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Abstract. The subject of the research is scientific and methodological 
provisions for the study of assessing the socio-economic sustainability of 
the region for the development of entrepreneurial networks in conditions of 
restrictions. The purpose of the study is to assess the socio-economic 
accountability of the region (using the example of the Federal Districts of 
the Russian Federation). The authors improved the methodology for 
assessing the socio-economic sustainability of the region, identified 
assessment indicators and substantiated their threshold values by methods 
of mathematical modeling. The most financially stable and unstable 
regions were identified. Recommendations are given for the most 

vulnerable regions. Keywords: assessment of socio-economic 
sustainability, region, Russian Federation, financial sustainability, state 
regulation, business networks 

1 Introduction 

In recent years, the role of the formation of a system of socio-economic stability at all 

levels has sharply increased, be it macroeconomic stability, stability of enterprises in 

various spheres and industries, or the financial stability of an individual. This problem 

remains one of the main ones and, accordingly, is most relevant in the context of 

restrictions. Legal stability of socio-economic stability can be interpreted in two ways: in 

the narrow one – provision of financial stability by local authorities within the framework 

of the financial and legal regime; broadly – the activities of these entities together with law 

enforcement financial entities. This approach ensures the interconnection of government 
bodies that provide legal protection for financial stability at various levels of government. 

Many authors study the components of financial stability, economic stability, structure, 

subjects in interaction, note this (Betskov et al., 2020; Blazhevich et al., 2018; Borsch et al., 
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2019; Burkaltseva, Betskov, et al., 2018; Burkaltseva, Blazhevich, et al., 2019; Burkaltseva, 

Dudin, et al., 2018; Burkaltseva, Yanova, et al.,2020; Gerasimova, 2019; Dudin et al., 

2017; Igaliyeva et al., 2020; Kazbekova et al.,  2020; Korobeynikova et al., 2018; 

Minimol, 2020. Nalivaychenko et al., 2018; Nassyrova et al., 2020; Niyazbekova et al. 

2016; Niyazbekova et al., 2020; Nurzhanova et al., 2020; Rakhimzhanova et al., 2020; 

Reutov et al., 2020; Reutov et al., 2019; Savitri et al., 2020; Shchipanova et al., 2017; 

Sivash et al., 2017; Srebalová et al., 2020; Vasilev et al., 2020; Vorobyov et al., 2018; 

Vorobyov, Poritsky, 2015; Vovchenko et al, 2017; Varnaliy et al., 2018). 

At the same time, there is no consensus on what socio-economic stability is and how to 

assess it using the example of the regions of the Russian Federation for further decision 

making by regional and local authorities, as well as state regulation in general under 
conditions of restrictions. 

2 Literature review 

Economic stability is a state of the economy in which the independence and integrity of the 

country is preserved, the provision of resources for stable functioning from the state to the 

population, as well as the availability of mechanisms to prevent emerging internal and 

external threats. 

Table 1 shows the interpretation of the concept of "economic stability ". 

Table 1. Interpretation of the concept of "economic stability ". 

Author Interpretation of the concept 

Manakhova, 2019 Conditions created by the state that guarantee the prevention of 

irreparable damage to the country's economy from internal and 
external economic threats. 

Goncharenko, 
2018 

A state in which the people (through the state) can sovereignly, 
without interference and pressure from outside, determine the ways 

and forms of their economic development. 

Naryshkin, 2010 This is the state of the national socio - economic system, in which it 
progressively develops, becoming more and more resistant to the 

impact of unpredictable or poorly predictable endogenous and 
exogenous factors. 

Senchagov, 2013 This is not only the protection of national interests, but also the 
willingness and ability of government institutions to create 

mechanisms for the implementation and protection of national 
interests of the development of the domestic economy, maintaining 

the socio-political stability of society. 

Source: compiled by the authors 

The economic stability of the region is understood as such a set of economic, legal, 

political and other conditions that provide (Tatarkin, Kuklin, Romanova et al., 2017): 

1. Opportunity to improve the situation in the region during the crisis, stagnation and 
future development. 

2. Protection of the most important interests of both the country and the region (resource 

potential, economic growth). 

3. Creation of a protective mechanism for threats arising from the outside, which lead to 

imbalances in the economy. 

4. The country's competitiveness in world markets. 

5. High standard of living of the population and personal development. 

So, the economic stability of the region is a combination of the current state, conditions 

and factors that characterize the stable and sustainable development of the economy in a 

certain area (Krutikov, 2017). 
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The financial stability of the state is one of the main indicators characterizing the 

effective functioning of the state. An effective state protects its national interests, and also 

guarantees financial stability at various times. 

Maintaining financial stability solves one of the main tasks – the stable development of 

the state. Financial stability must always be kept under control, but especially during the 

period of economic development, as well as during the transition to a new financial 

strategy. 

