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Abstract. Modern research works contain a large number of different approaches to assessing the level of 

socio-economic development of territories; as for the techniques that assess economic development of 

territories, they are not so numerous; and the techniques for assessing social development of territories 

are encountered even less often. We put forward our own approach to assessing the level of social 

development in Russia’s regions and consider population (consumer of social services) and the social 

sphere (subsystem of services provision) as the object of managing social development of the territory. 

The article proposes a technique for assessing the level of development of the territorial socio-economic 

system using Amartya Sen’s modified social welfare function, taking into account adjustments for the 

characteristics of management object components: quality of life, social infrastructure and social services. 

We determine adjustment factors and carry out the testing on the data for 2014–2021 in the context of 
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Introduction

Article 7 of the Constitution the Russian 

Federation states: “The Russian Federation is a 

social State whose policy is aimed at creating 

conditions for a worthy life and free development 

of man”1. At the same time, there is no official 

definition of the terms “social state”, “social 

development”, “social sphere”, “social infrastruc-

ture” in the Russian legislation. 

The basic ideas about the formation of the  

social state as a result of historical progress emerged  

in the 18th–19th centuries (I. Kant, O. Comte,  

H. Spencer, etc.). The process, as a result of which 

the mind of man subdued the forces of nature and 

improved society on the way to justice and freedom, 

was characterized as social development. It was 

believed that the progress of individuals conditioned 

social progress, and the level of public (social) 

development depended on the realization of human 

potential (Spencer, 2013).

In K. Marx’s works, social development was 

determined by the constant contradiction between 

productive forces and production relations 

(Arkhangel’skii, 1985), and the social development 

result was determined primarily by economic 

factors.

1 Constitution on the Russian Federation (adopted 
by popular vote on December 12, 1993 with amendments 
approved during the nationwide vote on July 1, 2020.). 
Available at: https://www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_
LAW_28399/6e9322b9a111e965ab5650f7f01bf0039d6a29c6/

Later works trace humanistic motives of social 

development. In the works of V.O. Klyuchevskii, 

P.N. Milyukov, N.A. Rozhkov, etc. (Andreeva, 1995; 

Belous, 2010; Mitina, 1997; Shcherban, 1996) it 

is not so much the process of society development 

itself due to economic and political reasons that 

is important, but its orientation toward achieving 

harmony of man with nature and society as a certain 

development ideal.

With the beginning of industrial revolutions, 

globalization, development of consumer society, 

technocratic concepts of social development appear. 

On the one hand, the growth of material production, 

facilitation of labor lead to objective improvement 

of the quality of life, on the other hand, new 

factors affecting it emerge: social security, the need 

for dialogue, protection of minorities, search for 

compromises, etc. (Parsons, 2004). 

Currently, the concept of sustainable deve-

lopment, as articulated in the report Our Common 

Future2, is now a globally accepted concept. It 

noted that “certain aspects of social development 

(population issues, human rights, their relationship 

to poverty, environmental quality, health and 

economic development) proved to be the most 

difficult of those encountered in the preparation 

of the report, due to differences in approaches and 

cultural, religious and regional barriers”.

2 Our Common Future. New York: UN, 1987. 

Russia’s constituent entities; we form a rating of regions according to the level and specifics of social 

development and identify four groups of regions: “social development leaders”, “socially developing”, 

“socially slowing down” and “socially undeveloped” regions.

Key words: social development, social welfare, standard of living, quality of life, population income, gross 

regional product, social services, social infrastructure, social sphere.
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Social development is narrowly defined in the 

Human Development Report 2010: “It is the 

process of expanding people’s freedom to live long, 

healthy and creative lives, the freedom to pursue 

other goals that they believe have value; to parti- 

cipate actively in achieving justice and sustainable 

development on our common planet3. Development 

is seen as a process, not of increasing well-being, 

but of “expanding freedom” to pursue goals of 

individual value for each person. From this position, 

it is more common to speak about the level of 

social well-being – a complex and multifaceted 

phenomenon associated with a whole range of 

related categories: standard of living, quality of 

life, social well-being, values, social capital, social 

policy, public safety and others. The content of the 

concept “may vary depending on the disciplinary 

field and the theoretical approach preferred by 

specific researchers” (Maksimov et al., 2020). 

In the considered definitions and approaches it 

is difficult to identify the structural components of 

social development in relation to territorial socio-

economic systems (country, regions, municipalities) 

for its further assessment and adoption of 

appropriate management decisions. Therefore, 

we propose to consider the concept of social 

development from the position of management 

theory.

Management approach to assessing the level of 

social development of territorial socio-economic 

system

Social development management, based on the 

classical concept of “management”, is the impact 

of subjects (public authorities of different levels, 

economic entities, organizations, institutions 

providing services to the population, other public 

organizations and institutions) on the management 

object with a certain purpose. From the point 

of view of the structural component, the objects 

3 Human Development Report 2010. The real wealth of 
nations: Pathways to human development. Moscow: Ves’ Mir, 
2010. P. 22.

of management of social development of the 

territory are the population itself as a consumer of 

social services and the subsystem of social service 

providers, i.e. the social sphere (Fig. 1). 

At the same time, the population is not just a 

total mass of service recipients, but a set of 

individual consumers who differ both in the nature 

of their needs (depending on their place of 

residence, sex, age, category, etc.) and in the 

opportunities to meet them (the ability to pay for 

social services based on their financial capacity, 

territorial or other access to services, etc.).

