665�6.9639�1�.0083�.0254�1.1918��HIGH�.4608�.0760�36.8021�1�.0000�.0673�1.5853��PREVIOUS STATUS (TRADITIONAL ENTERPRISE REFERENCE)����LNEWPRIV�-.7752�.1085�51.0813�1�.0000�-.0800�.4606��LSELFEMP�-.5606�.2602�4.6434�1�.0312�-.0186�.5708��MATLEV�-.6194�.1272�23.6957�1�.0000�-.0532�.5383��STUDY�.3703�.2881�1.6524�1�.1986�.0000�1.4482��UNEMP�-.6018�.0740�66.1818�1�.0000�-.0914�.5478��SECTOR OF NEW JOB (TRADITIONAL ENTERPRISE REFERENCE)����NEWPRIV�.6886�.0719�91.6620�1�.0000�.1081�1.9910��SELFEMP�1.0822�.1570�47.5418�1�.0000�.0770�2.9512��Constant�-.3056�.0918�11.0805�1�.0009����

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF REDUCING PAY IN TAKING NEW JOB. WORK HISTORY DATA.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 5547

-2 Log Likelihood   6263.1434

Model ChiSq     	361.0

Goodness of Fit     5584.971

Cox & Snell - R^2   .063



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��YEARS SINCE 1990����REFORMYR�.0516�.0116�19.6958�1�.0000�.0532�1.0529��CITY (KEMEROVO REFERENCE)����SAMARA�-.3482�.0810�18.4906�1�.0000�-.0513�.7060��LYUBER�-.4273�.1004�18.1139�1�.0000�-.0507�.6523��SYKTYV�-.0063�.0898�.0049�1�.9440�.0000�.9937��AGE GROUP (25 TO 39 REFERENCE)����UNDER24�-.2070�.0889�5.4160�1�.0200�-.0234�.8131��A40TO49�.3166�.0836�14.3283�1�.0002�.0444�1.3725��OVER50�1.0194�.1037�96.5800�1�.0000�.1229�2.7716��SEX (FEMALE REFERENCE)����MALE�-.1394�.0677�4.2406�1�.0395�-.0189�.8699��EDUCATION (BASIC REFERENCE)����VOCSEC�-.1808�.0741�5.9454�1�.0148�-.0251�.8346��HIGH�-.3322�.0874�14.4421�1�.0001�-.0446�.7173��PREVIOUS STATUS (TRADITIONAL ENTERPRISE REFERENCE)����LNEWPRIV�.3710�.1226�9.1609�1�.0025�.0338�1.4492��LSELFEMP�.6346�.2783�5.1988�1�.0226�.0226�1.8862��MATLEV�.2661�.1443�3.4001�1�.0652�.0150�1.3049��STUDY�.0990�.3454�.0822�1�.7743�.0000�1.1041��UNEMP�.5954�.0780�58.3331�1�.0000�.0948�1.8137��SECTOR OF NEW JOB (TRADITIONAL ENTERPRISE REFERENCE)����NEWPRIV�-.4260�.0850�25.1180�1�.0000�-.0608�.6531��SELFEMP�-.6164�.1933�10.1701�1�.0014�-.0361�.5399��Constant�-1.1510�.1046�121.2040�1�.0000����

�When we look at changes in skill level with a change of job (Table Sixteen), it appears that the new private sector does not offer significantly greater opportunities for employees to increase their skills than do traditional enterprises, but a move to the new private sector is more likely to imply a move to a job which does not require previously acquired skills. When we examine the regression results we can see that the possibility of increasing skill level is markedly greater in Lyubertsy, where people have all the opportunities of the Moscow labour market at their disposal. Samara does not benefit from its economic dynamism in this respect, probably because it already has a very highly skilled labour force being forced out of the military industrial complex. Again we find the young facing much more opportunity than the old, and again no significant differences between men and women in the chances of improving their situation. Those with higher education are much better placed to take a job with a higher skill level, as are those returning from a period of study, while those taking a job from unemployment are much less likely to be able to increase their skills. Finally, those taking a job in the new private sector, and even more so in self-employment, are significantly less likely to increase their skill level than those taking a job in a traditional enterprise.

Table Sixteen: Change in level of skill with job transitions between traditional and new private sectors

Present workplace�Traditional�New Private� �Previous workplace�State and privatised� new private�Unemployed�State and privatised� new private�Unemployed� �Higher skill than  previous job�26�29�18�25�25�15� �About the same skill as at the previous job�45�38�35�35�49�31� �Lower skill than at the previous job�14�13�22�14�8�15� �Work not comparable in skill�15�20�26�26�18�39� �The other side of the latter is the much greater likelihood that those taking a job in the new private sector or entering self-employment will take a job which simply does not require their previous skills – in taking a job in the new private sector people are frequently changing their branch and their profession so that their old skills have no direct application in their new job. As can be seen from the regression results, this has become progressively more likely as reform has progressed, probably as a result of the growth of the new private sector. People are much less likely to make such a transition in Syktyvkar where, as we have seen, the new private sector is much less developed than in our other cities. The differences by age in this respect are only marginally significant, but men are substantially less likely to take a job that does not require their former skills than are women, as are those with higher education. Those leaving self-employment or unemployment are also much more likely to take a job not requiring former skills. When it comes to a reduction in skill, it is primarily the unemployed and older people, especially those over fifty years old, who are much more likely to have to take a job at a lower skill level.

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF INCREASING SKILL IN TAKING NEW JOB. WORK HISTORY DATA.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 5602

Initial -2 Log Likelihood   6182.4023

Model ChiSq  				310.0

 Goodness of Fit       		5587.391

 Cox & Snell - R^2       	.054



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��CITY�(KEMEROVO REFERENCE)������SAMARA�-.0038�.0835�.0020�1�.9641�.0000�.9963��LYUBER�.3693�.0948�15.1666�1�.0001�.0461�1.4467��SYKTYV�.0742�.0943�.6194�1�.4313�.0000�1.0770��AGE�GROUP�(25-39�REFERENCE)����� UNDER24�.3193�.0800�15.9146�1�.0001�.0474�1.3762��A40TO49�-.3013�.0893�11.3823�1�.0007�-.0390�.7399��OVER50�-.8329�.1402�35.2992�1�.0000�-.0734�.4348��SEX�(FEMALE REFERENCE)������MALE�.0365�.0684�.2852�1�.5933�.0000�1.0372��EDUCATION (BASIC REFERENCE)������VOCSEC�.1413�.0807�3.0673�1�.0799�.0131�1.1518��HIGH�.9130�.0850�115.3954�1�.0000�.1354�2.4917��PREVIOUS STATUS (TRADITIONAL REFERENCE)����LNEWPRIV�.0282�.1205�.0547�1�.8151�.0000�1.0286��LSELFEMP�-.0010�.2868�.0000�1�.9971�.0000�.9990��MATLEAVE�-.1694�.1424�1.4143�1�.2343�.0000�.8442��STUDY�.7128�.2689�7.0278�1�.0080�.0285�2.0397��UNEMP�-.4038�.0893�20.4640�1�.0000�-.0546�.6678��PRESENT SECTOR (TRADITIONAL REFERENCE)����NEWPRIV�-.1872�.0829�5.0978�1�.0240�-.0224�.8293��SELFEMP�-.5858�.1902�9.4865�1�.0021�-.0348�.5567��Constant�-1.4181�.1081�171.9310�1�.0000����

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION. PROBABILITY OF IRRELEVANT SKILL IN TAKING NEW JOB. WORK HISTORY DATA.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 5602

Initial -2 Log Likelihood   	5838.4031

Model ChiSq     			326.0

 Goodness of Fit       		5579.501

 Cox & Snell - R^2         .057



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��Years since 1990����REFORMYR�.0298�.0122�5.9353�1�.0148�.0260�1.0302��CITY (KEMEROVO REFERENCE)����SAMARA�-.0886�.0833�1.1307�1�.2876�.0000�.9152��LYUBER�.0020�.1011�.0004�1�.9839�.0000�1.0020��SYKTYV�-.3729�.1020�13.3687�1�.0003�-.0441�.6887��AGE GROUP (25 TO 39 REFERENCE)����UNDER24�.2026�.0851�5.6738�1�.0172�.0251�1.2246��A40TO49�-.2281�.0933�5.9740�1�.0145�-.0261�.7960��OVER50�-.0605�.1205�.2519�1�.6158�.0000�.9413��SEX (FEMALE REFERENCE)����MALE�-.3627�.0711�26.0038�1�.0000�-.0641�.6958��EDUCATION (BASIC REFERENCE)����VOCSEC�-.0499�.0772�.4187�1�.5176�.0000�.9513��HIGH�-.5038�.0951�28.0917�1�.0000�-.0669�.6042��PREVIOUS STATUS (TRADITIONAL ENTERPRISE REFERENCE)����LNEWPRIV�-.1527�.1316�1.3460�1�.2460�.0000�.8584��LSELFEMP�.9256�.2625�12.4302�1�.0004�.0423�2.5234��MATLEV�.0206�.1509�.0186�1�.8915�.0000�1.0208��STUDY�.5485�.3097�3.1369�1�.0765�.0140�1.7307��UNEMP�.5474�.0813�45.3140�1�.0000�.0861�1.7288��SECTOR OF NEW JOB (TRADITIONAL ENTERPRISE REFERENCE)����NEWPRIV�.5584�.0812�47.2511�1�.0000�.0880�1.7478��SELFEMP�1.6624�.1482�125.9127�1�.0000�.1457�5.2720��Constant�-1.3817�.1101�157.3606�1�.0000�����Training

In our case studies of new private sector enterprises we have found a clear division between the minority of enterprises, for example in fields characterised by advanced technology or the need for high levels of expertise, which make extensive provision for the training of their employees, and the majority which make no training provision since they expect to be able to find all the skills they need in the labour market. Our survey data also shows that although new private enterprises are marked by relatively high demands for skills, they make relatively little training provision – no more than do the dying state and former state enterprises. 

Those people working in the new private sector were more likely to have undergone training since 1990 than those working in the state and former state enterprises, but less likely to have undergone training than those working in budget sector organisations (health, education and public administration). However, only 9% of those currently working in the new private sector had undertaken their most recent spell of training at their present place of work. Fewer than 3% of those working in new private enterprises were currently attending any kind of training course, again, more than in state enterprises but less than in budget organisations. 

Percentages of workforce with training since 1990, trained at this enterprise since 1990 and training now, by sector. 

Percent�With training�Trained at this enterprise�Training now��State�17�11�2� �Privatised�15�11�1� �Budget�36�28�4� �New Private�23�9�3� �Self-employed�21�6�6� �Total�23�15�2� �

Since most new private enterprises have come into being since 1990, it is not surprising to find that only just over half of those working in new private sector enterprises received their training while working in the new private sector, almost a third having received training in state or former state enterprises and ten per cent during periods of leave or unemployment. Of the two-thirds of new private sector employees who had been trained before joining their present place of work, 10% had trained while working at another private enterprise, two-thirds at a traditional enterprise and 15% during a previous period of unemployment. 

Table XX: Training: Sector in which training undertaken by current employment status, percentage distribution. Work history data. 

Percentage�Sector in which training undertaken��Sector of current employment�state �privatised�new private�self-employed�maternity leave�full time studying�unemployed�N� �state�95�1�1�0�0�1�2�613� �privatised�15�81�1��1�1�1�144� �new private�30�1�56�1�3�1�7�148� �self-employed�27�4�4�58��4�4�26� �maternity leave�41�11�15�4�26��4�27� �full time studying������100��5� �unemployed�32�8�9�2�1�5�44�124� �Total percent�65�13�10�2�1�2�7�100%��N�705�137�109�21�16�21�78�1087� �We can see from the logistic regression in TABLE X, which concerns only those who have not changed jobs since their last training, that older people are much less likely to undertake training than those in the 25 to 40 age range. Men are also less likely to undertake training than are women. Those with technical and higher education, as well as managers, professionals, specialists and commercial and administrative personnel are all much more likely to undertake further training than are those with a basic secondary education and skilled workers, while unskilled workers are much less likely to retrain. Training is also much more common in transport, services and the budget sector. Those in the new private sector are not significantly less likely to have undertaken training than those in state and former state enterprises, although they are much less likely to have undertaken training than those in the budget sector. Surprisingly, those working in small enterprises are no less likely to train than those working in larger enterprises.

