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Abstract. The aim of the article is an assessment the socio-economic
security of a mining region. The article describes the assessment socio-
economic security of Kemerovo region by the technique that consists of
economic and social components. Results of assessment showed a low
level of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region. Majority of
analyzed parameters in Kemerovo region has low indicators of socio-
economic security. Indicators of assessment socio-economic security of
Kemerovo region are at a level below then the average for the Siberian
Federal district.

1 Introduction

The socio-economic security of the region is of great importance for the maintenance of
national security and the integrity of the country. The ability to ensure national security
means high competitiveness, socio-economic development and a decent quality of life of
citizens in today's unstable and constantly changing environment. A developed and
competitive economy is the basis for social stability. Therefore, social and economic
security issues are interlinked.

A significant amount of paper is devoted to issues of economic security in a whole and
its individual elements [1-20].

Numerous types of regional security, such as industrial, socio-economic, financial,
environmental, energy, transport, information, food, etc, are distinguished as parts of
economic security.

Social and economic security is a core of development of the region in particular, and
the country as a whole in constantly changing conditions of economy functioning.

2 Materials and Methods

This article presents an assessment of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region
according to the technique developed at Omsk scientific center SB RAS [21].
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When developing a system of indicators of region economic security, the postulate
about the presence of regional specifics was taken as a basis. Features of each region are
explained by the geographical location, the presence of certain natural resources, transport
routes, historical specific factors that influenced the development of the territory.

In this approach the problem of the need for inter-regional comparisons is solved.
Therefore, only universal and typical for all regions parameters of socio-economic security
were included in the assessment technique. All indicators are grouped into economic, social
and financial field. In accordance with the purpose and objectives of this study, the first two
fields will be considered and used in the analysis.

3 Results

Results of assessment showed a low level of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region.
Majority of analyzed parameters Kemerovo region has low indicators of socio-economic
security. Comparative assessment of the situation in Kemerovo region among regions of
Siberian Federal district showed that indicators for assessing the socio-economic security of
Kemerovo region are below the average for Siberian Federal district. This situation requires
the adoption of countermeasures aimed at improving socio-economic security.

4 Discussion

Considering Kemerovo region from the position of socio-economic security we can notice
that the region was and still is non-diversified. The basis of the region's security is coal, and
this fact makes it dependent on foreign markets. The specifics of the mining region, such as
unfavorable environmental situation, the dependence of the labor market on one basic
branch of specialization, etc., puts the solution of the problems of increasing its socio-
economic security at the forefront.

The specificity difference between Kemerovo region and other regions of Siberian
Federal district is in the high concentration of industry and population. The population
density of Kemerovo region is three times higher than in the neighboring regions, besides
high proportion of urban population is great (85.6%).

Assessing actual values of analyzed indicators, we carried out a comparative
characteristic was carried out criteria of socio-economic indicators and their dynamics.

Comparative characteristics of Kemerovo region among SFD regions on the indicators
of security in the economics is presented in table 1.

Table 1. Comparative characteristics of indicators of security in economic field in Kemerovo region
and SFD regions.

Place among SFD regions

Ne Indicator

12|34 |5[6[7|8]9]10]11]12
1 GRP per capita
2 Industrial production per capita -
3 | Agricultural production per capita

Share of manufacturing in the
4 volume of shipped goods and
services of own production
Share of mechanical engineering
5 in the volume of shipped goods
and services of own production*

6 Depreciation of fixed assets
7 Retail turnover per capita
8 Volume of paid services per
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capita
Volume of innovative goods,

works, services as a percentage of

total volume of goods shipped,

works performed, and services
10 Consumer price index**
11 Energy intensity of GRP -
Electricity consumption
12 | (consumed by all large, medium
and small organizations)

* In public statistical sources for the assessment of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region
there are no data on the volume of production of engineering or the share of this indicator in a volume
of shipped goods and services of own production in SFD regions. So a comparison of the position of
Kemerovo region among Siberian regions is not possible.

** Shares with Omsk region

As it can be seen from the presented data, excepting parameters related to industrial
production (volume of production and consumption of electricity), Kemerovo region ranks
in the second half of the rating of SFD regions. On average, the region ranks eighth in
indicators of economic component of socio-economic security. The most difficult situation
is with the energy intensity of GRP production, manufacturing, and low turnover of retail
trade per capita.

Comparative characteristics of Kemerovo region among SFD regions on the indicators
of safety in the social field is presented in table 2.

Table 2. Comparative characteristics of indicators of safety in the social field in Kemerovo region
and SFD regions.

Ne Mnkarop Place among SFD regions

12 (3|4 |5|6|7[8]9][10]11]12
13 | Annual population dynamics

14 Natural population growth
rate per 1,000 population

Migration growth rate per
10,000 population

16 | Life expectancy at birth
17 | Unemployment rate

15

13 Real incomes of the
population
Average per capita income
19
(per month)
Differentiation of incomes
20
rate

Ratio of per capita monetary
21 | income of the population to
the subsistence minimum
Population with monetary
income below the subsistence
minimum (of the total
population)

Total area of residential
premises per inhabitant *
Number of crimes per 100

thousand people .