In addition to the population, the object of 

management of social development of the territory 

is the social sphere. In our understanding, the social 

sphere includes a set of social services (actions to 

provide assistance to a citizen in order to improve 

his/her living conditions) and the infrastructure 

that ensures their provision. The services themselves 

can be divided into services that provide socio-

cultural (health care, education, culture, culture, 

sports, leisure, social protection, ritual support) 

and socio-economic (housing and communal 

services, consumer services, passenger transport, 

communications, retail trade, catering, etc.) needs.

The main goal of social sphere management is 

to ensure the population’s access to social services 

in accordance with individual needs and demands 

in a particular territory. The goals of subsystems 

can be distinguished separately. For the population, 

the goal, in addition to meeting the need for social 

services, is the growth of social opportunities 

(income growth, unemployment reduction, 

increasing the availability of social services, etc.). 

The goals of the social sphere subsystem (they 

can be conditionally called also the goals of social 

policy) are to improve the quality and expand the 

variety of social services provided in the territory; 

to support the necessary level and quality of life, 

reproduction of the labor force; to create conditions 

for the self-realization of citizens, including the 

economic opportunity to realize their skills and 
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Figure 1. Object, subject and assessment indicators of social development of territorial socio-economic system

abilities; to use the potential of the social sector for 

the development of the economy.

In accordance with this approach, the assess-

ment of the social development rate of the territorial 

socio-economic system consists of four compo-

nents: material well-being / population income; 

quality of life; social infrastructure; availability and 

quality of social services. All these parameters can 

be assessed both from an objective point of view (on 

the basis of formalized quantitative indicators, for 

example, regional statistics) and with the help of 

subjective assessment of specific individuals living 

in the territory. In this study, we will consider the 

external (objective) assessment of the level of social 

development of territorial socio-economic systems 

on the example of Russian regions.

Methodological aspects of assessing the level of 

social development in a region 

In general, when assessing the level of social 

development / well-being, the income approach 

prevails (Graham, 2016), since it is material well-

being that is the key factor in the development of the 

social sphere and positive social well-being

In addition to the obvious indicators of poverty 

level, average per capita population income, 

subsistence minimum, other indicators of social 

vulnerability of the population are used as 

indicators of material well-being, welfare, such 

as the amount of income sufficient to feed the 

household (Christakopoulou et al., 2001), financing 

unexpected expenses due to illness, death, natural 

disasters (Terraneo, 2016) or even buying a second 

 

Source: own compilation. 
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home (Popova, Pishniak, 2017), the number of 

children dependent on unemployment benefits 

(Leskosek, 2012), wearing holey shoes (Salmond et 

al., 2006) and others.

A. Sen (Sen, 1976) was one of the first to 

estimate population welfare of a certain territory 

taking into account the purchasing power in the 

form of a multiplicative function, where the 

amount of income per capita was adjusted by the 

Gini coefficient (income inequality coefficient). In 

the work of C.I. Jones, P.J. Klenow this function 

takes into account consumption, inequality, free 

time and life expectancy (Jones, 2015). In Russian 

studies, this model was adapted by M.Yu. Malkina 

for regional economies (formula 1) (Malkina, 

2017).

                𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =
𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

×
𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

×
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶���
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

× (1 − 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)  ,            (1)

where 
𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑁𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

  – GRP per capita in the i-th region;   
𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

  – share of personal income in GRP in the i-th 

region; 
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶���
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

  – index that takes into account the price 

level in the i-th region (ratio of the cost of a 

fixed set of consumer goods and services in the 

country to the cost of a similar set in the region);  

(1 – G
i
) – indicator that takes into account the level 

of income differentiation in the i-th region (G
i
 – 

intra-regional Gini coefficient).

In a number of works, this multiplicative 

function was adjusted by a composite environmental 

index (Zabelina, 2022) and a coefficient to take into 

account the level of income of legally working 

citizens calculated by personal income tax 

(Glazyrina et al., 2020). Some elements of the 

function were replaced by other indicators, such as 

the Gini coefficient by the Atkinson index, which 

takes into account the diminishing marginal utility 

of income (Atkinson, 1970).

Within the framework of the study, we will use 

the model of A. Sen, adapted by M.Yu. Malkina for 

regional economies (Malkina, 2017). However, 

from our point of view, the social development 

of the region cannot be assessed only by the level 

of material income of the population. According 

to VCIOM surveys, a good material condition is 

only in sixth place in the rating of what determines 

human happiness (after having a family; health 

and life of one’s own and close ones; general life 

satisfaction; a good job; having children)4.

In this regard, to assess the level of social 

development of the region, we propose to adjust 

the modified welfare function of A. Sen taking into 

account other components of the object of social 

management: quality of life, social infrastructure 

and social services (formula 2).

               𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 × 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄 × 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 × 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆,                (2)

where SD
i
 – level of social development of a 

region; S
i
 – indicator of material well-being of a 

region according to the modified function A. Sen;  

I
QL

 – adjustment coefficient that takes into account 

the difference in the quality of life of regions;  

I
SI

 – coefficient taking into account the level of 

social infrastructure development; I
SS

 – adjustment 

coefficient that takes into account the difference in 

accessibility of social services.

Adjustment coefficient for differences in the quality 

of life of regions 

The topic of assessing the quality of life is a 

separate independent layer of research both from 

the position of internal content and its impact on 

the social and economic development of territories 

(Woodhouse, 2006), the level of poverty, etc. 