�LOGISTIC REGRESSION: PROBABILITY OF FURTHER TRAINING AT LEAST ONCE SINCE 1990. THOSE WHO HAVE TRAINED SINCE TAKING THEIR CURRENT JOB.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 4222

Initial -2 Log Likelihood   3616.537

 -2 Log Likelihood     3075.524

 Goodness of Fit       4172.530

 Cox & Snell - R^2         .120

 Nagelkerke - R^2          .120

Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��SAMARA�-.1924�.1250�2.3678�1�.1239�-.0101�.8250��LYUBER�-.0826�.1430�.3335�1�.5636�.0000�.9207��SYKTYV�.2417�.1309�3.4107�1�.0648�.0197�1.2734��UNDER24�-.2707�.1509�3.2170�1�.0729�-.0183�.7629��A40TO49�-.2750�.1114�6.0943�1�.0136�-.0336�.7596��OVER50�-.9132�.1439�40.2918�1�.0000�-.1029�.4012��MALE�-.2522�.1099�5.2659�1�.0217�-.0301�.7771��VOCSEC�.7995�.1498�28.4718�1�.0000�.0856�2.2245��HIGH�.9168�.1782�26.4647�1�.0000�.0822�2.5012��BUDGET�.4649�.2153�4.6643�1�.0308�.0271�1.5918��PRIVAT�.0912�.1493�.3729�1�.5414�.0000�1.0955��NEWPRIV�-.3041�.1929�2.4859�1�.1149�-.0116�.7378��SELFEMP�-.3548�.5003�.5030�1�.4782�.0000�.7013��SMALLENT�-.2181�.2229�.9576�1�.3278�.0000�.8040��MEDENT�.0268�.1244�.0463�1�.8296�.0000�1.0271��MANAGERS�.9243�.2169�18.1629�1�.0000�.0669�2.5202��PROFESS�.7506�.1978�14.3969�1�.0001�.0585�2.1182��LOWSPEC�.9481�.1865�25.8299�1�.0000�.0812�2.5807��ADMCOMME�.4363�.2051�4.5229�1�.0334�.0264�1.5469��SERSTAFF�.0436�.2217�.0387�1�.8441�.0000�1.0446��UNSKWORK�-.4387�.2201�3.9734�1�.0462�-.0234�.6449��CONSTRUC�-.1039�.2613�.1581�1�.6909�.0000�.9013��TRANSPOR�.7766�.1926�16.2515�1�.0001�.0628�2.1740��TRADE�-.1272�.1994�.4067�1�.5236�.0000�.8806��SERVICES�.8140�.2387�11.6259�1�.0007�.0516�2.2569��ADMIN�.4898�.2274�4.6379�1�.0313�.0270�1.6319��Constant�-2.8324�.2491�129.3096�1�.0000����

LOGISTIC REGRESSION: PROBABILITY OF CURRENTLY FOLLOWING A COURSE OF TRAINING.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 4222

Initial -2 Log Likelihood   975.78094

 -2 Log Likelihood      829.346

 Goodness of Fit       4397.365

 Cox & Snell - R^2         .034

 Nagelkerke - R^2          .165



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��SAMARA�.1347�.2995�.2022�1�.6530�.0000�1.1441��LYUBER�.3853�.3331�1.3381�1�.2474�.0000�1.4701��SYKTYV�.5371�.3056�3.0878�1�.0789�.0334�1.7110��UNDER24�1.4669�.2348�39.0142�1�.0000�.1948�4.3356��A40TO49�-.5070�.3015�2.8278�1�.0926�-.0291�.6023��OVER50�-1.8961�.6073�9.7474�1�.0018�-.0891�.1501��MALE�-.2748�.2443�1.2659�1�.2605�.0000�.7597��VOCSEC�-.2954�.3048�.9392�1�.3325�.0000�.7443��HIGH�.5855�.3336�3.0807�1�.0792�.0333�1.7959��PRIVAT�-.3342�.3476�.9242�1�.3364�.0000�.7159��NEWPRIV�-.1201�.3599�.1114�1�.7386�.0000�.8868��SELFEMP�1.1817�.6246�3.5798�1�.0585�.0402�3.2600��SMALLENT�-.1909�.4303�.1968�1�.6573�.0000�.8262��MEDENT�.1902�.2592�.5385�1�.4631�.0000�1.2095��MANAGERS�.3771�.5288�.5085�1�.4758�.0000�1.4581��PROFESS�.3591�.4527�.6294�1�.4276�.0000�1.4321��LOWSPEC�.8673�.4372�3.9349�1�.0473�.0445�2.3804��ADMCOMME�.7551�.4327�3.0445�1�.0810�.0327�2.1277��SERSTAFF�-.0070�.4871�.0002�1�.9886�.0000�.9931��UNSKWORK�-.5012�.5175�.9380�1�.3328�.0000�.6058��CONSTRUC�.5301�.4826�1.2068�1�.2720�.0000�1.6991��TRANSPOR�-.5110�.5834�.7671�1�.3811�.0000�.5999��TRADE�-.0304�.4069�.0056�1�.9404�.0000�.9700��SERVICES�.0744�.5383�.0191�1�.8901�.0000�1.0772��ADMIN�.0937�.3731�.0630�1�.8018�.0000�1.0982��Constant�-4.2944�.5492�61.1409�1�.0000����

LOGISTIC REGRESSION: PROBABILITY OF TRAINING. ALL CASES. EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME OF TRAINING.

Number of cases included in the analysis: 12513

Initial -2 Log Likelihood   7589.0197



 -2 Log Likelihood     7017.252

 Goodness of Fit      12066.257

 Cox & Snell - R^2         .045

 Nagelkerke - R^2          .045



Variable�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)�����������SAMARA�-.1315�.0848�2.4061�1�.1209�-.0073�.8768��LYUBER�-.0036�.0978�.0014�1�.9705�.0000�.9964��SYKTYV�.3211�.0891�12.9767�1�.0003�.0380�1.3786��UNDER24�.1662�.0689�5.8138�1�.0159�.0224�1.1808��A40TO49�-.4524�.1128�16.0855�1�.0001�-.0431�.6361��OVER50�-1.4984�.2333�41.2626�1�.0000�-.0719�.2235��MALE�-.4866�.0671�52.5754�1�.0000�-.0816�.6147��VOCSEC�.7681�.0903�72.3340�1�.0000�.0963�2.1557��HIGH�1.3886�.0929�223.6352�1�.0000�.1709�4.0093��PRIVAT�.0548�.1011�.2944�1�.5874�.0000�1.0564��NEWPRIV�-.0767�.1099�.4873�1�.4851�.0000�.9262��SELFEMP�-.0137�.2379�.0033�1�.9539�.0000�.9864��PMATLEV�-1.4479�.2234�42.0150�1�.0000�-.0726�.2351��PUNEMP�-.6413�.1173�29.9027�1�.0000�-.0606�.5266��Constant�-2.7165�.1070�644.0912�1�.0000����

There are very few people currently undertaking a course of training in our sample.� The small numbers mean that the only significant variable in determining the probability of training is age, with young people much more likely and older people much less likely than the middle aged to be retraining. If we look at all cases of training, and refer to the work history data to identify the sector of the enterprise in which they trained, we again find that older people and men are much less likely to retrain, while those with higher levels of education and higher socio-economic status are much more likely to retrain. The unemployed and those on maternity leave are much less likely to retrain, but there are no significant differences between economic sectors, although in this data set we do not have information on the occupation of the respondent at the time of training nor on the branch in which the enterprise was operating. Overall the conclusion is that, once we control for other factors, there are no significant differences between sectors in the incidence of training.

The duration of training for those employed in the new private sector was slightly longer than that for those employed in traditional enterprises, but the difference is not statistically significant, nor was there any significant difference between the different sectors in the number of hours devoted to training by those currently undertaking a course of training. However, there are some differences in the form that training takes in different sectors of the economy. Those working in the new private sector were much more likely to have followed commercially provided courses, rather than those provided by the employer or through an associated training establishment, and were marginally more likely to have studied independently or at a higher or technical training institution. They were less likely to have undertaken their training on the initiative of management and were more likely to have got a better job as a result of having undertaken their training. Apart from this, however, the differences between new private and traditional enterprises are not statistically significant. 

Total duration of training in months by sector in which training undertaken.

�Mean duration in months�Std. Error of Mean�N� �State�6.3�0.5�698� �Privatised�6.4�1.2�135� �New private�9.0�1.5�109� �Self-employed�19.6�5.9�21� �Maternity leave�21.3�6.3�16� �Full time studying�18.1�4.4�21� �Unemployed�6.6�1.4�75� �Total�7.3�0.4�1075� �

Percentage distribution of type of course undertaken by employment status when undertaken

Percent�state�privatised�new private�self-employed�maternity leave� full time studying�unemployed�Total � �Provided by Employment Service�2�2�4��6��14�3� �At commercial courses�11�16�41�40�25�23�54�19� �Acquired another specialism at a higher or technical educational institution�13�10�17�25�44�55�11�14� �Increased qualification in my own enterprise�41�47�25�10�25�18�9�37� �Increased qualification in  óïê, óêê, ôïê�28�18�6�10���8�22� �Independently�3�5�7�5��5�4�4� �As a postgraduate student�2�1��10����2� � �100�100�100�100�100�100�100�100� �

Reasons for taking the course by employment status. Percentage citing each reason in each status category. Respondents could choose any number of alternatives.



�state�privatised�new private�self-employed�maternity leave� full time studying�unemployed�Total � �On the initiative of management�40�40�25�5�19�5�1�34� �To acquire paper qualifications�25�16�21�10�13�5�11�22� �Had lost my job, needed to study to get a new one�4�9�9�19�12��34�8� �Wanted to get a better paid job�11�19�22�5�6�18�22�14� �Didn’t like my profession, wanted a new one�4�2�7�5�12�32�12�5� �Initiative of a family member�4�7�9�38�12�14�12�6� �Needed more skill and knowledge for my work�30�24�34�24�25�41�17�29� �

It is difficult to identify the impact of training on people’s subsequent careers with the limited information at our disposal. Those who have trained with their present employer are the most likely to have increased their pay and/or their skill level in taking the current job, but this is probably because it is the better and more prosperous employers, working in branches with higher skill demands, who are more likely to encourage their employees to train. However, it does appear that training improves people’s employment and earning prospects: those who have completed training prior to taking the job are significantly more likely to have increased their pay and/or their skill level than those who have undertaken no training since 1990. The benefits of training would appear to be somewhat greater for those working in the new private sector than for those in the traditional sectors of the economy: as can be seen in TABLE XX, those employed in the new private sector were more likely to have got promotion or a better job as a result of their training, although rather less likely to have got an immediate pay increase.

Skill level of present compared to previous job. Percentage distribution by training experience since 1990

Current Job�State/Privatised�New Private�� �No training�Training at present employer�Previous training�No training�Training at present employer�Previous training� �Higher skill than  previous job�25�44�34�21�40�31� �About the same skill as at the previous job�45�34�36�38�28�28� �Lower skill than at the previous job�13�7�12�13�10�12� �Work not comparable in skill�17�14�18�28�22�29� � �100�100�100�100�100�100� �

Pay level of current job compared to previous job. Percentage distribution by training experience since 1990.