The issues of financial stability of the state were considered by various scientists. In 

order to reveal the significance of the financial stability of the state, it is necessary to 

consider its essence. This involves studying the concept of "financial stability ". To date, 

domestic and foreign economists have not come to a single definition, therefore, let us 
consider some interpretations of this concept (Table 2). 

Table 2. Interpretation of the concept of "financial stability ". 

Author Interpretation of the concept 

Vorobyov et al., 
2016 

Financial stability is a concept that includes a set of methods to 
protect the economic interests of the state at the macro level and the 

financial activities of business entities at the micro level. 

Karanina, 2015. Financial stability is the state of stability (stability) of the financial 
system and its main parameters: the financial market, the monetary 

system and the economy as a whole. 

Vagina, 2016. The financial stability of the state is a certain financial state of the 
state, characterized by its ability to withstand existing and emerging 
threats, which is ensured by constant monitoring and diagnostics of 
its level, as well as the formation of a set of preventive and control 

measures. 

Kondrat, 2012 Financial stability lies in the ability of public authorities to ensure, by 

political, legal and economic methods and means, the safe 
functioning of all spheres of social and economic activity, where 

finances circulate. 

Gromova, 2007 Financial stability is a concept that includes a set of measures, 
methods and means to protect the economic interests of the state at 
the macro-level, corporate structures, financial activities of business 

entities at the micro-level. 

Luppol, 2016 Financial stability is a state of the financial system (finance, financial 
instruments) of an entity that ensures the normal functioning of its 

economy, protection of interests and harmonious development. 

Magomedov, 
Ivanitskaya, 
Karataev, 

Chistyakova, 

2016 

The financial stability of the country is understood as the stability of 
the country's financial sphere, or such a state of the budgetary, tax 

and monetary systems, which guarantees the state's ability to 
effectively form, save from excessive depreciation and rationally use 

the country's financial resources to ensure socio-economic 
development and service financial obligations ". 

Source: compiled by the authors 

In addition, financial stability can be considered from different perspectives: 

• From the point of view of the resource-functional approach, financial stability is the 

protection of the financial interests of business entities at all levels of financial relations; 

provision of households, enterprises, organizations and institutions, regions, regions, 

sectors of the state economy with financial resources sufficient to meet their needs and 

fulfillment of corresponding obligations; 
• From the point of view of statics, financial stability is financial, monetary, foreign 

exchange, banking budget, tax, investment, customs-tariff and stock systems, which are 

characterized by a balance, to internal and external negative influences, the ability to 
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prevent external financial expansion, to ensure effective functioning of the national 

economic system and economic growth; 

• In the context of legal regulation, financial stability provides for the creation of such 

conditions for the functioning of the financial system, in which, firstly, there is virtually no 

opportunity to direct financial flows to the areas of their use that are not enshrined in 

legislative normative acts and, secondly, the possibility of abuse is reduced to a minimum 

financial resources (Karanina, 2015). 

Thus, the financial stability of the state is understood as the protection of the country's 

interests in the financial sphere, or this is the state of the budgetary, tax and monetary 

systems, which guarantees the country's ability to effectively form, save from excessive 

depreciation and rationally use the country's financial resources to ensure socio-economic 
development and servicing financial obligations against external and internal threats. 

Socio-economic stability ensures stability and stability, first of all, of the financial 

system for the development of business structures and the social system as a whole. In 

addition, this category is a very complex and multi-level functional system in which the 

processes of interaction and opposition of the interests of society and the state with possible 

threats arising between these interests in the financial sphere are constantly taking place. 

3 Methodology 

The socio-economic stability of the regions of Russia is measured by a number of specific 

indicators that reflect the real situation of the socio-economic stability of the region. 

To analyze the socio-economic stability of the region, it is necessary to use the 
following algorithm. 

1. It is necessary to define a system of indicators on the basis of which the analysis will 

be carried out. Indicators should be independent, but at the same time reflect the actual 

situation in the region. 

There are three aspects to consider when choosing these indicators: 

• Availability of initial data (official website of the Federal State Statistics Service, the 

Central Bank of Russia, etc.) 

• Common analysis period for all proposed indicators. 

• A specific set of selected indicators. 

2. After determining the indicators, it is necessary to conduct a comprehensive regional 

analysis. 
Since there is no single set of indicators in the economy that could fully characterize 

socio-economic stability, we have identified a number of our indicators that, in our opinion, 

reflect the actual situation in the region. 

There are 5 main modules characterizing socio-economic stability (Fig. 1). 

Let's take a closer look at each of the modules. 

The first module for assessing socio-economic stability is social. It reflects the situation 

of the social direction of the region. The indicators calculated in this module characterize 

the general standard of living, as well as the material condition of the population. The 

higher each of the above indicators, the more favorable life in this region. Let's consider 

them in more detail. 

• Consumer Price Index is a monthly measurement of prices of goods and services 

purchased by various households. The importance of this indicator lies in the fact that it 
measures the rate of inflation, therefore it is used in order to prevent inflationary processes. 