(Mubangizi, 2003). 

It is obvious that the indicators determining the 

quality of life include, first of all, indicators related 

to the results of the development of certain social 

spheres: health care, education, housing and 

utilities, etc. For example, health care is the 

4 Happiness Index: Monitoring. March 20, 2023. 
Available at: https://www.wciom.ru/analytical-reviews/
analiticheskii-obzor/indeks-schastja-monitoring (accessed: 
June 30, 2023).
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following: life expectancy (Murgăs, Klobŭcnǐk, 

2016; Nissi, Sarra, 2018), life expectancy (Mata, 

Clara Costa, 2020), mortality rate (Deas et al, 2003), 

etc.; education: enrollment – average number of 

students per class (Lee, Huang, 2007), illiteracy 

(Sirgy, 2011), duration of education (Marchante et 

al., 2006), quality of schools (Christakopoulou et 

al., 2001), etc. In poor countries, access to quality 

health and education can also be income-dependent 

(Capmourteres et al., 2019).

The same category includes indicators of basic 

livelihoods: access to clean, hot and safe water, toilet 

and sanitation facilities, improved sewerage and 

waste management systems, availability of elec tricity, 

etc. (Mulenga et al., 2018). (Mulenga et al., 2018), 

as well as indicators reflecting the degree of security 

of life activities: crime rate, environmental security, 

etc. From the point of view of assessing the quality of 

life in Russian regions, some of the above indicators 

are not suitable. For example, the assessment of 

the educational potential of the population of the 

regions using literacy indicators at the current stage 

of development is quite controversial.

In our study we selected five indicators, taking 

into account the availability in official statistics that 

allow reflecting to a certain extent the quality of life 

of regions: 

1)  life expectancy, years (an indicator whose 

value is influenced by natural increase, morbidity, 

and access to health care and other social services);

2)  migration growth rate per 10,000 people, 

which takes into account the attractiveness of the 

territory for able-bodied population forming its 

future human capital (indirectly reflects a set of 

characteristics of social attractiveness of the region);

3)  crime rate – number of crimes registered in 

the reporting period, units per 1,000 people (an 

indicator that determines the safety of life of the 

population);

4)  share of the Russian population provided 

with quality drinking water from centralized water 

supply systems, %;

5)  number of students enrolled in bachelor’s, 

specialist and master’s degree programs per 10,000 

people. The indicator characterizes the formation 

of future labor potential in the region, accumulated 

both inside and outside the region.

Coefficient that takes into account the level of 

social infrastructure development

Traditional publicly available indicators of 

socio-economic development individually do not 

reflect the qualitative characteristics of social 

infrastructure development. For example, in a 

region with a high level of provision of children 

with places in preschool educational institutions, 

there may be a situation when the buildings 

themselves are in a state of disrepair, or there is a 

lack of personnel with appropriate qualifications, 

or there is a strong differentiation in the availability 

of kindergartens by municipalities. Indicators of 

provision of the population with retail space of 

modern formats, doctors of all specialties may be 

limited by the factors of territorial accessibility. 

Therefore, the “non-social” indicator density of 

public roads with hard surface was included among 

the indicators of social infrastructure develop-

ment, which indirectly reflects the infrastructure 

component of territorial accessibility. It is 

necessary to take into account in the aggregate 

several indicators that characterize social 

infrastructure from different sides. Composition 

of indicators:

1)  number of doctors of all specialties per 

10,000 people (characterizes in general the level of 

infrastructure development and accessibility of 

health care services);

2)  provision of preschool children with places 

in organizations engaged in educational activities 

under preschool education programs, supervision 

and care of children, places per 1,000 children;

3)  provision of the population with trade areas 

of modern formats per 1,000 people (an indicator 

characterizing the development of the sphere of 

trade and services of the population);
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4)  density of public roads with hard surface, km 

of tracks per 1,000 km2 of territory (an indicator not 

directly related to social infrastructure, but 

indirectly characterizing the infrastructure affecting 

the availability of social services and the quality of 

life);

5)  the share of the housing stock area provided 

with all types of improvement in the total area of  

the housing stock of the constitute entities of the 

Russian Federation (as one of the factors of deve-

lopment of the housing and communal services 

system in the region, affecting the quality of life)5.

Coefficient that takes into account the difference 

in accessibility of social services

A number of foreign studies prove the existence 

of the influence of the availability of social services 

on the social development of the territory. The 

results show that residents of suburban and rural 

areas are more affected by social services, especially 

the elderly and people with low incomes (Tang et 

al., 2023). 

In terms of selection of indicators, there are 

problems with the availability of statistical base. 

Indicators for assessing the quality and satisfac tion 

with the provision of services are not assessed every 

year, information on the availability of services 

in electronic form is available only for the last 

three years. Therefore, the availability of social 

services was indirectly assessed using the following 

indicators:

1) share of population aged 15–72 who 

interacted with state and local government bodies, 

as a percentage of the total population of that age in 

the corresponding constituent entity of the Russian 

Federation (an indicator characterizing the level of 

development of interaction with the state to receive 

services, including social services);

2) level of satisfaction of the population  

aged 15–72 with the quality of provided state and 

5 Housing conditions: statistical information. Available 
at: https://rosstat.gov.ru/statistics/zhilishhnye_usloviya 
(accessed: June 15, 2023).

municipal services in electronic form by constituent 

entities of the Russian Federation, as a percentage 

of the total population aged 15–72 who used the 

Internet to receive state and municipal services – 

options “fully satisfied” and “satisfied”;

3) share of households with access to the 

Internet as a percentage of the total number of 

households in the region (as a factor of accessibility 

of receiving services electronically). 