Current Job�State/Privatised�New Private�� �No training�Training at present employer�Previous training�No training�Training at present employer�Previous training� �Higher pay than previous job�44�58�55�57�78�65� �About the same pay as previous job�33�25�20�23�9�15� �Lower pay than at previous job�24�17�25�20�13�20� � �100�100�100�100�100�100� �

Consequences of having taken the course by employment status when took the course. Percentage citing each consequence in each status category. Respondents could choose any number of alternatives.

�state�privatised�new private�self-employed�maternity leave� full time studying�unemployed�Total � �Promotion in my own job�13�13�17��8��4�12� �Got additional pay�29�31�25�6�15�16�7�26� �Felt more confident in my job�36�30�38�13�33�37�11�33� �managed to find better work�8�13�20�6�17�21�16�11� �Started my own business�1�1�4�25��5�1�2� �Had no effect on my career�32�30�27�56�42�26�64�34� �Employment and working conditions in the new private sector

In our household survey we asked a series of questions about employment conditions. In this section we will review the results of the analysis of the answers to these questions, and identify the significant factors affecting the pattern of answers derived from a series of logistic regressions, whose full results are not reported for reasons of space. This enables us to control for other factors in determining the extent to which employment relations are different in new private enterprises.

Forms of contract

Under the labour legislation that is currently in force in Russia employees are normally hired on a permanent basis and should be issued with individual contracts of employment, although many enterprises continue the traditional system of permanent hire without issuing a contract. Apart from probationary periods at the beginning of a contract, fixed-term and sub-contractual arrangements are legal only where such arrangements are determined by the nature of the work: seasonal or occasional work. Hiring on the basis of a verbal agreement is illegal. 

The majority of employees in the new private sector are hired on the traditional basis of permanent tenure, with or without an individual contract,� but a substantial number are also hired on the basis of fixed term contracts or illegally on the basis of verbal agreements.� When we run a multinomial logistic regression to control for other characteristics of the enterprise and the labour force we find that men are more likely to be employed on a verbal agreement than women and verbal agreements are more common in small enterprises and in the trade sector, but overwhelmingly the most important determinant of verbal contracts is new private sector employment. Similarly with regard to sub-contracting for a particular job of work, where the only significant independent variable is new private sector employment. When it comes to employment on a fixed-term contract other factors are more important than the sector of employment. Although such contracts are significantly more likely to be found in the new private sector and are less common in Kemerovo than in our other cities, occupational characteristics are a stronger influence on the likelihood of being employed on a contractual basis, with professionals and senior specialists, clerical, sales and service personnel and, particularly, more senior administrative and commercial staff being much more likely than ordinary workers to be working on fixed-term contracts. Men are also substantially more likely to work on such contracts than are women. It would seem, therefore, that fixed-term contracts are not used by Russian employers primarily as a means of reducing the job security of lower-grade personnel. Indeed, in an income regression, those people hired by verbal agreement earn slightly less than those on permanent contracts, but those working on a contractual or sub-contracting basis earn more than others, controlling for sector and a full range of branch, occupational and socio-demographic variables. 

When we explore the relationship between form of contract and a series of subjective assessments of work and employment, we find no significant relationship at all: there is no difference between employees on different forms of contract in their evaluation of their pay, opportunities for promotion, working conditions, work regime, possibilities of obtaining housing or other social benefits except that, paradoxically, those on contract tend to be more satisfied with the social benefits offered by their employer while those hired on verbal agreements are slightly less satisfied with the work regime and with working conditions. When it comes to work orientations, as one would expect, those working on sub-contract are less likely to see their job as a career and both those on sub-contract and those working on contract are less likely to be willing to sacrifice higher pay for job stability. Finally, those working on contract are slightly more strongly oriented to work than others, but none of these differences are large. 

Fixed-term contracts are not used as a means of hiring temporary employees either. Two-thirds of those working on contracts of up to one year have been in their present job for more than one year, in both the traditional and new private sectors, and just over a third of those in traditional enterprises for three years or more. Fewer people in the new private sector have such long tenure, but almost three quarters of all new private sector employees have tenure in their present job of less than three years.� About half the people with contracts of up to five years in traditional enterprises have in fact been working in their present job for more than five years – indeed fewer, only a little over a third, of those with permanent contracts have been in their present jobs for as long. Sixty per cent of those hired to do a particular piece of work have been in their present jobs for more than a year, and just over 20% have been in their present job for over five years. The tenure of those hired on verbal agreements is very similar, although only ten per cent have been in post for more than five years. It is clear that the use of different forms of contract by Russian employers requires further research. In subsequent sections we shall investigate the significance of the form of contract for various aspects of people’s employment and working conditions.

Forms of contract by sector of employment. Percent.

Percentage distribution�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Permanent without a contract�77�73�72�34�67� �Permanent contract�14�14�18�29�18� �Contract from 1 to 5 years�5�10�4�6�6� �Contract of up to 1 year�3�2�4�9�4� �Contract for a specific task�1��1�5�2� �Hire on the basis of a verbal agreement�1�1�1�18�4� � �100�100�100�100�100� �As would be expected, the duties attached to the post are defined verbally for 90% of those hired on a verbal agreement, but only for a minority of those hired on a contractual basis does the contract actually specify their duties. The differences between new private and traditional enterprises in the ways in which the employee’s duties are defined are determined by the different forms of contract under which they are hired: the differences cease to be significant once we control for this factor. 

How are your duties defined?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Individual contract�8�9�11�22�12� �Job specification�71�74�65�26�62� �Verbally on hiring�21�17�23�52�26� �Flexibility

Some commentators have recently argued that the existing labour legislation is a barrier to the flexibility of employment that is required by a modern economy, and this has been the driving force behind recent proposals to reform the labour legislation. It is argued that the use of illegal contractual forms by new private enterprises is the spontaneous response of new private sector employees to overcome the limitations of existing legislation in order to achieve the required flexibility.� However, there has been no research into the extent to which employment is in fact more flexible in the new private sector. 

It has become customary to distinguish different aspects of employment flexibility. First, there is numerical flexibility: the ability of employers to reduce the labour force in accordance with fluctuations in production need. This is supposedly facilitated by fixed-term contracts, sub-contractual arrangements and by limited restrictions on the right of the employer to fire an employee. We have already seen that new private sector employers make extensive use of such contractual forms, but we have also seen that this does not appear to have a significant effect on the security of employment of their employees. 

The second form of flexibility is functional flexibility, which refers to the ability of the employer to move employees between tasks and to require them to work in several different trades in accordance with production need.

The third form of flexibility is hours flexibility - the ability of the employer to vary the hours worked by the employee in accordance with the fluctuating demands of production. 

Flexibility can be achieved by more indirect means that increased management control of the work process. In particular, employers can introduce payment systems that encourage workers to take a greater interest in the results of their labour. We therefore need to look at payment systems to see to what extent new private enterprises have overcome the rigidities of traditional payment systems to provide employees with greater incentives.

Finally, we will look at the extent to which the Soviet tradition of authoritarian paternalism is preserved in new private enterprises by looking at a number of indicators of managerial power and at the provision of welfare benefits by new private enterprises.

Employment flexibility

The first form of flexibility to be considered is numerical flexibility: to what extent are new private enterprises more able to adjust the number employed in response to changing production needs? 

Those working in private enterprises are more likely, and those in new private enterprises far more likely, to say that they can be dismissed illegally, without any formal grounds. 

Can you be dismissed from work without any formal grounds?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes�21�16�28�52�27��However, this indicates only that new private enterprises are less likely to follow the legally prescribed procedures for dismissing or laying off workers. This does not necessarily mean that they are any more able or any more inclined in practice to reduce their staff. We know very well that traditional enterprises have had no difficulty in reducing the size of the staff when they want to do so, by creating conditions in which people leave voluntarily or by persuading them to do so under the threat of redundancy. Thus, there have been very substantial staff reductions in the traditional sector, despite the fact that the overwhelming majority of quits continue to be registered as voluntary.� 

Enterprises in non-industrial branches and smaller enterprises are substantially less likely to have experienced staff reductions in the last twelve months, but even allowing for these factors staff reductions are less likely to have taken place in new private enterprises and substantially more likely to have taken place in privatised enterprises than in state enterprises and organisations. Of course, privatised and state enterprises were already burdened with the legacy of an excessive labour force in the face of economic decline, while new private enterprises have only recently developed, are relatively more prosperous, and so would be expected to have much less need to reduce the labour force. Nevertheless, even when we introduce indicators of such difficulties into the regression (relatively lower wages, relatively less stable, non-payment of wages, lay-offs and short-time working), we find that new private enterprises are still much less likely to have made staff reductions.�

Have there been any staff reductions at your enterprise in the last twelve months?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Yes�59�43�72�23�51��In the household survey we did not explore the reasons why people left their previous job, but we did ask respondents in the labour force survey supplement, the results of which are presented in TABLE XXX below. We can see clearly from this table that those leaving jobs in the new private sector were much less likely to have left the job as a result of redundancy and much more likely to have left as a result of the closure of the enterprise.� This would indicate that, as in other countries, the numerical flexibility of small enterprises is achieved primarily through liquidation: such enterprises find it much more difficult to survive through difficult times and find themselves bankrupt before they can put any effective restructuring plans into effect. On the other hand, although the numbers are very small, the labour force survey supplement data does show that those who had been on a fixed term contract (only 23 people) were significantly more likely to have left their previous job as a result of redundancy, while those hired for a specific job of work or on a temporary basis (only 57 people) were more likely to have left as a result of enterprise closure. Of course, this is what we would expect if they had been hired on the proper terms as defined by the law – to carry out a finite piece of work or work which was completed in a fixed period of time.

Reasons for leaving previous job by sector of previous employment, Labour Force Survey Supplement data, Kemerovo oblast and Komi Republic, October 1997.

Percent�Sector���Reason for leaving� state� privatised� new private�Total� �Closure of the enterprise�6�3�12�6� �Dissatisfaction with social benefits�12�1�8�11� �Dissatisfaction with level or regularity of pay�26�18�45�28� �Fear for stability�3�3�6�3� �Personal reasons�40�37�21�38� �Made redundant�13�38�9�14� �N�1384�71�195�1650��

Overall, we cannot conclude that new private enterprises display a higher degree of employment flexibility than traditional enterprises, and the evidence is that when they do reduce employment it is as likely to be by liquidation of the enterprise as by making employees redundant. 

Functional flexibility

There are no significant differences between sectors in the extent to which people are expected to work beyond their job description. Lower white collar and unskilled workers are the least likely to have to work beyond their job description from time to time, while older people, managers and those working in smaller enterprises are most likely to have to work beyond their job description regularly.

Do you have to do work which is not part of your job description (what you are told)?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �From time to time�39�39�41�44�40��Practically always�12�14�16�17�15��No�49�47�43�40�45��Men and those in smaller enterprises are more likely to have to work combining the skills of different professions on occasion, while lower white-collar employees, unskilled workers and those working in the budget and service sectors are less likely to have to do so. This practice is also significantly more common in Kemerovo than in our other three cities. Those working in new private enterprises are not significantly more likely than those in traditional enterprises to combine professions on a regular basis, once we control for these other factors. There is no evidence of any relationship between the form of labour contract and the degree of functional flexibility. We can conclude that the extent of functional flexibility is affected by branch and occupation, but that the sector of the enterprise and the form of contract have no significant influence on the degree of flexibility.

Do you have to combine the work of different professions?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �No�65�68�59�55�63��Sometimes situations arise in which I have to�24�21�30�27�25��I normally combine the work of different professions�11�10�12�17�12��Hours flexibility

In order to get some indication of the flexibility of working hours, we asked respondents on whom or on what the length of their working day depended. We also asked people about their normal work regime and under what conditions they worked overtime.