* Shares with Novosibirsk region and Krasnoyarsk territory

22

23

24
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Among the indicators of social security the position of Kemerovo region is slightly
better. On average, the region ranks seventh in the SFD.
In accordance with the assessment technique, the level of socio-economic security is
further determined. The calculation is presented in table 3.

Table 3. Assessment of the level of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region.

Ne Indicator Marks Commentary
1 GRP per capita 0 below the threshold
2 Industrial production per capita 2 above the threshold
3 Agricultural production per capita 0 below the threshold
4 Share of manufactur.ing in the volume of.shipped 0 below the threshold
goods and services of own production
5 Sha}re of mechanical engineering in the Volurne of 0 below the threshold
shipped goods and services of own production*®
6 Depreciation of fixed assets 0 below the threshold
7 Retail turnover per capita 0 below the threshold
8 Volume of paid services per capita 0 below the threshold
Volume of innovative goods, works, services as a
9 percentage of total volume of goods shipped, 0 below the threshold
works performed, and services
10 Consumer price index** 1 equal to the threshold
11 Energy intensity of GRP 0 below the threshold
12 Electricity eonsumption (consun‘led‘by all large, 5 above the threshold
medium and small organizations)
13 | Annual population dynamics 1 equal to the threshold
14 Natural.population growth rate per 1,000 0 below the threshold
population
15 | Migration growth rate per 10,000 population 0 below the threshold
16 | Life expectancy at birth 0 below the threshold
17 | Unemployment rate 0 below the threshold
18 | Real incomes of the population 1 equal to the threshold
19 | Average per capita income (per month) 0 below the threshold
20 | Differentiation of incomes rate 0 below the threshold
1 Ratio of per capita monetary ineome of the 0 below the threshold
population to the subsistence minimum
2 Popnlation wi?h'monetary income below tne 0 below the threshold
subsistence minimum (of the total population)
23 | Total area of residential premises per inhabitant * equal to the threshold
24 | Number of crimes per 100 thousand people 0 below the threshold
TOTAL 8 Critical level

The assessment showed a critical level of socio-economic security in accordance with

the scale presented in table 4.

Table 4. Scale of assessment of economic security of the region [21].

Security The security
level Interval s1tuat10n in the Procedure
region
Crisis management, development of regional
Low 0-9 Critical development strategy, radical restructuring of
management system
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Localization of the crisis, minimization of
10-18 Crisis negative consequences, restoration of
economic security of the region

Medium 19-27 Acceptable Measures to prevent and counteract the crisis
. 28.37 Normal Support at the current lefv.el, measures to
High prevent crisis
38-48 Stable Support at the current level

Having a high level of economic security in industrial production volume per capita and
a high level of energy consumption (it also indicates the development of industry),
Kemerovo region lags behind the volume of GRP per capita. Production of agricultural
products, manufacturing and engineering ones is insufficiently developed in the region.
Industrial production in Kemerovo region is extensive and is based on the potential formed
in the last century. This fact is evidenced by the high depreciation of fixed assets, high
energy consumption of GRP. This state of industry does not correspond to the current and
future development trends. The focus on coal mining and heavy industries is not conducive
to dynamic modern development. The low level of innovative goods, works and services as
part of the total volume of shipped goods, works and services shows that there are no
effective mechanisms to stimulate innovative development in Kemerovo region.

Low level of economic security indicators on retail trade turnover per capita and paid
services also reflect the insufficient level of development of consumer goods and services
production.

As a result, the economic security of Kemerovo is estimated lower than in most SFD
regions.

Despite the fact that in the social fields in some respects Kemerovo region has positions
that characterize the average level of social security and a high place among SFD regions,
the negative level of natural and migration growth characterizes Kemerovo region as an
unfavorable region for people and the supply of their labor force.

Social security in indicators of unemployment, income and poverty is low. Level of
crime in Kemerovo region is much ahead of average indicators of Russia and almost all
neighboring regions. It also does not have a positive impact on the attractiveness of
Kemerovo region for people living.

The critical level of socio-economic security involves the introduction of anti-crisis
management measures, the implementation of the regional development strategy aimed at
improving socio-economic security, a radical restructuring of the management system.

5 Conclusion

The assessment showed a low level of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region. For
most of analyzed parameters Kemerovo region has low indicators of socio-economic
security. Indicators of assessment of socio-economic security of Kemerovo region are at a
level below the average ones for SFD. On average, according to economic indicators,
Kemerovo region ranks 8th among 12 regions, on social it has 7th place.

The critical nature of the socio-economic security of the region necessitates strict
measures to ensure a high level of socio-economic security. The ongoing restructuring of
the management system of Kemerovo region is just one of steps of crisis management in
the region. A new regional development strategy has been developed and is being
implemented. It is aimed at the systematic and strategic nature of the socio-economic
security of Kemerovo region.
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