Since the selected indicators on the basis of 

which they are calculated I
QL 

, I
SI 

, I
SS

 are multi-

dimensional, they have been normalized separately 

for “positively directed” (life expectancy, etc.) and 

“negatively directed” (crime rate):

 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =  𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖−𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚
𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚−𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚

,  𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =  𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚−𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖
𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚−𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚

  ,   (3)

where X
i 
, X

max 
, X

min
 – actual, maximum and 

minimum values by regions for a certain period.

I
QL 

, I
SI 

, I
SS

 were determined as the arithmetic 

mean between the individual indicators. This fact 

made it possible to level zero values for a number of 

regions, which inevitably arise during normalization.

Source data for calculations for indicators of the 

first and second groups are obtained from reports of 

the Federal State Statistics Service6. Indicators of 

the third group are based on the data of the 

sample federal statistical observation on the use 

of information technologies and information and 

telecommunication networks by the population7. 

The time period of the analysis is from 2014 to 

2021 – the period of availability of the data of 

selective federal statistical observation on the use 

of information technologies and information and 

telecommunication networks by the population. 

6 Socio-economic situation of the constituent entities of 
the Russian Federation. Available at:  https://rosstat.gov.ru/
regional_statistics (accessed: June 15, 2023).

7 Selective federal statistical observation on the 
use of information technologies and information and 
telecommunication networks by the population. Available at:  
https://gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/business/it/ikt22/index.
html (accessed: June 15, 2023).
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We excluded the Republic of Crimea and 

Sevastopol from the calculations due to the lack  

of comparable information for a number of  

regions. The Arkhangelsk and Tyumen oblasts  

were considered without autonomous okrugs.

Research results

A. Sen’s modified multiplicative welfare 

function is based on the average per capita gross 

regional product adjusted for the standard of  

living (Tab. 1). 

The leaders in the multiplicative welfare 

function (the first 10) are the Arctic regions: 

Yamalo-Nenets, Nenets, Chukotka autonomous 

okrugs, the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), the 

Tyumen Oblast was added to them; as well as the 

Sakhalin Oblast, the federal cities of Moscow and 

Saint Petersburg. The Moscow Oblast and the 

Republic of Tatarstan were also included in the list. 

However, the results of calculations do not fully 

reflect the welfare of the population of these regions. 

In the Northern and Far Eastern regions, wages are 

strongly influenced by regional coefficients and 

northern allowances. At the same time, high values 

of average per capita income and wages are not 

an automatic “insurance against poverty”. For 

instance, in the regions of the Russian Arctic that 

were on the list of leaders (the Republic of Sakha, 

Nenets and Chukotka Autonomous Okrugs), the 

poverty rate exceeds the maximum critical value 

(9.9, 9.7, 8.8%, respectively, in 2018, with the range 

of the maximum critical value of the indicator from 

2 to 7%) (Korchak, 2020). Only in Yamalo-Nenets 

Autonomous Okrug the poverty rate is at the upper 

limit of the acceptable range (6.2%). The share of 

poor households in these regions is more than 45.0% 

(in Nenets Autonomous Okrug – 63.3%). Provision 

Table 1. Values of the components of the A. Sen’s  modified function by groups of regions in 2021

Yi / Ni Di / Yi CI / CIi 1-Gi Si

GROUP 1. 10 leading regions

Yamalo-Nenets АО 1050.8 0.31 0.83 0.56 153.5

Nenets АО 1242.2 0.17 0.83 0.58 100.0

Moscow 287.5 0.60 0.72 0.58 72.1

Saint Petersburg 135.5 0.71 0.94 0.59 53.7

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 162.2 0.60 0.83 0.64 51.7

Chukotka АО 206.1 0.68 0.62 0.59 51.5

Republic of Tatarstan 118.6 0.60 1.16 0.61 50.6

Sakhalin Oblast 161.6 0.57 0.87 0.60 47.7

Tyumen Oblast without АО 136.9 0.51 1.09 0.62 46.8

Moscow Oblast 82.8 1.09 0.93 0.62 51.4

Average in group 1 358.4 0.58 0.88 0.60 67.9

GROUP 2. 10 regions with the worst welfare function indicators

Kirov Oblast 35.3 0.94 1.11 0.67 24.5

Smolensk Oblast 49.9 0.73 1.09 0.62 24.3

Republic of Mordovia 52.2 0.59 1.20 0.64 23.6

Ivanovo Oblast 21.4 1.54 1.09 0.65 23.1

Altai Krai 37.4 0.90 1.08 0.63 23.0

Chechen Republic 17.6 1.78 1.09 0.63 21.3

Ulyanovsk Oblast 38.6 0.76 1.11 0.65 21.1

Jewish Autonomous Oblast 40.8 0.81 0.90 0.67 20.0

Kurgan Oblast 28.3 0.91 1.11 0.65 18.6

Republic of Kalmykia 31.4 0.83 1.06 0.66 18.5

Average in group 2 35.3 0.98 1.08 0.65 21.8

Source: own compilation.
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of the population with good-quality drinking water 

(meeting mandatory safety requirements) in the 

Arctic regions did not exceed 68% as of 2018 (in 

Chukotka Autonomous Okrug – 49.8%) (Korchak, 

2020).