The determination of working hours is partly a matter of branch and occupation. Thus, managers, unskilled workers and those working in construction and transport are the most likely to be able to determine their own working hours. Men and managers are more likely, and industrial workers are less likely to have to work to finish their job. More senior managers and specialists and older workers are substantially less likely to depend on a superior to decide when they leave work. Those working in industry are much more likely and managers and those working in small enterprises are much less likely to have their working hours defined by law or contract. However, the sector of the economy is also very significant in determining the flexibility of hours. Those working in the new private sector are substantially less likely to have their working hours defined by law or contract, which is not surprising, but they are also more likely to be able to determine their own working hours, although a large part of the difference here derives from differences in work regimes and forms of contract. Those working in the new private sector are also slightly more likely to have to work to finish the job, and significantly more likely to depend on their manager to determine their hours. The form of contract is not significant, except that those working on verbal agreements and on sub-contracting arrangements are, as we would expect, less likely to have their working hours defined by law or contractual arrangements. 

On whom or on what does the length of your working day mainly depend?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �On me�5�8�7�11�7��On the situation –  I have to work when I have things to finish�29�33�27�38�31��On the manager�15�12�16�30�17��It is defined by documents (Labour Code, contract etc)�51�47�51�21�45��Those working in the new private sector work on average longer hours than those working in privatised enterprises, but not significantly longer than those working in state enterprises or the budget sector. Their working hours are less varied than those working in state enterprises and organisations, as indicated by the standard deviation, perhaps indicating that there is less time flexibility in the new private sector than in the state sector.� Differences in hours worked by form of contract are not statistically significant.

Control over working hours is closely connected with the work regime. The work regime in the new private sector is not significantly different from that in other sectors of the economy, except that those in the new private sector are more likely to work a free grafik, determining their own working hours. However, the difference is much less dramatic, and only on the margin of statistical significance, once we control for enterprise size and the form of contract, since those working in small enterprises and those working on subcontract or on the basis of a verbal agreement are much more likely to work a free grafik. However, it is not immediately obvious what is the direction of causality in the relationship between the form of contract, the form of work regime and the control of working hours. It is clear from the data that those working a free grafik are much more likely to have control of their own working hours, regardless of the form of their contract or the sector to which the enterprise belongs. The work regime is also very significant in determining the form of contract, with those on a free grafik being much more likely to be hired on a verbal and particularly on sub-contract. Thus it would appear that much of the difference in the extent to which people have control of their own working hours is determined by their working conditions, with the sector in which they work and the form of contract playing a secondary role.

Most important, from our point of view, than who determines the length of the working day is whether people have a flexible work regime. And in fact we find that those working in the new private sector are no more likely to work flexible hours than those working in the traditional sector, once we control for other variables, nor is the form of contract of any significance in this respect. 

What is your normal work regime?

Percentage distribution�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Self-employed�Total��Every day in one shift�66�57�69�58�24�62��Rotating shifts�22�24�23�18�2�22��Flexible time�6�5�5�8�4�6��According to a schedule�3�12�2�5�2�6��Free working hours�2�2�1�12�68�5��

Finally, we can look at overtime working. Men and skilled workers are more likely to be paid overtime and are more likely to be paid at a higher rate, while all white collar workers, apart from junior specialists, and those working in trade, transport and services are more likely not to be paid at all for overtime work. Controlling for other factors, those working in the new private sector are more likely to work overtime than those in state enterprises, although the difference from privatised enterprises and budget organisations is small and not statistically significant and there are no significant differences by form of contract. However, there are no significant differences between the traditional and new private sectors or between the different forms of contract in payment for overtime working.

Are you paid for working overtime?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes, at a higher rate�7�3�9�7�6��Yes, at the normal rate�21�24�21�19�21��No�38�45�39�43�40��I never work overtime�35�27�31�32�33��We saw in the last section that new private sector enterprises did not appear to differ significantly from traditional enterprises in the degree of functional flexibility, and that the form of contract was also not a significant determinant of such flexibility. There is some  evidence that new private enterprises display a higher degree of ‘hours flexibility’, in the sense that working hours are less likely to be determined by law or contract and more likely to be determined by the manager or, particularly, by the worker him or herself, part of the difference being determined by differences in work regime. However, it is not at all clear that managers in the new private sector are any more or less able directly to determine the hours worked than are managers in the traditional sector: employees in the new private sector are no more likely to work flexible hours than those in the traditional sectors of the economy, and the hours they normally work are in fact less varied than in the traditional sectors, although they are more likely to work overtime. It would seem, therefore, that new private enterprises differ from traditional enterprises in the lesser degree of formalisation of employment relations, with managers and employees more likely to make their own decisions, than in any greater degree of flexibility. This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that the contractual form has no significant influence on the degree of hours flexibility.

Payment systems

Management may have control over the hours and intensity of work not directly, but through an incentive payment system which links payment to work done. It is therefore interesting to explore the extent to which enterprises in different sectors, and employees on different forms of contract, are paid according to different systems.

Those working in new private enterprises are much less likely to be paid on time wages than those in traditional enterprises, and correspondingly much more likely to be paid on individual piece rates or on a commission basis. When we control for branch and occupation the differences between new private and privatised enterprises are much more substantial than indicated in the table, because piecework payment is much more common in industry and construction and for skilled workers. Individual piece rates are also more common than collective piece rates in new private enterprises. Thus, it would appear that various forms of incentive payment system are much more common in new private enterprises, controlling for other relevant characteristics. Those working on verbal agreements, and particularly those working on sub-contract, are more likely to be paid on piece-rates and less likely to be paid on time-rates, but there are no other significant differences according to the form of contract.

Forms of payment

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Individual piece rate�9�5�13�19�11��Collective piece rate�6�2�11�11�7��Time pay�81�91�68�53�76��Mixed form of payment (time and piece)�4�1�6�7�4��Payment on commission�1�1�2�10�3��

As against this, those employed in new private enterprises are much less likely to be paid a bonus than those in traditional enterprises. Small enterprises and those in the spheres of construction, trade and the public sector are less likely to pay bonuses so that when we control for branch and enterprise size, those working in privatised enterprises are also less likely to receive a bonus than those in state enterprises and organisations. Of those receiving a bonus, the size of the bonus is larger in trade and services, for those working on a verbal agreement and for those working in privatised enterprises, but not significantly larger for those working in the new private sector and does not vary by form of contract. The bonus is more likely to be variable in small enterprises, in transport and for those working on verbal agreements or on a free grafik. Controlling for these factors, it is not significantly more likely to be variable in new private enterprises.

Percentage being paid a bonus, by sector

Percent answering yes�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Are you usually paid a bonus?�55�42�47�21�43��

What proportion of your pay is in the form of a bonus?

Percentage distribution�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Less than half basic�63�66�56�41�60��About half basic pay�13�10�15�20�13��More than half basic pay�7�5�7�3�6��About equal to basic pay�4�5�6�7�5��More than basic pay�2�1�2�3�2��It varies�12�12�14�26�14��The bonus system in new private enterprises, where it exists, is more likely to depend on the results of the work of the individual employee or the work collective, reinforcing the finding above that new private enterprises link pay more closely to results. The bonus is more likely to be determined by the availability of funds in smaller enterprises but is less likely to be determined by the availability of funds in the new private sector, once we control for enterprise size, probably reflecting the fact that new private enterprises do not suffer such severe financial problems. The bonus is more likely to depend on the manager’s attitudes in the sphere of trade and services, but there are no significant differences by sector or by form of contract, nor are any such differences significant in the proportions receiving a fixed bonus, once we control for other factors.

On what does the size of your bonus mostly depend?

Percentage distribution�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��On how well I work�14�23�11�21�16��On how our collective works�29�15�32�39�27��On the availability of money (profits)  in the enterprise�26�20�31�20�25��On the presence of money in the budget�5�18�1�1�7��On the attitude of the manager�4�8�4�8�5��The bonus is a fixed proportion of pay�22�17�21�10�19��We can conclude that the payment systems do differ significantly in new private enterprises, with payment of both wages and bonuses being tied more closely to the results of the employee’s work. Privatised enterprises also use more flexible payment systems than does the state sector, but not to the same extent as new private enterprises. Given the inflexibility of the wage system that was a feature of the Soviet enterprise this is an important difference. However, differences in the form of contract are only of marginal significance and seem to be related primarily to the greater degree of managerial discretion in the determination of the pay of those on verbal agreements and the greater use of piece-work payment for those working on sub-contract.

Authoritarian management

We have seen that management in new private enterprises appears to have more discretion in determining pay and working hours than they do in traditional enterprises, even when we control for the size of the enterprise, but at the same time workers also have more discretion in determining their own working hours and, through incentive payment systems, have more control over their own pay. This appears to be primarily because employment relations are less formalised in new private enterprises. It does not necessarily mean that managers in new private enterprises use their powers to pursue more authoritarian and exploitative policies than do those in traditional enterprises, inheritors of Soviet authoritarian traditions. 

We have just seen that employees of new private enterprises are much more likely to face the threat of illegal dismissal, without any formal grounds. New private sector employees are also much more likely to be fined arbitrarily than are employees of traditional enterprises.� Those hired on purely verbal agreements or working on subcontracts are also much more likely to be illegally dismissed or fined. There are also significant differences between our cities, with those working in Moscow or Kemerovo significantly more likely to face illegal sanctions than those in Samara, Lyubertsy or Syktyvkar.

Can you be fined without any formal grounds?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes�22�17�25�37�24��There are no significant differences between different property forms or forms of contract in the extent to which employees can argue with their superiors without facing any consequences, although men are much more able to do so than are women, as are managers and professionals and those working in smaller enterprises. 

Can you argue with your superiors at work without suffering any consequences?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes�36�42�41�41�40��Those working in the new private sector are much less likely to have breaks at fixed times and are much more likely to take a break when they think it is necessary or to fit in with the needs of production. However, the apparently greater dependence on the manager’s permission in the case of new private sector employees ceases to be significant once we control for other factors, particularly because those working in trade are substantially more likely to have to get the manager’s permission to take a break or to fit in with the rhythm of production and substantially less likely to have fixed breaks.� The form of contract is again not significant in this respect.

When do you take breaks from work?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �When I think it is necessary�15�18�13�26�17��Only with the permission of a manager�4�3�3�7�4��Only at a fixed time�51�40�55�25�45��It depends on the needs of production�30�39�30�41�34��

The other side of the employment relation is the extent to which employees have channels through which to represent their interests and to bargain with management, through trade union organisations and the negotiation of collective agreements. One problem in investigating these questions is the extent to which employees actually know whether or not such institutions exist: many people have a deduction made from their pay for their union fees, but may not know that they are actually union members. 

Knowledge of the existence of a collective agreement is even less widely diffused. Thus, in our sample, older employees, professionals and specialists are significantly more likely to report the existence of a collective agreement than younger employees and clerical and manual workers, even controlling for all other factors, the most probable explanation for which is that these categories are more likely to know about the existence of such an agreement. However, the differences between new private and traditional enterprises are sufficiently striking as not to be in doubt. 

Collective agreements are much less likely to be found in non-industrial branches of the economy (there are fewer collective agreements in the budget sector because this sphere is covered by administrative regulation and government determined pay scales). Collective agreements are less common in smaller enterprises, but even allowing for all these factors, collective agreements are far less likely to be reported from new private enterprises than from traditional enterprises. As we would expect, they are also far less likely to be found in enterprises which hire people on the basis of verbal agreements.

Is there a collective agreement at your enterprise?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes�76�60�76�23�63��The presence of a trade union is even less likely to be reported by new private sector employees than is the presence of a collective agreement, although a collective agreement can only legally be signed by a trade union (it is conceivable, but unlikely, that in those enterprises with a collective agreement but no trade union organisation that the latter has collapsed since the collective agreement was signed). Trade unions are also substantially less likely to exist in privatised than in state or budget sector enterprises, in smaller enterprises and in branches of the economy outside industry and transport. It is interesting to note that significantly more women than men appear to work in enterprises with a trade union organisation. There is much less likely to be a trade union organisation in enterprises employing people on illegal forms of contract: verbal, sub-contract or fixed-term contracts. Or, alternatively, where there is a trade union organisation, it is much less likely that the employer will have recourse to illegal forms of hiring.