In addition, the consumer price index is used to adjust such an important indicator as the 

GRP. The government also uses the consumer price index to raise the level of benefits, 

provide social benefits and implement various government programs. 
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• Average subsistence minimum – the monetary value of the minimum set of products 

that is necessary to ensure human life. When assessing this indicator in the Federal 

Districts, it is possible to trace the standard of living of the population, the amount of social 

benefits that are established at the regional level, etc. 

• Average per capita income – reflects what income one family has. The level of this 

indicator characterizes how attractive a region is for life. The higher the value of this 

indicator, the higher the average family income. 

The financial module reflects the stability of the region's financial system, which 

includes banking development. This module presents indicators that characterize: 

• Rate of growth of inflation - is necessary in order to track the level of inflationary 

processes. This is necessary in order to analyze in which of the regions, at a high rate, 
prices rise, which negatively affects the overall financial plan of the Federal District. 

• Opportunities for entrepreneurs to obtain loans for the development of their activities. 

Thus, the dynamics of the volume of loans issued to legal entities shows how developed 

entrepreneurial activity is in the region, which indicates the attractiveness for the 

development of new companies. 

• Degree of debt on loans. The level of debt shows the opposite characteristic. This 

indicator is useful in that the higher the debt on the organization's loans, the greater the risk 

of investing in a given region. 

The calculated indicators characterize how stable the region is in the financial direction, 

as well as how stable and independent it is. 

The next module is budgetary. In order to fulfill their functions, the Federal Districts 

need to have funds that will contribute to the development of the region. 
The production module represents the economic development of enterprises located in a 

given area. The indicators in this module reflect the financial condition of organizations. 

• The level of economically active empowerment shows how the region is able to 

involve the population in work activities that generate income. In addition, the indicator 

reflects the real level of the labor force. 

• The proportion of unprofitable organizations is characterized by the fact that the 

higher the indicator, the less attractive the region for the creation of new business 

structures, which negatively affects the development of the business sector as a whole in the 

region. 

• Accounts payable and receivable reflect the possibility of developing entrepreneurship 

in a particular territorial district. 
The investment module characterizes the investment attractiveness of the regions of the 

Russian Federation.  
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Fig. 1. Indicators for assessing the socio-economic stability of the region. 

Considering the given module, it is possible to determine which of the regions is the 

most attractive for investment, both for domestic and foreign investors. In our opinion, 

Socio-economic security of the region 

Social module 
 

Budget module 
 

Finance module 

Production module 

 GRP per capita 

 Consumer price index 

 The ratio of per capita income to the subsistence minimum 

 The value of the average subsistence minimum 

 Average per capita income of the population 

 

 GRP growth rate 

 Income to GRP 

 Expenses to GRP 

 Receipt of taxes and fees to GRP 

 Growth rate of regional income 

 

 Inflation rate 

 Amount of loans provided to legal entities 

 Amount of outstanding loans issued to legal entities 

 Accounts payable of organizations per 1 economically active person 

 Accounts receivable of organizations per 1 economically active person 

 Share of unprofitable organizations 

 GRP per economically active population 

Investment module 

 Investment in fixed assets 

 Share of investments in fixed assets to GRP 

 Internal costs of research and development 

 Share of internal expenditures on research and development to GRP 

 Inflow of private foreign investment 
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these indicators provide a more complete assessment of investment stability. Let's give 

them a description 

1. Investment in fixed assets – these are the costs of construction, reconstruction and 

modernization of various objects, which will subsequently lead to an increase in their initial 

cost. 

2. The share of investments in fixed assets to GRP is calculated as a quotient of dividing 

investments in fixed assets and gross regional product. 

3. Internal expenditure on research and development – expenditure in monetary form 

that is directed to research and development within the country. These costs are divided into 

two types: current – costs that are associated with the purchase of raw materials, materials, 

labor, as well as insurance; capital – costs for the acquisition of land plots, buildings, 
structures, mechanisms, etc. [6]. 

4. Share of domestic expenditures on research and development to GRP - estimated in 

both current and constant prices, calculated as a division of the gross regional product. 

5. The inflow of private foreign investment is funds that are directed from abroad for the 

development of various sectors of the economy in Russia. The more attractive the 

investment climate in different regions of the country, the higher the level of foreign 

investment. 

 

Based on this, it must be said that socio-economic stability has a fairly broad 

significance. It can be considered both by sectors of the economy and by various state 

levels. 

The main requirements for assessing the socio-economic stability of a region are inter-
regional comparison of key indicators. This allows us to identify the most lagging regions, 

which will help balance the development of all regions in aggregate. 

In order to analyze socio-economic stability, it is necessary to determine what indicators 

will characterize it. 

5 main modules have been developed, which most fully reflect the socio-economic 

stability of the region: 

• The social module characterizes how comfortable financial conditions are created for 

living in a particular area. 

• The budget module reflects the state of the budgetary sphere in the analyzed region. 

• The financial module reflects what financial level each of the analyzed regions has. 

• The production module shows at what level the organizations are located in a 
particular area. 