The list of lagging regions includes the Ivanovo, 

Smolensk, Kirov, Ulyanovsk, Kurgan oblasts, 

Chechnya, Kalmykia and Mordovia, Altai Krai and 

the Jewish Autonomous Oblast.

The interregional gap between the indicators 

draws attention. Over the 20-year period, more than 

80% of regions have a level of welfare according to 

the multiplicative function of A. Sen below average. 

The leading regions are developing faster than the 

lagging regions (Fig. 2). 

In addition, for the Russian Federation as a 

whole, the growth of the level of material well-

being has actually stopped since 2013, in 2021 this 

indicator is 3.5% below the level of 2013. In the 

Kurgan Oblast, the level of social well-being 

decreased by 20.3%, in Altai Krai – by 13.7%, in 

the Ulyanovsk Oblast – by 9.8%.

In general, the welfare function does not reflect 

the social development of the region, as it does not 

take into account other components of the 

population’s quality of life (life expectancy, health, 

education, etc.), the state of the region’s social 

infrastructure and the population’s access to it; to a 

greater extent, it shows only the average population 

income due to economic development, partially 

adjusted for purchasing power and the degree of 

social stratification.

Adjustment for the quality of life 

Table 2 presents the values of normalized 

structural components of the corrective indicator 

of the quality of life.

Figure 2. Change in the average value of A. Sen’s modified function  
by groups of Russian regions in 2000–2021

Source: own compilation.  
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The results of a number of studies on Russian 

regions, including time lag, indicate an extremely 

strong positive impact of the population’s 

monetary income on the life expectancy indicator, 

as well as a negative impact of unemployment 

and living standards (Fedotov, 2021). In our 

case, the situation is not so unambiguous: the 

normalized life expectancy indicator in the 

regions of the North Caucasian Federal District 

is more than 2.2 times higher than in the Central 

and Northwestern federal districts. Perhaps, the 

situation is partly distorted by the fact that Table 

2 shows data for 2021 – the year of coronavirus 

infection spread and sharp increase in morbidity, 

which affected the value of the life expectancy 

indicator. However, in the Republic of Dagestan 

the average life expectancy value remains at 74.5 

years during 2000–2021, which is higher than in 

Moscow. In general, in the regions of the Russian 

Arctic leading in terms of average per capita cash 

income, life expectancy is below the Russian 

average.

The subjects of the North Caucasian Federal 

District are also characterized by low crime rates, 

especially the Chechen Republic. Since 2010, the 

region has recorded the lowest value of this 

indicator – on average for 2010–2021 it is 5.7 

times lower than in Russia, and the crime rate has 

decreased by 42.8% since 2010. The highest crime 

rate is observed in the regions of the Far Eastern 

Federal District, especially in Zabaikalsky Krai 

(more than 2.0 times higher than the average for 

Table 2. Adjustment for selected indicators of the quality of life, 2021

Federal District Si LE MG CR WA NS IQL SiQL

Central 105.4 0.28 0.39 0.61 0.87 0.43 0.52 54.5

Northwestern 126.4 0.28 0.40 0.46 0.75 0.29 0.44 55.0

South   93.3 0.36 0.33 0.59 0.69 0.45 0.48 45.1

North Caucasian   78.0 0.62 0.28 0.79 0.79 0.34 0.56 44.0

Volga 92.7 0.30 0.31 0.59 0.91 0.45 0.51 47.2

Ural           199.1 0.33 0.36 0.50 0.80 0.31 0.46 92.0

Siberian 101.8 0.22 0.30 0.38 0.81 0.43 0.43 43.7

Far Eastern 104.5 0.17 0.32 0.32 0.72 0.29 0.37 38.3

Position of the region among 83 constituent entities of the Russian Federation by individual components 

Yamalo-Nenets АО 1 10 24 30 41 82 53 2

Moscow 2 3 34 17 1 1 1 1

Nenets АО 3 36 23 74 78 83 78 9

Tyumen Oblast 4 21 8 52 60 14 25 3

Khanty-Mansi MАО 5 9 10 25 39 75 30 5

… … … … … … … … …

Republic of Dagestan 79 2 62 3 71 65 9 58

Pskov Oblast 80 73 31 41 54 56 57 75

Republic of Mari El 81 35 37 18 3 30 20 68

Ivanovo Oblast 82 33 26 26 31 32 38 71

Republic of Kalmykia 83 12 79 14 83 10 75 80

Designations: LE – life expectancy, years; MG – migration growth rate per 10,000 inhabitants; CR – number of crimes registered 
in the reporting period, units per 1,000 people of the population; WA – share of population provided with quality drinking water 
from centralized water supply systems, %; NS – number of students enrolled in bachelor’s, specialist, and master’s degree 
programs per 10,000 inhabitants; IQL adjusting coefficient of the quality of life (arithmetic mean of LE, MG, CR, WA, NS),  
SiQL – indicator of material well-being of the population of the region according to the modified function of A. Sen, adjusted for the quality 
of life coefficient.
Source: own compilation. 
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Russia, with the crime rate increasing by 8.1% 

since 2010). In the financially prosperous regions 

of the Russian Arctic, the crime rate is also higher 

than the Russian average, especially in Nenets 

Autonomous Okrug.