Is there a trade union organisation at your enterprise?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes�85�79�75�10�68��Not surprisingly, trade union members are as rare in the new private sector as are reports of the existence of trade union organisation, and those on illegal contracts are much less likely to be trade union members. Significantly fewer people in the traditional sector report that they are members of a trade union organisation than indicate that a trade union organisation exists in their enterprise. There are big differences between our four cities in this respect, with people in Syktyvkar much less likely and people in Lyubertsy and Samara much more likely to belong to a trade union than people in Kemerovo. Men and younger people are much less likely and women and older people more likely to be trade union members. Those working in industry and transport are more likely to be members of trade unions, as are those working in larger enterprises. Managers, professionals and specialists are no less likely to be trade union members than are skilled workers, but lower-level white collar workers and unskilled manual workers are substantially less likely to be union members. This says something about the role of the Russian trade union as representative of the common interests of managers and skilled workers!

Are you a member of a trade union?

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Yes�69�62�65�10�56��The evidence regarding managerial authority in the new private sector is inconclusive. As noted above, the greater likelihood of being fined or dismissed illegally may be simply a reflection of the fact that employment relations are less formalised in the new private sector, since traditional enterprises have plenty of experience of imposing arbitrary penalties on their employees without formal violation of the law. Similarly the absence of trade unions and collective agreements may be another expression of the lower degree of formalisation of employment relations rather than necessarily of the inferior situation of employees of new private sector enterprises.

Enterprise benefits

Employers are required by law to provide paid vacations, sick pay, medical insurance and maternity leave for their employees. Almost all state enterprises and organisations and the overwhelming majority of privatised enterprises do so, but only a bare majority of new private enterprises provide the first three benefits, and only a minority provide maternity leave. Only a small part of the difference is explained by the small size of new private enterprises or their concentration in the trade and services sectors, which are less likely to provide these benefits whatever their property form. 

The difference between state, privatised and new enterprises and organisations in the provision of the traditional non-obligatory social benefits is less, but still substantial. Again, part of the difference can be explained by the size and sectoral characteristics of new private enterprises, since these benefits are much more likely to be provided by larger enterprises and by enterprises in the industry and transport branches. Interestingly, these benefits are substantially less likely to be provided by employers in Kemerovo than in our other three cities, and managers, professionals and specialists are more likely to report that their enterprise provides these benefits. 

The final four benefits on our list are mostly more recent innovations, which involve the provision of benefits by the enterprise in monetary form. The difference between new private and traditional enterprises is much less with regard to the provision of these benefits. Differences in the provision of subsidised food are accounted for by the branch characteristics of new private enterprises: subsidised food is much more likely to be provided by industrial enterprises. Privatised and new private enterprises are equally less likely to provide transport subsidies than are state enterprises and organisations. There are also big differences between our cities in this regard, which do not seem to be related to city size: they are substantially less likely to be paid in Samara and Syktyvkar, the largest and smallest cities, than in Moscow or Kemerovo. 

Small enterprises and enterprises in the trade sector are much less likely to pay for their employees’ training, and older people, those with lower levels of education and ordinary workers, as opposed to more senior white collar workers, are significantly less likely to be offered training. Interestingly, in view of the fact that women are more likely to train than men, men are more often trained at the expense of their enterprise. These factors explain a substantial part of the difference in the levels of provision of training at the employer’s expense in new private as against state enterprises and organisations. 

The provision of credit and loans may be related to the problem of the non-payment of wages: it is much higher in Kemerovo, where wage delays are much greater, and for prime-age employees, who tend to be the most in need since they are more likely to be responsible for supporting their families. On the other hand, enterprises with a history of non-payment of wages are substantially less likely to provide such forms of material assistance. The smallest enterprises (fewer than ten employees) are less likely to provide such facilities, but once there is more than  a handful of employees the size of the enterprise ceases to be significant. 

There are significant differences in the provision of social benefits depending on the employee’s form of contract, controlling for other variables. Enterprises which hire people on purely verbal agreements or on a sub-contracting basis are much less likely to provide all four of the legally required benefits, controlling for other factors, and they are also much less likely to provide subsidised transport for their employees, while those on verbal agreements are much less likely to receive subsidised food or training at the expense of the enterprise. Those on fixed term contracts, on the other hand, are barely distinguishable from those on permanent contracts, confirming our repeated impression that the significant differences are between verbal and subcontracting arrangements, on the one hand, and other forms of contract, on the other, with the use of fixed-term contracts having little substantive significance. 

Which of the following social benefits are provided for employees of your enterprise (percentage responding yes to each benefit)

Percent�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total� �Regular paid vacation�97�99�95�59�90��Sick pay�98�99�95�52�90��Obligatory medical insurance�92�94�94�57�87��Paid maternity and child care leave�96�98�94�39�88��Payment for medical treatment, additional medical insurance�26�27�20�10�22��Full or part payment for trips to rest homes, tourist bases or children’s camps�55�53�50�11�45��Payment for child care facilities�24�26�20�3�19��Financial assistance�50�51�45�28�45��Free or subsidised food�15�17�19�14�16��Transport subsidies�25�23�14�13�19��Training at the employer’s expense�31�47�32�20�34��Provision of credit or loans�24�20�26�21�23��Enterprise difficulties

To what extent can differences between enterprises be accounted for by differences in their economic situation? It is notoriously difficult to get accurate information on the real condition of a Russian enterprise, even if one has access to its accounts, and we certainly cannot get such information from a survey of employees. However, there is a series of indicators of difficulties that we can use as indicators of such difficulties. We will first look at the different components, and then review the significance of the economic situation of the enterprise as a whole.

The most dramatic manifestation of the difficulties faced by Russian enterprises is delays in the payment of wages and the payment of wages in kind. The proportion of new private sector employees owed wages by their employer is less than half the average for all enterprises. However, we have seen that new private enterprises are concentrated in the sphere of trade and services, where the incidence of wage delays is very much less than in other branches of the economy. When we control for these factors the difference in the incidence of wage debt is much less dramatic. If we take the sphere of trade and services alone, 13% of new private sector employees, against 19% of privatised enterprise employees and 33% of state enterprise employees, are owed wages. The difference with regard to the payment of wages in kind is less dramatic. This phenomenon is much more common in industry than in other branches of the economy, and once we control for sector the difference between new private and state enterprises ceases to be statistically significant. 

Does your enterprise owe you money for wages/pay part of your wages in kind?

Percentage Yes�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Owes money for wages�42�38�50�18�39��Pays part of wages in kind�17�8�28�13�17��

Of those who are owed money for wages, the amount of the debt is greater in new private enterprises than in any other sector: it appears that the amount of debt is closely related to relative wage levels. Thus men are on average owed almost twice as much as women, managers and professionals are owed more than workers, while the branch with the highest average debt is finance and insurance. In relation to their average monthly pay, workers are owed more than managers and professionals and men little more than women, while industry and construction have the longest wage delays. Although the absolute amount of wage debt is not significantly different between the sectors, once we control for these other factors, the new private sector still has significantly longer delays than other sectors.

Average sum owed for wages/wage debt as a proportion of average pay (mean delay in months for those owed wages)?

Percentage Yes�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Average sum owed (roubles)�3444�1977�3752�3957�3170��Mean delay in months�3.9�2.5�4.7�5.6�3.9��

Alternative ways in which an enterprise in difficulties can reduce its expenses are to send workers (usually illegally) on partially paid or unpaid leave, or put them on a reduced working week. Some commentators have seen lay-offs and short-time working as alternatives to the non-payment of wages. To some extent this is the case, since employers cannot get away with the non-payment of wages for very long without losing their best employees if their competitors in the local labour market are paying wages,� but in fact the three are positively correlated with one another so would appear to be complementary means of adapting to a crisis situation.�  

Those working in industry and construction are much more likely to have been sent on administrative leave by their employer than those working in other branches of the economy. Controlling for branch, those working in privatised enterprises were more likely to have been sent on administrative leave than those working in state enterprises and organisations, but administrative leave was no less common in new private enterprises than in the state sector. Controlling for other variables, the mean duration of leave, either across all employees or across those sent on leave was not significantly different in any of the sectors, nor is the form of contract significant.

On the other hand, although those in privatised and new private enterprises were marginally more likely to have been put on a reduced working week than those in state enterprises, and much more likely than those working in the budget sector, the mean duration of short-time working was very much less in the new private sector than in traditional enterprises.�

Administrative leave and short time working. Incidence and mean duration in previous 12 months.

�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Administrative leave (percent)�12�4�22�20�16��Administrative leave (mean days - all respondents)�7�2�11�5�6��Administrative leave (mean days - all those on leave)�61�47�50�52�53��Reduced week (percent)�10�2�14�16�12��Reduced week (mean days - all respondents)�8�2�12�1�6��Reduced week (mean days - all those on short-time)�88�95�102�25�89��

In addition to asking respondents whether they themselves had experienced any of these difficulties, we also asked whether such problems had arisen at their own enterprise. Here we find new private enterprises much less likely to have experienced redundancies or wage delays than traditional enterprises and organisations, but when we control for other variables, payment in kind, administrative leave and short-time working are not significantly less common in new private than in state enterprises, although they are much less common than in privatised enterprises. 

Have any of the following problems arisen at your enterprise in the last twelve months?

�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Staff reductions�59�43�72�23�51��Delays in the payment of wages�61�55�67�25�54��Payment of part of wages in kind�22�12�36�14�21��Administrative leave�25�9�45�16�24��Short time working�23�6�33�9�18��Subjective assessments

We asked some questions to gain a subjective evaluation of the workplace and of the respondent’s attitude to their job. We asked our respondents to compare their enterprise with other similar enterprises in their city with regard to pay and the stability of working of the enterprise. The purpose of this question was to elicit a subjective assessment as an indicator of the labour market situation, so we deliberately did not define what we meant by a similar enterprise. Nevertheless, it is interesting to compare the answers given by those working in traditional and new private enterprises. As regards pay, respondents in new private enterprises were slightly more likely to say that their pay was higher than at similar enterprises, but as many replied that their pay was lower. With regard to stability, new private sector employees provided an identical evaluation to that of employees in the traditional sector, although employees of privatised enterprises were significantly more likely to reply that their enterprise was less stable than others.

Pay level compared to other similar enterprises in the city

Percent distribution�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Pay is higher than in similar enterprises�10�10�12�18�12��Pay is about the same as at similar enterprises�58�67�55�61�60��Pay is lower than in similar enterprises�33�23�32�21�28��

Stability compared to other similar enterprises in the city

�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��Enterprise is more stable than similar enterprises�27�20�25�24�24��Enterprise is about the same as similar enterprises�59�76�54�63�63��Enterprise is less stable than similar enterprises�15�4�21�13�13��

Finally, we asked a series of questions about the level of satisfaction of the respondent with their pay, the possibilities of career advance, the convenience of the work regime, the content and conditions of work, the possibility of obtaining housing, social and professional privileges, and the closeness of the workplace to home. We then ran a series of regressions to identify the differences between the evaluations of workers in different sectors. The conclusion was that workers in the new private sector were significantly more satisfied with their pay than those in any other sector, but that they were significantly less satisfied with the work regime, the benefits provided by the enterprise and the closeness of their job to home than those in state enterprises and, to a lesser extent, those in privatised enterprises and the budget sector. However, private sector employment does not seem to ease financial difficulties for most people – when we asked if their family had experienced financial difficulties in the past two years, 80% of respondents in each sector replied that they had. 

Similarly, in their subjective assessment of their economic situation in the Labour Force Supplement, although a third of new private sector employees said that they earned enough to meet their basic needs, significantly more than those working in traditional enterprises, the same proportion replied that they did not have enough money even to buy basic provisions, just as many as gave the same reply in the traditional sector. 