• The investment module shows to what extent the Federal District is investment-

developed and attractive. 

4 Application functionality. Results and Discussion 

4.1 Assessment of indicators affecting the socio-economic stability y of the 
federal districts of the Russian Federation 

The Russian Federation has eight Federal Districts: the Central Federal District (hereinafter 

– CFD), the Northwestern Federal District (hereinafter – NWFD), the Southern Federal 
District (hereinafter – Southern FD), the North Caucasian Federal District (hereinafter – 

NCFD), the Volga Federal District (hereinafter – VFD), the Ural Federal District 

(hereinafter – UFD), the Siberian Federal District (hereinafter – Siberian FD), the Far 

Eastern Federal District (hereinafter – FEFD). 
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Here are the main indicators characterizing the socio-economic situation in the districts. 

(Table 3). 

Table 3. Interpretation of the concept of "financial stability" Socio-economic characteristics of the 
Federal Districts. 

 CFD 
NWF

D 

South

ern 

FD 

NCFD VFD UFO 
Siberi

an FD 
FEFD 

The size of 
the territory 
(% of the 

territory of 
the Russian 
Federation) 

3.8 9.9 2.6 1.0 6.1 10.6 30 36.0 

Organization
s' turnover 

(trillion 
rubles) 

52.7 15.9 9.2 1.9 20.3 16.9 13.6 5.6 

Labor force 
(mln. people) 

21.5 7.5 8.3 4.7 15.2 6.4 9.7 3.3 

Unemployed 
(thousand 
people) 

590.5 278.9 442.5 466.2 631.6 296.4 650.0 158.0 

Average 
monthly 

nominally 
accrued 
wages 

(rubles) 

52947 48295 30774 26037 31026 46790 36485 52505 

Source: built by the authors based on (Bulletin, 2018; Regions of Russia, 2018; Regions of 
Russia. Socio-economic indicators, 2018) 

The federal district, which has the largest population and the composition of its 

constituent entities, is the Central Federal District. The Far Eastern Federal District has the 

largest territory.  

Districts such as the UFO and the Central Federal District do not include republics. At 

the same time, it should be noted that the UFO has autonomous okrugs as part of one 

subject – oblast. The Central Federal District consists exclusively of regions and a city of 

federal significance. 

There are no regions in the NCFD, but there is one edge. In addition, this region is the 

only one that does not have a numerical advantage among the ethnically Russian 

population, the share is highest in the Central District. 
Having considered the main characteristics of the federal districts, we will assess the 

indicators of the socio-economic stability of the Federal districts of the Russian Federation. 

4.2 Assessment of the integral indicator of socio-economic stability of the 
region 

An analysis of the integral indicator of each of the analyzed module is the final state of 

financial security of the region. The normative indicator, when assessing the integral 

indicator, will be considered the Russian Federation, its value is 1. The deviation from this 

norm, to the larger or smaller side, will indicate the improvement or worsening of financial 

security, respectively. 
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1. Budget module. 

The calculation of the integral indicator of the budget module is presented in table 4. 

Table 4. Determination of the integral indicator of the budget module of the federal districts of the 
Russian Federation. 

Federal 

Districts of the 

Russian 

Federation 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

CFD 0.9598 0.9671 0.9746 0.9681 0.9451 0.9581 

CFD (without 

Moscow) 
0.9649 0.9616 0.9609 0.9687 0.9476 0.9959 

including 
Moscow 

0.9651 0.9822 0.9892 0.9680 0.9767 0.9762 

NWFD 1.0182 1.0173 1.0221 1.0139 1.0065 1.0125 

Southern FD 0.9355 0.9277 1.0023 0.9626 0.9311 0.9419 

NCFD 0.9208 0.9139 0.9169 0.9085 0.9041 0.9449 

VFD 1.0002 1.0009 1.0092 1.0121 1.0169 1.0160 

UFD 1.1897 1.1676 1.1241 1.1719 1.2287 1.1747 

Siberian FD 0.9783 0.9718 0.9766 0.9848 0.9609 0.9821 

FEFD 1.0103 1.0454 0.9760 0.9403 1.0255 0.9797 

The integral indicator of the budget module is affected by 5 indicators (Table 5). 

Table 5. Calculation of indicators that influenced the budget module of the federal districts of the 

Russian Federation. Source: calculated by the authors. 
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In the Central Federal District in 2019, the integral indicator is 0.9581. The calculated 

indicator is slightly lower than the normative value of equal 1. It should be noted that 3 

indicators negatively influenced the formation of an integral indicator, and 2 – positively. 

At the same time, the negative impact of indicators exceeded the positive, as a result of 

which the integral indicator of the budget module in the Central Federal District did not 

reach the normative value. The most negative impact was had an indicator of taxes and fees 

to the GRP, and the greatest positive - the ratio of income to the GRP.  
It should be noted that during all periods of analysis, an integral financial security 

indicator for the budget module in the Central Federal District was less normative. The 

smallest level of this indicator was recorded in 2018. It was in this period that the situation 

was the worst. The closest to the minimum acceptable level was recorded in 2016. 