Comparison of the indicators of migration 

growth and the level of average per capita income 

of the population also reflects the lack of a clear 

correlation. In 2021, Moscow was in 34th place, 

while the Ivanovo Oblast (the penultimate place 

according to A. Sen’s welfare function) was in 26th 

place. Perhaps, the situation is distorted by the 

year of assessment. Nevertheless, the analysis of 

the average value of the migration growth rate in 

2000–2021 clearly reflects the influence of “center-

periphery” relations on migration indicators. 

The highest migration growth is observed in the 

Moscow (1st place) and Leningrad (2nd place) 

oblasts. Migration attractiveness of these regions is 

associated with territorial proximity to economic, 

educational and cultural centers of Russia, relatively 

low cost of housing, developed road and transport 

infrastructure. 

The assessment methodology included an 

indicator of the share of the population provided 

with quality drinking water from centralized water 

supply systems, reflecting the basic living needs of 

the population. According to Rosstat data, only 

56.3% of residents of Nenets Autonomous Okrug 

have access to centralized water supply, while 

Yamalo-Nenets, Khanty-Mansi autonomous okrugs 

and the Tyumen Oblast occupy positions below 

39th place (although they are considered “socially 

developed”).

To assess the development rate of the education 

system in the Russian regions, which forms the 

future labor potential, the indicator of the number 

of students enrolled in bachelor’s, specialist and 

master’s degree programs per 10,000 people was 

included in the group of corrective indicators. 

Obviously, the leaders in this indicator are the 

educational centers of Russia: Moscow, Saint 

Petersburg and the Tomsk Oblast. “Rich” regions, 

as a rule, act as recipients of labor resources: 

in Yamalo-Nenets, Nenets and Khanty-Mansi 

autonomous okrugs there are practically no 

institutions of higher education, they occupy 82, 83 

and 75 places among Russian regions, respectively.

After adjusting the initial indicator of the welfare 

level by the multiplicative function of A. Sen to the 

indicators of the quality of life, the ranking of 

regions changed insignificantly. The high base of 

average per capita income of the subjects of the 

Russian Arctic allowed them to remain in the 

top ten. However, there are exceptions: Nenets 

Autonomous Okrug, which ranks 3rd according 

to A. Sen’s multiplicative function of well-being, 

ranked 78th according to the quality of life indicator. 

The Republic of Dagestan, on the contrary, entered 

the top 10 regions in terms of quality of life.

Adjustment for the state of social infrastructure

The values of normalized structural components 

of the corrective indicator of the level of social 

infrastructure development are presented in Table 3.

In general, by the highlighted indicators, the 

situation differs from the previous adjustment for 

the quality of life. There are individual deviations 

caused by objective factors. For example, the low 

rating of Moscow in the provision of preschool 

children with places in kindergartens is determined 

by the population of the city of one million people. 

Low density of public roads with hard surface in 

the Arctic regions is associated with natural and 

climatic conditions, terrain and low density of 

settlement of residents. Nenets Autonomous 

Okrug is characterized by low values of indicators 

of provision of the population with retail space of 

modern formats and a low share of the housing 

stock provided with all types of amenities. 

According to the aggregate of all five indicators, 

Nenets Autonomous Okrug ranks 66th among 83 

Russian regions under consideration.
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Table 3. Adjustment for certain indicators of social infrastructure development, 2021

Federal District Si ND PC PRS DPR HS ISi SiSI

Central 105.4 0.29 0.61 0.46 0.20 0.60 0.43 45.4

Northwestern 126.4 0.34 0.74 0.43 0.14 0.53 0.44 55.4

South   93.3 0.28 0.49 0.29 0.10 0.55 0.34 32.0

North Caucasian  78.0 0.28 0.27 0.16 0.22 0.70 0.32 25.3

Volga 92.7 0.30 0.62 0.52 0.10 0.58 0.43 39.5

Ural           199.1 0.32 0.62 0.55 0.04 0.64 0.44 86.7

Siberian 101.8 0.32 0.52 0.47 0.03 0.39 0.35 35.2

Far Eastern 104.5 0.43 0.63 0.25 0.01 0.42 0.35 36.2

 Position of the region among 83 constitute entities of the Russian Federation by individual components

Yamalo-Nenets АО 1 7 18 49 81–83* 4 11 2

Moscow 2 3 78 16 1 6 2 1

Nenets АО 3 23 11 76 81-83 60 66 6

Tyumen Oblast 4 12 62 7 59 39 9 5

Khanty-Mansi АО 5 11 34 4 77 10 3 4

… … … … … … … … …

Republic of Dagestan 79 71 83 83 15 75 83 83

Pskov Oblast 80 81 29 15 28 79 60 72

Republic of Mary El 81 78 17 73 41 40 68 77

Ivanovo Oblast 82 56 9 39 24 43 25 68

Republic of Kalmykia 83 38 33 77 62 72 78 81

* Last position together with Nenets and Chukotka AOs
Designations: ND – number of doctors of all specialties per 10,000 people in the population; PC – provision of preschool children with 
places in organizations engaged in educational activities under preschool education programs, supervision and care of children, places 
per 1,000 children; PRS – provision with retail space of modern formats (ratio of retail space of modern formats to the average annual 
population multiplied by 1,000 people); DPR – density of public roads with hard surface, km of tracks per 1,000 square kilometers of 
territory; HS – share of the area of the housing stock provided with all types of improvement in the total area of the housing stock of the 
constituent entity of the Russian Federation, %; Si

SI –  indicator of material well-being of the population of the region according to the 
modified function of A. Sen.
Source: own compilation. 