When we asked in the household survey if the respondent was thinking of changing his or her job in the near future, those in the new private sector were more likely to reply that they were than employees of any other sector, although the difference is not statistically significant once we control for the age of the employee and the branch of the economy. Those in the new private sector were also significantly more oriented to pay than those in the traditional sectors: they were less likely to feel that it was better to have stable work with a smaller but steady income and they were more likely than those in state enterprises and organisations (but not than those in privatised enterprises) to feel that a good job is one that brings in a good income.

As a final indicator of satisfaction, we asked respondents whether they would prefer to work in the state or the private sector, if they had the choice. The answers indicated that the majority of people are where they want to be, although those in the state sector are rather more content with their situation, at least in principle:

Where would you prefer to work if you had the choice?

�State�Budget�Privatised�New Private�Total��State enterprise �84�82�72�34�70��Private enterprise�16�18�28�66�30��The difference in values between those in the new private sector who would like to work in that sector and those who would prefer the work in the state sector is striking. Twice as many of those who would like to work in the state sector completely agreed with the statement that it is better to have stable work despite having low but guaranteed pay, and half as men completely disagreed (exactly the same contrast is found among those working in the state sector who would prefer to work in a private enterprise), but those in the new private sector who would prefer to work in a state enterprise were only marginally less concerned about the level of pay than those who wanted to remain in the private sector (and there was no difference between the two groups currently working in state enterprises). There was no difference between the two groups in relation to the importance of work being interesting and enjoyable, the importance of career prospects or work leaving time for other things. It is clear, then, that the appeal of state enterprises to those in the private sector is the greater security that they provide, while the appeal of private enterprises to those in the traditional sector is the higher levels of pay that they can achieve. This perception accords very closely with the picture of the two sectors that has emerged from the analysis above.

How do economic difficulties affect employment relations?

It is surprising to find that the answer is very little. The biggest impact is on wages and employee satisfaction. Introducing variables for the difficulties outlined above into our wage regressions shows that those working in an enterprise which has had wage delays, payment in kind, administrative leave or short-time working in the last twelve months earn a lower wage, regardless of whether it is paid, than those working in enterprises without such difficulties, and the difference is considerable: an average reduction of 10% each for wage delays, administrative leave and short time and of 5% for payment in kind. If we define a problem enterprise as one with any of these difficulties, then those working in problem enterprises earn on average 15% less than those in enterprises which do not have such problems. About two-thirds of traditional enterprises and one-third of new private enterprises fall into the problem category. Those working in problem enterprises were likely to be more dissatisfied with every aspect of their work, except for the work regime, than those working in enterprises without problems, and were more likely to be thinking of changing their job in the near future.

If we look back at the different aspects of employment relations, we find that problem enterprises are more likely than more prosperous enterprises to exhibit functional flexibility, in requiring employees to work beyond their job description and to combine several different specialisms. This corresponds to the findings of our case study research, that enterprises with problems have lost a large number of staff and in order to maintain production have to encourage such flexibility. However, those in problem enterprises, including those with a history of administrative leave or short-time working do not work significantly shorter hours than those in enterprises which do not have any problems. Employees in problem enterprises are less likely to determine their own working hours, are less likely to work overtime and less likely to be paid for any overtime at a higher rate. They are more likely to face arbitrary dismissal or punishment. Problem enterprises also provide significantly fewer social benefits, including those which should be provided by law. Although respondents in problem enterprises were less likely to say that their enterprise provided training at its own expense, in fact there were not significantly fewer people undertaking training in problem than in healthy enterprises. 

The overall conclusion is that the main impact of economic difficulties is felt by the employees, who suffer lower wages, are laid-off or put on short-time, they face an intensification of labour as they are required to combine posts, they are more vulnerable to arbitrary dismissal or punishment, are less likely to be paid for overtime working, and face the loss of social benefits. There is no evidence that economic difficulties promote any significant restructuring of employment relations in a positive direction. Conversely, there is no evidence that the differences between new private and traditional enterprises can be attributed to any differences that there may be in the prosperity of enterprises in the various sectors.

The new private sector in the labour market

In this paper we will not pay special attention to the role of the new private sector in the labour market, but will merely report the results of our analysis of labour market behaviour as it concerns the new private sector, based on our household survey data, the Labour Force Survey Supplement, and a work history survey that we carried out in April 1997.

The first point to emerge clearly from the data concerns the motivation of those taking jobs in new private enterprises, who were much more concerned about the level of pay, had no interest in social benefits and very little in the closeness of the job to their home. On the work history data, but not on the LFS data, pay has become a less significant motive for those taking jobs in the new private sector since 1991, which would not be surprising since before the end of 1991 only the new private sector escaped state wage controls. In the past, few people took jobs in the new private sector because of the promotion prospects, but this has become an increasingly significant motive since 1991. 

All three of our surveys showed that personal connections are far more important for getting a job in the new private sector than in the traditional sectors of the economy, even when controlling for enterprise size (indeed the size of the enterprises is, in general, not a significant variable in this respect). In the work history survey we found that work or education-related contacts were overwhelmingly important for getting a job in the new private sector: almost two-thirds of those who got a job in the new private sector found out about it through such connections, while 50% of all hires were achieved by such means, about three times the figure for state and former state enterprises.

The labour force survey supplement data confirmed the findings of our case study research and our work history interviews, that new private enterprises hire predominantly through personal connections and through advertising. Over 70% of our respondents working in new private enterprises had found out about their jobs through personal connections, primarily through friends (over half of all hires), 12% through advertisements, 4% had created their own jobs and only 9% had found out about their jobs through independent search, little more than one-third of the figure for state enterprises, while only 3% had got their job through the Employment Service, little more than half the figure for state and former state enterprises.

In the household survey too, those taking jobs in the new private sector relied much more heavily on the help of friends, 53% getting the job with the help of friends and only one third getting their jobs independently, against 19% who relied on friends to get jobs in state and former state enterprises and two-thirds who got those jobs independently. In this survey, people were also much more likely to get new private sector jobs through public and private employment agencies (6% as against 1% in the state and former state sector).

Those taking jobs in new private enterprises since 1990 were substantially more likely to have received help in getting the job (52% of all those working in the new private sector had help in getting their jobs, against 38% of those working in the state and budget sectors and 43% in privatised enterprises). The contact in question was less likely to be an ordinary employee and more likely to be a manager, business contact or a friend of a friend. The kinds of help given were not very different from the case of recruitment to state or former state enterprises, except that the contact was more likely to appoint and less likely to recommend the applicant, a finding which corresponds to the higher proportion of new private sector appointees whose contacts are managers in the enterprise in question.

Conclusion

New private enterprises are very different from traditional enterprises in their size and the branches of the economy in which they are active. While the new private sector has made rapid progress in small scale trade and services, and has penetrated some light and craft industrial branches, there are few signs of it breaking outside this sphere. Most of the new private enterprises in which our respondents work are very small, were created from nothing by private individuals, have been formed very recently, and are active in the spheres of trade and services. Exactly half of the new private enterprises with more than 100 employees had been formed on the basis of state enterprises or other private organisations, although such enterprises only accounted for one in six of the total number of new private enterprises. Meanwhile, only one in twenty five of the new private enterprises that had been created from scratch had managed to grow to such a size and only four had managed to grow beyond 500 employees. Only five of the 48 new private sector enterprises in industry that had been created from nothing had grown to more than 100 employees, and none to over 500. It will clearly be a very long time before the new private sector makes significant inroads in the productive sphere of the economy.

Many of the differences between new private and traditional enterprises can be explained by differences on these dimensions, rather than by their specific economic form. Nevertheless, controlling for these specific features, there are still significant differences which cannot be explained by features that they share with state enterprises.

New private enterprises are more likely to employ men, employ relatively fewer workers and relatively fewer young and older people, even controlling for differences in branch characteristics, but the demographic structure of the labour force is not strikingly different from that of the traditional sector of the economy. In particular, the educational level of the new private sector employees is no higher than that of employees in the traditional sector of the economy even though, with their relatively higher wages and the difficulties faced by traditional enterprises, new private sector enterprises can pursue a more selective employment policy.

Pay levels in the new private sector are substantially higher than those in the traditional sector, with skilled workers, managers and higher professional employees doing particularly well. Those taking a job in the new private sector are significantly more likely to increase their pay by changing jobs than are those moving to a job in the traditional sectors of the economy. However, they are less likely to face increased demands on their skills. In fact they are much more likely to move to a  job which does not require their previous skills at all than are those moving to a job in the traditional sectors. This would seem to indicate what we would expect, that in general the skill level of work in the new private sector is lower than that in the traditional sectors. As we have seen, where specific skills are required, as in the case of professionals and skilled workers, pay in the new private sector is relatively significantly higher, and those with higher levels of education have more chance of increasing their pay than do others with a job move to the new private sector.

New private enterprises need trained personnel, and in many cases they are employing people in new professions in which appropriately trained personnel are relatively scarce. Although new private enterprises are more likely than traditional enterprises to employ people who have trained since 1990, they are less likely to provide such training themselves, tending either to encourage their employees to follow training courses with outside agencies, or leaving it to their employees’ own initiative to upgrade their skills. Thus new private enterprises still rely to a considerable extent on previous traditional employers for their training needs. 

Employment relations in new private enterprises are much less formalised than in traditional enterprises, even when we control for enterprise size. This is reflected in the much higher proportion of people employed on (illegal) fixed-term contracts, on verbal agreements and through sub-contracting arrangements. However, the fact that new private sector employers much more readily use these apparently less secure forms of contract does not necessarily imply any significant differences in the employment relations that result. As far as fixed-term contracts are concerned, there do not seem to be any significant differences between those on such contracts and those on permanent contracts: if anything their terms and conditions of work are better. Fixed-term contracts seem to be used more widely for white-collar workers, and particularly for more senior administrative and commercial staff, and are not used as a means of reducing job security. Thus those on fixed-term contracts do not have significantly shorter job tenure than those on permanent contracts.

The use of verbal agreements and sub-contracts appears to have a more significant impact on employment relations, with those on verbal agreements earning slightly lower wages, but job satisfaction of those hired on such terms does not seem to be any less than that of those hired on traditional permanent contracts of employment. 

The main justification that has been put forward for the use of illegal forms of contract has been that they encourage the more flexible use of labour. We explored, as far as we could with the data at our disposal, the extent to which new private enterprises use labour more flexibly, and the connection with the forms of contract, on a number of different dimensions. 

As far as numerical flexibility is concerned, although new private sector employees tend to be on less secure forms of contract and their employers are more likely to resort to summary dismissal, redundancies have been substantially less common in new private enterprises than in the traditional sector: new private enterprises are more likely to close altogether and less likely to lay off workers than are traditional enterprises. Of course, these differences may simply be a reflection of the greater prosperity of new private enterprises and the fact that they do not have the legacy of an inflated labour force, but these differences remain significant even when we control for the incidence of a range of economic difficulties. The question remains an open one, but there is no evidence that new private enterprises display a higher degree of numerical flexibility than do traditional enterprises.

When we looked at functional flexibility, we found that there were no significant differences between new private and traditional enterprises in the extent to which employees were required to work beyond their job description or to combine trades, nor did the form of the contract make any significant difference. 

The flexibility of working hours is more difficult to assess. The determination of working hours is less formalised in the new private sector, depending much less on law, labour contracts or collective agreements. The result is that working hours in the new private sector are more likely to be determined by the manager, as compared to the traditional sectors, but they are also more likely to be determined by the employee him or her self, the differences appearing to depend primarily on the work regime, which also affects the form of the contract on which people work: again the difference between state and new private enterprises appears more in the degree of informality of labour relations in the latter than a greater degree of managerial discretion. The working day is not significantly longer in the new private sector, the length of the working day does not appear to be more varied, and people are no more likely to work a flexible regime. While new private sector employers are no less likely to put their employees on a reduced working day or a reduced working week than those in the traditional sectors of the economy, the reduction of working hours involved tends to be substantially less.� Thus there is no evidence of greater flexibility of working hours in the new private sector nor that the form of contract has any effect.