Integral assessment of the budget module of the NWFD in 2019 above the norm. This 

year it is 1.0125, which is 0.0125 more than the standard. The negative impact on this level 

of security was exerted 1 indicator, the positive – 4. Since the positive effect exceeds the 

negative, this leads to the fact that the level of budget security in the NWFD is high. 

It should be noted that in 2016 the highest level of budget security is observed, which 

indicates a favorable situation in the region during this period. 

The integral indicator of the Southern Federal District in 2019 is 0.9419. This indicates 
that the indicator is below the normative value. To a greater extent, 2 indicators influenced 
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this value. The negative impact was exerted by 3 indicators. Since the negative impact 

exceeded the positive, this led to the fact that the level of budget security is less than the 

normative value. 

In 2015, the integral indicator of the Southern Federal District is 0.9277, which 

indicates a low level of security in the region. The best situation is observed in 2016, during 

this period the indicator is 1.0023. 

The North Caucasus Federal District in 2019 has an indicator of 0.9449. It is worth 

noting that during 2014-2019 it has a positive dynamics. The growth was influenced by 2 

indicators, the rest had a negative effect. 

In 2019, the integral indicator is the largest, this is a positive moment for the region. 

Despite the fact that during this period the indicator is the maximum, its level is not enough 
to achieve normative value. The smallest level of security is observed in 2018 – 0.9041.  

In 2019, the VFD has the value of the integral indicator – 1.0160. The most positive 

influence was exerted to show 1 to show, the negative – 4. Despite the fact that only 1 

indicator had a positive effect, this was enough to achieve a normative value in 1. In 

addition, it should be noted the positive dynamics of this region throughout 2014-2019 

years. The largest level of security was 0.0169 in 2018, and the smallest in 2014 – 1.0002. 

UFD, as well as the VFD, has a level of budget security more than a normative value. In 

2019, it is 1.1747. This is a positive moment for FR. Such a level of security, to a greater 

extent, had a positive effect of 2 indicators, and negative – 3. Despite the fact that the level 

of security of this region is more than a normative value of 0.1747, in general, the level of 

security in this region is reduced. 

The integral indicator of the Siberian Federal District is 0.9821, which is 0.0179 less the 
standard. This value is acceptable, since the indicator strives for the norm. The 1 indicator 

had a positive effect, 4 – negative. For 2014-2019, the level of budget security remained at 

the level of 2014-0.9783. At the same time, the greatest value of the integral indicator is 

observed in 2017 – 0.9848, but it also does not comply with the norm. 

The level of budget security of the Far Eastern Federal District in 2019 is 0.9797. This 

value is less normative. 3 indicators had a positive effect, negative - 2. Despite the fact that 

more indicators had a positive effect than negative, this was not enough to achieve 

normative significance. It should be noted that in 2015 and 2018, the value was 1.0454 and 

1.0255, which exceeds the standard, however, the subsequent reduction led to a decrease in 

the level of security in the region as a whole. 

The next module for analyzing the integral indicator is social. 
2. Social module. 

The calculation of the integral indicator of the social module is presented in table 6. 

Table 6. Determination of the integral indicator of the social module of the federal districts of the 

Russian Federation. 

  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

CFD 1.2685 1.2575 1.2564 1.2601 1.2622 1.2610 

CFD  

(without Moscow) 
0.9125 0.9098 0.9639 0.9778 0.9651 0.9594 

including Moscow 1.6327 1.6028 1.5894 1.5997 1.6341 1.6058 

NWFD 1.0069 0.9992 1.0486 1.0563 1.0461 1.0418 

Southern FD 0.9134 0.8919 0.8919 0.8866 0.8791 0.8754 

NCFD 0.7765 0.7742 0.7759 0.7730 0.7321 0.7321 

VFD 0.9510 0.9449 0.9324 0.9239 0.9092 0.9142 

UFD 1.2380 1.2100 1.2024 1.1904 1.2725 1.2649 

Siberian FD 0.9074 0.9072 0.9065 0.9083 0.9141 0.9008 

FEFD 0.9082 0.9421 0.9373 0.9388 0.9127 0.9698 
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The integral indicator of the social module is affected by 3 indicators (Table 7). 

Table 7. Calculation of indicators that influenced the social module of the federal districts of the 

Russian Federation. Source: calculated by the authors. 
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In the Central Federal District in 2019, the integral indicator is 1.2610. The calculated 

indicator is slightly higher than the normative value of equal 1. It should be noted that 3 

indicators have positively influenced the formation of an integral indicator. Since all 

indicators had a positive effect, as a result of which the integral indicator of the social 

module in the Central Federal District reached a normative value. 