Of the regions in the last five according to  

A. Sen’s multiplicative welfare function, only the 

Ivanovo Oblast has a sufficiently high level of social 

infrastructure development (25th place in 2021). 

All other regions are in positions no higher than 

60th place.

However, given the difference in the initial base 

of average per capita cash income and purchasing 

power of population, the final result of adjusting the 

value of the welfare function does not change 

significantly. 

Adjustment for availability and quality of social 

services

Table 4 presents the values of the normalized 

structural components of the corrective indicator 

of availability and quality of social services.

The choice of publicly available indicators 

characterizing the quality and accessibility of social 

services was even more complicated. One of the 

parameters chosen was the very presence of 

interaction between population and authorities, 

indirectly reflecting the readiness and effectiveness 

of relations, including in the format of receiving 

state and municipal services. In the Central Federal 

District 88.0% of the population aged 15–72 years 

interact with state and local authorities, including 

100% in Moscow. Whereas in the Far Eastern 

Federal District this indicator is 68.7%, including 

only 28.2% in the Magadan Oblast.  

Approximate proportions are maintained by 

federal districts and by the indicator of satisfaction 

with the quality of services. However, there are 
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exceptions. If in the Tyumen Oblast, Khanty-

Mansi and Nenets Autonomous Okrugs low values 

of satisfaction can be explained by really low quality 

of service provision, then in Moscow the low rating 

is most likely due to higher requirements of local 

residents and more stringent reporting system for 

this indicator.

Nenets Autonomous Okrug and the Tyumen 

Oblast also rank low in the rating in terms of the 

share of households with Internet access. This 

indicator indirectly reflects one of the formats of 

service accessibility – the ability of the population 

to receive state and municipal services in electronic 

form.

In general, the selected indicators do not relate 

directly to social services, only indirectly reflecting 

their availability and quality. Adjustment of the 

value of the basic multiplicative function of A. Sen 

does not significantly affect the final dispersion of 

regions by the level of social development.

Thus, having adjusted the initial indicator of 

material well-being of the region’s population 

according to the multiplicative function of A. Sen 

by the integral indicators of the quality of life, social 

infrastructure, quality and accessibility of services, 

we obtain the final indicator of the level of social 

development of Russian regions (Tab. 5).

Inter-territorial differences in the final indicator 

of social development are decreasing: if when 

assessing the level of material well-being of the 

population according to the modified function of 

A. Sen, the share of regions with a value below the 

average was 80%, while with the adjustments this 

value decreased to 70%. 

Table 4. Adjustment for certain indicators of availability and quality of social services, 2021

Federal District Si I S Int ISS SiSS

Central 105.4 0.70 0.80 0.33 0.61 64.5

Northwestern 126.4 0.65 0.77 0.37 0.60 75.4

South   93.3 0.75 0.83 0.61 0.73 67.8

North Caucasian 78.0 0.57 0.65 0.59 0.61 47.3

Volga 92.7 0.73 0.79 0.29 0.60 56.1

Ural           199.1 0.85 0.66 0.51 0.67 134.2

Siberian 101.8 0.69 0.75 0.39 0.61 62.1

Far Eastern 104.5 0.51 0.67 0.59 0.59 61.4

Position of the region among 83 constituent entities of the Russian Federation by individual components

Yamalo-Nenets АО 1 3 5 1 1 1

Moscow 2 1 35 4 2 2

Nenets АО 3 34 79 35 61 4

Tyumen Oblast 4 30 72 72 69 7

Khanty-Mansi АО 5 8 54 5 4 3

… … … … … … …

Republic of Dagestan 79 52 58-59 25 36 69

Pskov Oblast 80 21 57 43 37 70

Republic of Mari El 81 71 83 83 83 83

Ivanovo Oblast 82 10 58-59 70 40 74

Republic of Kalmykia 83 42 27 9 11 59

Designation: I – share of population aged 15–72 who interacted with state and local authorities, %; S – level of satisfaction of the 
population aged 15–72 with the quality of state and municipal services provided in electronic form by constituent entities of the Russian 
Federation, %; Int – Internet access, % of total number of households in the region; SiSS –  indicator of material well-being of the 
population of the region according to the modified function of A. Sen, adjusted for the quality of life coefficient of the population.
Source: own compilation. 
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Final results

The disadvantage of the normalization proce-

dure is that the indicators, after bringing them into 

a comparable form, do not reflect the dynamics of 

change over the years. We can only see the annual 

change in the rating of the territory in the general 

list of regions. This characterizes only the annual 

statics of the level of social development.

In order to see the dynamics, we can compare 

the average annual values of the indicator of the 

level of social development for each of Russia’s 

regions for the analyzed period and the change in 

this indicator in 2021 compared to 2014. Based on 

the results of the comparison, we can distinguish 

four groups of regions.

1. Leading regions of social development, 

which have an average annual value of the final 

indicator of the level of social development (taking 

into account the quality of life, social infrastructure, 

quality and accessibility of social services) in 2014–

2021 of more than 20 thousand rubles/person and 

the growth of the indicator for the period under 

review from 150.1% and above. This group includes 

Moscow, Saint Petersburg, the Moscow Oblast, 

Yamalo-Nenets and Khanty-Mansi autonomous 

okrugs, the Tyumen Oblast, and the Republic of 

Tatarstan. Their leading positions are ensured 

primarily by their resource potential and level of 

economic development. 