The one area in which new private enterprises do appear to differ significantly from those in the traditional sectors is in their payment systems, with the use of piece-rate payment systems, and particularly of individual piece-rates, being more common in the new private sector, even controlling for such factors as branch and enterprise size. Although new private enterprises are less likely than traditional enterprises to pay bonuses, when they do so these are more likely to be tied to the results of the work of the individual or the labour collective. Differences in the form of contract, however, are of only very marginal significance in this respect.

At first sight it appears that management in new private enterprises is even more authoritarian than in traditional enterprises, in the sense that employees are more likely to run the risk of arbitrary dismissal or fines, are more dependent on the permission of management to take breaks in the working day, and are much less likely to have either a trade union organisation or a collective agreement. However, as in the case of contracts of employment, it is not clear that these are indicators of greater authoritarianism rather than greater informality in the employment relation. 

While new private sector employees enjoy substantially higher rates of pay than do those in traditional enterprises, they also receive substantially fewer social and welfare benefits. They are even very likely to be denied the legally prescribed minimum benefits of paid holiday, sick pay, compulsory medical insurance and maternity leave, particularly if they are hired on a verbal agreement. This may well be one reason why new private sector enterprises are less attractive for women and older workers, who are under-represented in the new private sector.  New private sector employers are also less likely to provide the traditional benefits provided by state and former state enterprises, as well as the new kinds of pecuniary benefit that have grown up with the development of a market economy. 

Although new private sector enterprises tend to pay higher wages than traditional enterprises, by no means all such enterprises are prosperous. One third of new private sector employees report that they are not able to afford to buy even the most basic provisions, let alone to buy clothing and to pay their housing and communal service charges. We have already seen that many people have lost the jobs in new private enterprises as a result of their liquidation. New private enterprises also not infrequently leave their employees unpaid, although not as often as traditional enterprises, and pay their workers in kind. Where they do owe money for wages, the debt is on average higher in new private than in traditional enterprises. Similarly, when we control for other variables, new private sector employers are no less likely to send their employees on administrative leave or put them on short-time than are traditional enterprises.

Finally, when we looked at the new private sector in the labour market we saw that recruitment to new private enterprises is overwhelmingly through informal channels of personal connection, which is entirely in keeping with the informality of new private enterprises, but which is not a very efficient way of matching people to jobs and which carries the implication that significant sections of the population, those without personal connections, will be simply frozen out of the labour market.

The hopes that had been placed on the new private sector by economists and policy makers are clearly far from being fulfilled. But it was probably too much to ask that a few small businesses, with very limited resources and facing innumerable obstacles should transform the whole Russian economy. Perhaps it is enough that they should have emerged to fill the gaps that the administrative-command system had never been able to fill in the branches of trade, catering and repair, personal and professional services, and petty craft production. Rather than ask whether new private enterprises are transforming the economy, perhaps we should ask to what extent they meet the needs of their employees. 

We have already seen that new private enterprises (although not all new private enterprises) pay higher wages and offer fewer social benefits. The precariousness of their position and the lack of protection afforded to the rights of their employees means that employment is probably less stable in such enterprises. Thus, objectively, new private sector employment offers both benefits and costs and so appeals to particular kinds of people: particularly those who value pay above security and, perhaps, those who have confidence in their own abilities. These objective differences are reflected in the employees’ own subjective evaluations of their employment: new private sector employees are more satisfied with their pay and less satisfied with the social benefits than are employees of the traditional sector. Those working in the new private sector who would on balance have preferred to be working in the state sector tend to be precisely those who more strongly value security over high wages, and vice versa.

The strongest conclusion that we can draw about the difference in employment relations between new private and traditional enterprises is the greater informality of employment relations in the former. Such informality is not in itself necessarily a bad thing, but it does mean that the individual employee is subject to the whim of the manager or owner of the enterprise. While an employee who is in the manager’s favour may enjoy comfortable and relaxed working conditions, and be allowed a considerable amount of discretion, an employee who is not so favoured risks being subject to arbitrary authority, including assignment to unpleasant jobs, the requirement to work unpaid overtime, punishment and even dismissal, without having access to any consultative, administrative or legal procedures through which to appeal against his or her treatment. The fact that the characteristics of employment relations appear to differ very little in substance between state and new private enterprises, and barely differ at all according to the form of labour contract, is a strong argument in favour of a greater degree of formalisation of employment relations in new private enterprises, to require them at least to operate within the framework of the law. Such an enforcement of the law would protect the rights of their more vulnerable employees, without to any significant extent affecting their economic activity.

This is a specific instance of a more general conclusion. Our research seems to indicate that, at least in the larger cities, the new private sector is much healthier than might have been imagined. It is largely confined to trade, catering and services, but it is well on the way to dominating these spheres. It offers substantially higher wages than state enterprises and working conditions are not significantly worse (although in many respects it would be difficult to imagine worse working conditions than those faced by many Russian workers). Although many commentators have pointed to the multitude of difficulties that face new private enterprises in Russia, from the problems of grappling with the bureaucracy, through the perils of mafia control to the extortionate rates of taxation, these do not seem to have prevented it from taking its place in the emerging market economy, and none of these are problems that are specific to the new private sector. Nor is the systematic and routine violation of the law a solution to these problems that is specific to the new private sector. New private enterprises should certainly be freed from arbitrary bureaucratic intervention, but they should not and do not need to be accorded special privileges: they should also be required to obey the law, to respect the rights and interests of their employees, to meet their contractual obligations and to pay their taxes. 

In terms of technical and financial assistance, it is not clear that the new private sector should be a priority for support. On the one hand, it appears to have done extremely well with the limited amount of assistance that it has already had. On the other hand, it is probably approaching the limits of its transformative potential: it dominates its own sphere, of trade, catering and services, but this sphere has probably reached the limit of its development, particularly since the August crisis, and in terms of employment is likely to shrink with increasing professionalisation and consolidation. The priority for technical and financial assistance is the restoration of those spheres that have been and will continue to be barely touched by the new private sector: agriculture, industry, transport and communications, without which the economic recovery will continue to be postponed indefinitely.�

�Some more data from VTsIOM

What type of enterprise do you work at? VTsIOM data

 �1993�1994�1995�1996�1997�1998 (to May)�Total� �Individual labour activity�2.0 �2.8 �3.7 �4.2 �5.2�4.6�3.1� �State enterprise or organisation�60.7 �51.5 �48.7 �48.2 �49.2�47.3�53.8� �State joint-stock company�16.0 �23.3 �23.4 �21.1 �20.0�21.0�19.8� �Co-operative farm�5.7 �4.8 �3.5 �4.2 �5.2�4.0�4.9� �Consumer co-operative�0.4 �1.1 �1.1 �1.3 �Not �0.7� �Enterprise bought by its workers�2.5 �2.2 �2.1 �1.6 �Distinguished�1.9� �Leased enterprise�1.8 �1.3 �1.1 �1.3 �From 1997�1.3� �Non-state shareholding company�3.5 �4.4 �4.9 �6.6 �5.5�7.6�4.7� �Enterprise owned by individuals�6.2 �7.3 �9.7 �9.9 �12.3�14.2�8.3� �Enterprise with foreign participation�0.3 �0.3 �0.3 �0.3 �0.8�0.2�0.4� �Social organisation�0.4 �0.3 �0.7 �0.5 �0.4�0.3�0.4� �Other�0.4 �0.7 �0.8 �0.8 �1.5�0.7�0.6� � N�23819�15021�6453�7646�6137�3715�62791� ��

Cities over 250,000�1993�1994�1995�1996�1997�1998 (to May)�Total� �State/Privatised�85.5�81.3�76.9�74.1�70.3�67.3�78.1��New Private�12.9�15.2�18.8�22�23.7�27.4�18.1��Individual labour activity�1.7�3.6�4.2�3.8�6.0�5.2�3.6� �

The VTsIOM data for new private sector employment is consistently between 5 and 6% higher than ours and for individual labour activity between 1% and 2% higher than ours, but the trend is identical. However, the VTsIOM sample is all-Russian, while ours is drawn only from large cities. If we look at the VTsIOM data on large cities we find a greater disparity, although the trend remains the same.



What type of enterprise do you work at? VTsIOM data Cities over 250,000 population.

 �1993�1994�1995�1996�1997�1998 (to May)�Total� �Individual labour activity�1.7�3.6�4.2�3.8�6.0�5.2�3.6� �State enterprise or organisation�63.6�52.8�47.0�47.4�47.9�43.4�52.9� �State joint-stock company�15.8�22.8�24.4�21.9�19.8�22.5�20.4� �Co-operative farm�0.2�0.2�0.1�0.1�0.6�0.4�0.2� �Consumer co-operative��0.6�0.7�0.5�0.2��0.3��Enterprise bought by its workers�2.9�2.1�2.2�1.4�0.1��1.8��Leased enterprise�2.1�1.5�1.3�1.7�0.6��1.5��Non-state shareholding company�4.2�4.3�6.0�8.6�6.4�7.9�5.7� �Enterprise owned by individuals�8.0�10.0�12.2�13.0�16.0�19.1�11.7� �Enterprise with foreign participation�0.7�0.9�0.6�0.4�1.3�0.4�0.7� �Social organisation�0.6�0.2�0.5�0.5�0.5�0.3�0.4� �Other�0.3�1.1�0.7�0.6�0.6�0.7�0.6� �N�5442�3862�2558�3019�2382�1437�18700� �

� The principal such surveys have been those conducted in 1994 by the World Bank, using a small ad hoc sample of de novo private enterprises (Andrea Richter and Mark E. Schaffer (1996) ‘The Perfomrance of de Novo Private Firms in Russian Manufacturing' in Simon Commander, Qimiao Fan and Mark E. Schaffer, eds, Enterprise Restructuring and Economic Policy in Russia, EDI, World Bank, Washington D.C.) and by the Institute for Strategic Analysis and Development of Entrepreneurship (which identified new private enterprises within a sample of small enterprises) (Institute for Strategic Analysis and Development of Entrepreneurship (1995) Malyi biznes Rossii: adaptatsiya k perekhodnym usloviyam. Voprosy statistiki, 9, pp. 19–68). Stephen Batstone has recently conducted a survey of small businesses in Kemerovo (Paul Westhead and Stephen Batstone ‘Contrasting Entrepreneurial Strategies of Small and Medium-sized Enterprise Formation and Development in Russia (Kemerovo) and Great Britain’, ms 1998). See also T. Alimova, E. Vasilenko, L. Karaseva and A. Yakovlev, ‘Sovershenstvovanie metodologii statisticheskogo ucheta chastnogo sektora ekonomiki, Voprosy statistiki, 3, 1998, pp. 29-31 and the OECD report on small business: OECD, CCET, Entrepreneurship and Small Business in the Russian Federation, CCET/DT(98)11, February 1998. 

� The 1997 labour force survey found that 2.9% were self-employed, 1.3% defined themselves as employers, 0.5% as members of production co-operatives and 0.1% as unpaid workers in a family enterprise (Goskomstat, Statisticheskii byulleten’, 9(48), November 1998).

� Gimpelson and Lippoldt have attempted to estimate the scale of private sector employment (‘private’ employers include those privatised enterprises in which the state does not retain a shareholding, as opposed to ‘mixed’ enterprises in which some shares are still owned by the state) on the basis of Goskomstat data by setting as an upper bound the 39% officially reported employed in all private enterprises (which includes all those privatised enterprises in which the state does not retain a shareholding) and as a lower bound the number employed in SMEs, on the grounds that most of the latter are surmised to be privately owned. The latter is estimated as a residual between the Goskomstat estimate of total employment based on administrative reporting and reported employment in large and medium enterprises. This provides a lower bound of 20-25% of the employed labour force (although using the much lower labour force survey figures for total employment would reduce this by about 5%) (Vladimir Gimpelson and Douglas Lippoldt, ‘Private Sector Employment in Russia: Scale, Composition and Performance (Evidence from the Russian Labour Force Survey)’, Economics of Transition, forthcoming).