It should be noted that during all periods of analysis, an integral financial security 

indicator for a social module in the Central Federal District was more normative. The 

largest level of this indicator was recorded in 2014. It was in this period that the situation 

was the best.  
Integral assessment of the NWFD social module in 2019 above the norm. This year it is 

1.0418, which is 0.0418 more than the standard. Not a single indicator has a negative 
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impact on this level of security, the positive - 3. Since a positive effect exceeds the 

negative, this leads to the fact that the level of social security in the NWFD is high. 

It should be noted that in 2017 the highest level of social security is observed, which 

indicates a favorable situation in the region during this period.  

The integral indicator of the Southern Federal District in 2019 is 0.8754. This indicates 

that the indicator is below the normative value. To a greater extent, 2 indicators influenced 

this value. Negative influence had 1 indicator. Since the negative impact exceeded the 

positive, this led to the fact that the level of social security is less than the normative value. 

In 2019, the integral indicator of the Southern Federal District is 0.8754, which 

indicates a low level of security in the region. The best situation is observed in 2014, during 

this period the indicator is 0.9134. 
The North Caucasus Federal District in 2019 has an indicator 0, 7321. No indicator has 

affected this level positively, all the analyzed indicators had a negative effect. 

In 2014, the integral indicator is the largest, this is a positive moment for the region. 

Despite the fact that during this period the indicator is the maximum, its level is not enough 

to achieve normative value. The smallest level of security is observed in 2018 and 2019.  

In 2019, the VFD is of an integral indicator – 0.9142. 2 indicators had the most positive 

effect, negative- 1. Despite the fact that 2 indicators had a positive effect, this was not 

enough to achieve a normative value in 1. In addition, the negative dynamics of this region 

should be noted during 2014-2019. The largest level of security was 0.9510 in 2014, and 

the smallest in 2018 – 0.9092. 

The level of social security in the UFD in 2019 is 1.2649. This is a positive moment for 

for the federal district. Such a level of security, to a greater extent, had a positive effect of 3 
indicators, and the negative - 0. Despite the fact that the level of security of this region is 

more than a normative value of 0.2649, in general, the level of security in this region is 

improving. 

The integral indicator of the Siberian Federal District is 0.9008, which is 0.0992 less 

than the standard. This value is acceptable, since the indicator strives for the norm. A 

positive influence was had 0 indicators, 3 – negative. For 2014-2019, the level of social 

security remained at the level of 2014 – 0.9074. At the same time, the greatest value of the 

integral indicator is observed in 2018 - 0.9141, but it also does not comply with the norm. 

The level of social security of the FEFD in 2019 is 0.9698. This value is less normative. 

The 1 indicator had a positive effect, the negative – 2. Despite the fact that 1 indicator had a 

positive effect, this was not enough to achieve a normative value. It should be noted that in 
2014-2019, the level of social security has not been reached normative significance.  

3. Production module. 

The calculation of the integral indicator of the production module is presented in table 

8. 

Table 8. Determination of the integral indicator of the production module of the federal districts of 
the Russian Federation. 

  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

CFD 1.4141 1.4869 1.5263 1.4186 1.4580 1.4584 

CFD 
(without 
Moscow) 

0.8459 0.8598 0.8798 0.8461 0.8209 0.8466 

including 

Moscow 
2.5773 2.7634 2.7957 2.5417 2.6836 2.6143 

NWFD 1.2064 1.3278 1.3145 1.3637 1.4075 1.3804 

Southern FD 0.7799 0.6994 0.7117 0.7073 0.6743 0.6796 

NCFD 0.5953 0.6110 0.6078 0.5648 0.5858 0.5912 

VFD 0.8380 0.8023 0.7942 0.7970 0.8167 0.8143 
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UFD 1.2891 1.2617 1.2470 1.3251 1.3039 1.3125 

Siberian FD 0.7905 0.7746 0.7657 0.7719 0.7980 0.8085 

FEFD 1.0424 1.0046 0.9997 1.0133 0.9041 0.9201 

The integral indicator of the production module is affected by 3 indicators (table 9). 

Table 9. Calculation of indicators that influenced the production module of the federal 

districts of the Russian Federation. Source: calculated by the authors. 
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Initially, 4 indicators were selected to evaluate the production module. After calculating 

the data, it was decided to remove one indicator – receivables for 1 economically active 

person, since the results of this indicator distort the picture of the assessment. 
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In the Central Federal District in 2019, the integral indicator is 1.4584. The calculated 

indicator is higher than the normative value of equal 1. It should be noted that 3 indicators 

have positively influenced the formation of an integral indicator. The positive influence of 

the indicators exceeded the negative, as a result of which the integral indicator of the 

production module in the Central Federal District reached a normative value. 

It should be noted that during all periods of analysis, the integral financial security 

indicator for the production module in the Central Federal District was more normative. 

The largest level of this indicator was recorded in 2016. It was in this period that the 

situation was the best.  

Integral assessment of the production module of the NWFD in 2019 above the standard. 