2.  Socially developing regions include a group 

of subjects with rather low average annual values of 

the final level of social development (below 10 

thousand rubles/person), but high growth rates 

(from 150.1% and above): the Vologda, Novgorod 

oblasts, the republics of Kalmykia, Dagestan, 

Chechnya, Tyva, Altai Krai, the Amur, Bryansk, 

Ivanovo, Kaluga oblasts, the Republic of Adygea, 

Krasnodar Krai, the republics of Kabardino-

Balkaria, Karachay-Cherkessia, the Orenburg, 

Saratov oblasts, and Chukotka Autonomous Okrug.

Table 5. Final adjustment for quality of life, social infrastructure and social services, 2021

Federal District Si IQL ISI ISS SDi

Central 105.4 0.52 0.43 0.61 14.38

Northwestern 126.4 0.44 0.44 0.60 14.68

South   93.3 0.48 0.34 0.73 11.12

North Caucasian 78.0 0.56 0.32 0.61 8.53

Volga 92.7 0.51 0.43 0.60 12.20

Ural           199.1 0.46 0.44 0.67 27.00

Siberian 101.8 0.43 0.35 0.61 9.35

Far Eastern 104.5 0.37 0.35 0.59 7.98

Yamalo-Nenets АО 1 53 11 1 2

Moscow 2 1 2 2 1

Nenets АО 3 78 66 61 21

Tyumen Oblast 4 25 9 69 6

Khanty-Mansi АО 5 30 3 4 4

… … … … … …

Republic of Dagestan 79 9 83 36 79

Pskov Oblast 80 57 60 37 66

Republic of Mari El 81 20 68 83 82

Ivanovo Oblast 82 38 25 40 60

Republic of Kalmykia 83 75 78 11 77

Designation: SDi – final indicator of the level of social development of the region, based on the assessment of the material well-being of 
the population of the region, taking into account the quality of life, the development of social infrastructure and social services.
Source: own compilation. 
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3.  Krasnoyarsk Krai, the Kemerovo and 

Lipetsk oblasts, which have quite high levels of 

social well-being, but a low level of its growth 

compared to 2014–2021, can be attributed to the 

socially slowing regions (average annual values of 

the final level of social development are higher than 

10 thousand rubles/person, but the growth of the 

indicator for 2014–2021 is below 20%).

4.  The group of socially underdeveloped 

regions with a low level and dynamics of social 

development includes the Republic of Mari El, 

Zabaikalsky Krai, the Magadan, Kostroma, Kurgan 

oblasts, and the Jewish Autonomous Oblast.

Conclusions

In modern Russian research there is a large 

number of different ratings, methodologies, 

approaches to the assessment of socio-economic 

development of territories. To choose a certain set of 

indicators, to normalize and converge them into an 

integral indicator, and to obtain a certain rating as 

an output is a simple, clear, and, as a consequence, 

speculative way of assessing the spatial development 

of Russian regions. It is much more difficult to 

separate these two areas of assessment, select 

indicators and separately assess the level of social 

and economic development of territorial systems. 

As the research results show, the level of social 

development of the territory is mostly determined 

through economic indicators of development (gross 

regional product per capita), adjusted for 

interregional differences in purchasing power. An 

example is the welfare function of population of 

A. Sen, which in one or another variation is widely 

used to analyze the social development of territories. 

Based on the calculations for 83 constitute 

entities of the Russian Federation for 2000–

2021, we found that the function does not reflect 

other important factors of social development of 

regions. For example, in the Arctic territories with 

a high level of well-being, many social problems 

remain unresolved: poverty, unemployment, 

social stratification, difficult access to quality 

social services and basic resources to ensure the 

necessities of life (drinking water, etc.). All this 

creates significant risks both for distorting the 

overall picture of “socially developed” and “rich” 

territories, and for making strategic decisions to 

ensure long-term socio-economic stability of the 

country as a whole.

In this regard, it is necessary to take a more 

thorough approach to the formation of metho-

dology, selection of indicators and methods for 

assessing the level of social development of 

territories. The authors proposed to adjust the 

modified welfare function of A. Sen taking into 

account other components of the object of social 

management: quality of life, social infrastructure, 

quality and availability of social services. The 

final calculations with adjustments for 83 regions 

of Russia more adequately reflect the actual 

inter-territorial differences in the level of social 

development. For example, Nenets Autonomous 

Okrug, which ranks 3rd according to A. Sen’s 

welfare function, after adjustments went down 

to 21st place, as it occupies low positions in the 

rating of the RF constitute entities according to 

the integral indicators for assessing the quality of 

life, social infrastructure, quality and accessibility 

of social services.  

This approach allows assessing the development 

level of the territory not only from the point of view 

of the population’s income, but also from the point 

of view of other objectives of social policy: 

improving the quality and expanding the diversity 

of social services; increasing the quality of life; 

developing social infrastructure; using the potential 

of the social sector for economic development, etc.

Further analysis of the obtained results and their 

interpretation will help to formulate recom-

mendations to take into account the features of each 

of the selected groups of regions when building a 

model of the social component of the integrated 

development of the regional system and measures 

for its development.
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