� This leads to a lower estimate of private sector employment than that of Goskomstat, and a higher estimate of semi-state employment, because all joint-stock companies are included in the latter category. It is not clear why their estimate for state employment is also much higher than that of Goskomstat, which is supposedly derived from the same data – the explanation cannot be simply the different coverage. Unfortunately Goskomstat does not make the Labour Force Survey data available to independent researchers nor even, it seems, to ministries and government departments.

� The differences between Gimpelson and Lippoldt’s estimate of private sector employment and our re-estimate of new private sector employment are not very large, but the re-estimate is the net result of more substantial reclassification, with around 10% of those classified in the semi-state sector working in the new private sector, and around 25-30% of those classified in the private sector working in privatised enterprises. This is important in considering the generally indeterminate results of Gimpelson and Lippoldt’s regressions, in which they are testing hypotheses that (at least implicitly) relate to the substantive category of the new private sector, rather than the juridical category of ‘private enterprise’ which they are forced to fall back on by the lack of data. 

� The monthly sample is corrected by the application of weights based on agegroup, educational level, sex and urban/rural residence.

� The key categories used by VTsIOM are ‘state shareholding companies’, ‘non-state shareholding companies’ and ‘companies owned by private individuals’. Both of the latter categories will include privatised and new private enterprises. VTsIOM reports that about ten per cent of people are working in enterprises owned by individuals. The Goskomstat figure for those working for private individuals is more like one per cent, and our own survey finds around three per cent in this category. It is clear that the categories ‘working for private individuals’ and ‘working for a company owned by private individuals’ have quite different meanings for respondents. 

� 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, neither of which bodies are responsible for any of the opinions expressed in this paper. 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 Labour Force Survey sample is quite heavily biased. Distributions are for data weighted in line with the Goskomstat estimates of the socio-demographic structure of the oblast population, based on the 1994 microcensus that was itself based on the 1989 census. Weighting is by age group, level of education, sex and rural or urban residence. Data is not weighted by city-level variables, so will not be representative of the population of any particular city.

� Those who replied `other’ in response to a question about their previous job were filtered to the question on how their enterprise was formed. In this case half were formed in the course of privatisation, half created from null.

� As already noted, the Labour Force Survey sample is not representative of the population of the city, and the sample is small, but the differences still seem much too large to be explained by differences in sampling. Our category of self-employed includes entrepreneurs employing others, while in the LFS data these people are included in the category of entrepreneurial activity without juridical form.

� I am grateful to Volodya Gimpelson for making the breakdown of this data available to me.

� Most surveys, including all those of Goskomstat, only ask those who say that they have a main job about their secondary employment. For many people in Russia, their main job is the place at which they are registered as employed. Those who are involved in unregistered employment, particularly if self-employed, will typically reply that they do not have a main job or regular employment. This is not an attempt at deception, merely a result of the traditional understanding of employment status.

� Because of the form of privatisation in Russia, people are sometimes very unclear about whether they work in a state or a privatised enterprise. It is also difficult to define the date at which a state enterprise became private, so the two categories are combined in this table. The figures for 1998 differ from those derived from the individual questionnaires above for a number of reasons: the work history question was a single question, while the sectoral attribution above is based on analysis of several questions; around 400 people had left or changed their jobs between the 1st January and the date of the survey, and the latter data includes a number of people, particularly pensioners, who completed the non-workers’ questionnaire but turned out to be still working. 

� In this section, where we are concerned with characteristics of the sector and those working in it, we combine the categories of new private sector and self-employment. When we look at employment relations we exclude the latter because they are not employed.

� Note that when we interpolate information about the enterprise from individual responses our analysis will overweight larger enterprises because we are assuming that each individual works in a different enterprise. The sample ranges from 0.07%  of the target population in Samara to 0.3% in Syktyvkar. This means that in Samara we would expect to have seven respondents from a single enterprise with 10,000 workers, which is now the size of the largest enterprises in Samara, and 21 from an enterprise of 7,000 in Syktyvkar, which is now the largest enterprise in the city (in fact we seem to have 19 respondents from this enterprise).

� Because our survey is of the population of large cities we have included agricultural activities within the category of industry. Seven of those employed in new private enterprises are involved in agricultural activities, three of whom are raising livestock, two growing vegetables.

� We cannot make a direct comparison with the Labour Force Survey data since this does not allow us to define the new private sector unambiguously, but the size and branch distributions are similar, with an even greater concentration in the trade, catering and repairs sector, which accounts for three-quarters of all respondents, and more in the smallest enterprises. This is probably partly because we did not include the indeterminate groups of ‘spin-offs from state enterprises’ and ‘other’ in the new private sector category for this purpose. The LFS data has substantially more people working in large enterprises, with relatively fewer in the 10-50 range, in all sectors. This is likely to derive from bias in the LFS sample. Note that the Goskomstat data for the distribution of employment by size of enterprise, which shows over three-quarters of industrial employees working in enterprises with over 500 employers, is derived from administrative reporting which involves only medium and large enterprises employing more than 100 people. The size distribution of employment in large and medium industrial enterprises in our sample is in line with that reported by Goskomstat. 

� We have run appropriate regressions for all the data discussed in this report and only draw attention to characteristics of the new private sector when they are statistically significant, controlling for other relevant factors. These factors normally include the city, the branch of the economy, the size of the enterprise and the sex, age, education, contractual and occupational status of the respondent. However, the fact that traditional and new private enterprises differ so much in age, branch and size and that the different aspects are closely related to each other means that it is difficult to disentangle the influence of these different factors. Normal diagnostic tests have been conducted and regressions have been run with different combinations of variables to test the stability of the coefficients. Our survey covers four contrasting cities, not all Russia, and is representative only of those cities. All regressions have been run separately for the four cities and in general, although the incidence of new private sector employment is different in the four cities, the results are not substantially different, unless noted in the text, although, because of the smaller size of the sample, fewer relationships are statistically significant. For all of these reasons results of the analysis have to be regarded with caution. We have run the same regressions on the labour force survey supplement data, but do not report the results here unless they are significantly different.

� Note that training increases income, but neither the number of times the person has trained nor the duration of training are significant. The question of wages is a very difficult one in the context of widespread non-payment, so we asked a number of questions about income in this survey. The results above relate to the amount that people say that they receive net in a normal month including all bonuses. As a check on this we also asked people about their average net money income from their main job including all bonuses, and here those working in the new private sector earned about 25% more than in the traditional sector. 

� It is not possible to tell from our data whether the incidence of training has fallen over the last ten years because we only sought information about the most recent spell of training, and about one-third of our respondents had completed more than one course since 1990. However, of those who had followed only one course there is a steady increase in the percentage reporting having followed a course each year since 1990. Thus it would appear either that training has been increasing through the 1990s or that people neglect to report earlier periods of training.

� According to the labour force survey supplement data 83% of those in the new private sector were employed on permanent contracts, 4% doing temporary work, 7% on a fixed-term contract and 7% on a sub-contract for particular work. Respondents were not offered the opportunity of saying that they were hired on a verbal agreement.

� It is very common for employees of new private enterprises to be formally registered as self-employed, as ‘entrepreneurs without juridical status’, which saves the employer the non-wage labour costs incurred by direct employment and provides the employee with tax benefits, but it seems likely that most such people in our survey described themselves as working for a private enterprise on sub-contract or on the basis of a verbal agreement. Twenty-three of the 75 people who said that they were basically involved in individual labour activity also said that they worked in enterprises with more than one employee, but half of these involved only one other person, and the largest number involved was seven. Fifty-seven of the 92 people who described themselves as employers said that basically they used the labour of friends and relatives.

� Of course, this is partly because of the recent growth of the new private sector, but Petr Bizyukov has shown, using this data, that labour turnover is also significantly higher in the new private sector, controlling for other relevant variables (Petr Bizyukov, Assessment of factors affecting the stability of employment and its changes, ms, September 1998).

� Kudyukin et al.

� Simon Clarke (1998) Structural Adjustment without Mass Unemployment, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham; Guy Standing (1996) Russian Unemployment and Enterprise Restructuring: Reviving Dead Souls. Macmillan. Basingstoke.

� The labour force survey supplement provides very similar data, although redundancies in the new private sector there are even less common than they are in the household survey data.

� It should be noted that many of these respondents will have left their jobs in state and former state enterprises a long time ago, which probably explains the lower level of redundancy from these enterprises.

� There are no significant differences between sectors on the Labour Force Supplement data.

� Those working in the trade sector are also more likely to face illegal dismissal and arbitrary fines, regardless of property form. 

� Managers and unskilled workers are also much more likely to be able to take a break when they think it is necessary and much less likely to have breaks at fixed times. As workers get older they become progressively less dependent on the permission of a superior to take a break, but are more likely to have to take their breaks at fixed times, as are women and those working in industry. Managers and professionals are less likely to need the permission of a superior to take a break.

� John Earle and Klara Sabirianova, ‘Understanding Wage Arrears in Russia’, ms, September 1998. Other commentators have suggested that the non-payment of wages is a means by which employers mollify workers by giving them increased wages which they have no intention of paying. In fact, the normal level of wages in our sample, controlling for other relevant variables, is 10% less for those who have unpaid wages than for those who do not.

� The different forms are correlated at both the enterprise and the individual level. At enterprise level the correlation coefficients are all around 0.35, apart from payment in kind which is less common, and the correlation between short-time and lay-offs, which is just under 0.6. For the individual employee, the correlations are stronger between administrative leave and short-time working (0.54), on the one hand, and between the non-payment of wages and payment in kind (0.36), on the other, than between the two forms of response (around 0.15), indicating that there is a degree of complementarity at the individual level. 

� The pattern across sectors of the different kinds of difficulty is very similar in the labour force data, although new private sector employees there are much less likely than on this data to have been sent on leave or short-time working. This may be because there is a significant group of enterprises of indeterminate status in the labour force survey data (either reported as other, or as spin-offs from state enterprises) which are not included in the new private sector. Wage delays and payment in kind are much more common across all sectors in the labour force survey data, with 86% of all employees having experienced wage delays during the previous nine months, and 52% having received part of their wages in kind. Even in the new private sector a small majority had experienced both of these problems. Although these problems are much more common in Kemerovo and Komi than in Moscow and Samara, the incidence on the household survey is much less: 63% in Kemerovo and 44% in Syktyvkar have experienced wage delays and 38% and 23% respectively payment in kind. Only 28% and 23% in Samara and Lyubertsy respectively have experienced wage delays and only 6% and 3% payment in kind.

� In the Labour Force Survey data workers in the traditional sectors of the economy were significantly more likely than those in the new private sector to have worked fewer hours than normal in the reference week.
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Compute distribution of secondary employment in terms of fte posts.

First, those po sovmest. 137 last month. These are registered, assume they are accurate.

Ftes State 10, budget 21, priv 5, np 2.

Distribution of the others by sector: state 7.0, budg 15.4, priv 11, np enterprise 7.8 np private 35.7 itd 22.9

There were 399 last month. This to 456 to allow for otkazov. 

Factor to convert to ftes is 0.4 for alle xcept itd which is 0.5. To make it easy call it 1 and 1.2 to allow for non-reponse, ie multiply by 2.5 times.

So we have state 32, budget 70, priv 50, np 36, work for individual 163, itd 125.

so in ftes it is: 42; 91; 55; 38; 163; 125. Total: 514 ftes.

Add to primary jobs:

1148; 1320; 1221; 1010; 212; total 4911





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The question remains of whether these sectors can be restored without the restoration of a substantial role for the state. The proponents of liberal reform are right when they say that the market has not failed because the market has not been tried, but the question is whether this represented a failure of the will or of the intellect, on the one hand, or of the resistance of reality, on the other. The issue was tested in 1991, when Chubais and Eltsin triumphed over Yavlinsky and Gorbachev on precisely this issue.