This year it is 1.3804, which is 0.3804 more than the standard. The negative impact on this 
level of security had 2 indicators, positive – 1. Since a positive effect exceeds the negative, 

this leads to the fact that the level of production security in the NWFD is high. 

It should be noted that in 2018 there is the highest level of production security, which 

indicates a favorable situation in the region during this period.  

The integral indicator of the Southern Federal District in 2019 is 0.6796. This indicates 

that the indicator is below the normative value. To a greater extent, 3 indicators affected the 

negative impact on this value. Since the negative impact exceeded the positive, this led to 

the fact that the level of production security is less than the normative value. 

In 2018, the integral indicator of the Southern Federal District is 0.6743, which 

indicates a low level of security in the region. The best situation is observed in 2014, during 

this period the indicator is 0.7799. 

The North Caucasus Federal District in 2019 has an indicator of 0.5912. The level of 
production security was influenced by 1 indicator, the rest had a negative effect. 

In 2015, the integral indicator is the largest, this is a positive moment for the region. 

Despite the fact that during this period the indicator is the maximum, its level is not enough 

to achieve normative value. The smallest level of security is observed in 2017 – 0.6078.  

In 2019, the VFD is of an integral indicator – 0.8143. The most positive influence was 

exerted to show 1 to show, negative – 2. Despite the fact that only 1 indicator had a positive 

effect, this was not enough to achieve a normative value of 1. The largest level of security 

was in 2014 – 0.8380, And the smallest in 2016 – 0.7942. 

In the UFD, the production security level in 2019 is 1.3125. This is a positive moment 

for FR. Such a level of security, to a greater extent, had a positive effect of 2 indicators, and 

negative – 1. Despite the fact that the security level of this region is more than a normative 
value of 0.3125, in general, the level of security in this region is increasing. 

The integral indicator of the Siberian Federal District is 0.8085, which is 0.1915 less 

than the standard. No indicator had a positive effect, 3 – negative. For 2014-2019, the 

production security level increased by 0.018.  

The production security level of the FEFD in 2019 is 0.92019. This value is less 

normative. The 1 indicator had a positive effect, the negative – 2. Despite the fact that 1 

indicator had a positive effect, this was not enough to achieve a normative value. It should 

be noted that in 2014, 2015 and 2017, the value was 1.0124, 1.0046 and 1.0133, which 

exceeds the standard, however, the subsequent reduction led to a decrease in the level of 

security in the region as a whole. 

4. Financial module. 

The calculation of the integral indicator of the financial module is presented in table 10. 
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Table 10. Determination of the integral indicator of the financial module of the federal districts of the 
Russian Federation. 

  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

CFD 1.2230 1.2668 1.1947 1.0695 1.2750 1.2694 

CFD 
(without 

Moscow) 

0.9439 1.0461 1.0014 0.8965 0.9822 0.9294 

including 
Moscow 

1.3866 1.4185 1.3300 1.1867 1.4508 1.4747 

NWFD 0.9429 0.9037 0.9975 0.9211 0.9316 0.8574 

Southern FD 0.8606 0.9344 0.9998 1.0069 0.8721 1.0066 

NCFD 0.6531 0.5724 0.6072 0.8897 0.5793 0.5940 

VFD 0.8793 0.8862 1.0372 1.1256 0.8712 0.8591 

UFD 0.7544 0.7636 0.6638 0.6576 0.6627 0.7275 

Siberian FD 0.8229 0.8102 1.1744 0.8004 1.0176 0.7540 

FEFD 0.7501 0.6764 0.5406 0.7382 0.9353 0.5560 

The integral indicator of the financial module is affected by 3 indicators (table 11). 

Table 11. Calculation of indicators that influenced the financial module of the federal districts of the 

Russian Federation. Source: calculated by the authors. 
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In the Central Federal District in 2019, the integral indicator is 1.2694. The calculated 

indicator is above the normative value of equal 1. It should be noted that 1 indicator 

negatively influenced the formation of an integral indicator, and 2 - positively. At the same 

time, the negative impact of indicators did not exceed the positive, as a result of which the 

integral indicator of the financial module in the Central Federal District reached a 

normative value. 

It should be noted that during all periods of analysis, an integral financial security 

indicator for a financial module in the Central Federal District was more normative. The 
smallest level of this indicator was recorded in 2017. Despite this, the level of financial 

security has remained more normative value by 0.0695. The greatest importance was 

recorded in 2018. 

Integral assessment of the financial module of the NWFD in 2019 below the standard. 

This year it is 0.8574, which is 0.1426 less than the standard. The negative impact on this 

level of security had 2 indicators, the positive – 1. Since the negative impact exceeds the 

positive, this leads to the fact that the level of financial security in the NWFD is below the 

standard. 

It should be noted that in 2016 the highest level of financial security is observed, which 

indicates a favorable situation in the region during this period.  

The integral indicator of the Southern Federal District in 2019 is 1.0066. This indicates 
that the indicator is higher than the normative value. To a greater extent, 1 indicator 

influenced this value. 2 indicators had a negative impact. Since the negative impact did not 

exceed the positive, this led to the fact that the level of financial security is more normative. 

In 2014, the integral indicator of the Southern Federal District is 0.8606, which 

indicates a low level of security in the region. The best situation is observed in 2017, during 

this period the indicator is 1.0069. 

The North Caucasus Federal District in 2019 has an indicator of 0.5940. It is worth 

noting that during 2014-2019 it has negative dynamics. The growth was influenced by 1 

indicator, the rest had a negative effect. 

In 2017, the integral indicator is the largest, this is a positive moment for the region. 

Despite the fact that during this period the indicator is the maximum, its level is not enough 
to achieve normative value. The smallest level of security is observed in 2015 – 0.5724.  

In 2019, the VFD has the value of the integral indicator – 0.8591. The most positive 

influence was exerted to show 1 to show, negative – 2. Despite the fact that only 1 indicator 

had a positive effect, this was not enough to achieve the normative value in 1. The highest 

level of security was the largest level of security in 2016 and 2017 – 1, 0372 and 1.1256, 

and the smallest in 2019 – 0.8591. 

The UFD, just like the VFD, did not reach a normative value. In 2019, it is 0.7275. This 

is a negative point for the federal district. On such a level of security, 1 indicator had a 

positive effect, and negative – 2. Despite the fact that the security level of this region is less 

than a normative value of 0.2725, in general, the level of security in this region is reduced. 

The integral indicator of the Siberian Federal District is 0.7540, which is 0.2460 less 

than the standard. No indicator had a positive effect, 3 – negative. In 2014-2019, the level 
of budget security has significantly decreased by 0.0689. At the same time, the highest 
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value of the integral indicator is observed in 2016 – 1.1744, which corresponds to the norm, 

however, the subsequent reduction has led to the fact that the final indicator of financial 

security is less than the standard.   

The level of financial security of the FEFD t in 2019 is 0.5560. This value is less 

normative. A positive effect was had 0 indicators, negative – 3. Since there were more 

indicators, this led to the fact that the level of financial security is lower than normative 

significance. It should be noted that in 2018 the value was 0.9353, which did not exceed the 

standard, however, the subsequent reduction led to a greater reduction in the level of 

security in the region as a whole. 

5. Investment module. 

The calculation of the integral indicator of the investment module is presented in table 
12. 

Table 12. Determination of the integral indicator of the investment module of the federal 

districts of the Russian Federation 
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

CFD 0.9077 0.9202 0.8967 0.9281 0.9351 1.1582 

CFD (without Moscow) 0.6545 0.6534 0.6196 0.6237 0.6369 0.8010 

including Moscow 0.7079 0.7300 0.7211 0.7515 0.7553 0.8973 

NWFD 0.6224 0.5928 0.6257 0.6194 0.6491 0.5371 

Southern FD 0.4823 0.4358 0.3774 0.4101 0.3916 0.2918 

NCFD 0.3372 0.3329 0.3209 0.3145 0.3545 0.2912 

VFD 0.6049 0.6325 0.6146 0.5936 0.5826 0.5321 

UFD 0.5210 0.5230 0.5628 0.5293 0.5056 0.4338 

Siberian FD 0.4549 0.4401 0.4343 0.4264 0.4459 0.4402 

FEFD 0.3417 0.3135 0.3906 0.4314 0.4061 0.3459 

The integral indicator of the investment module is affected by 5 indicators (Table 14). 

Table 13. Calculation of indicators that influenced the investment module of the federal districts of 
the Russian Federation. Source: calculated by the authors. 
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In the Central Federal District in 2019, the integral indicator is 1.1582. The calculated 

indicator is above the normative value of equal 1. It should be noted that 3 indicators 

negatively influenced the formation of an integral indicator, and 2 – positively. At the same 

time, the negative impact of indicators did not exceed the positive, as a result of which the 

integral indicator of the investment module in the Central Federal District reached a 

normative value. 

It should be noted that during all periods of analysis, an integral financial security 

indicator for the investment module in the Central Federal District was less normative. The 

smallest level of this indicator was recorded in 2016. It was in this period that the situation 

was the worst.  
Integral assessment of the North -Western Administration of the NWFD Investment 

Module in 2019 below the standard. This year it is 0.5371, which is 0.4629 less the 

standard. The negative impact on this level of security had 4 indicators, the positive – 1. 

Since the negative impact exceeds the positive, this leads to the fact that the level of 

investment security in the NWFD is below the standard. 

It should be noted that in 2018 there is the highest level of investment security, which 

indicates a favorable situation in the region during this period.  

The integral indicator of the Southern Federal District in 2019 is 0.2918. This indicates 

that the indicator is below the normative value. To a greater extent, 2 indicators influenced 

this value. The negative impact was exerted by 3 indicators. Since the negative impact 

exceeded the positive, this led to the fact that the level of investment security is less than 
the normative value. 

In 2019, the integral indicator of the Southern Federal District, which indicates a low 

level of security in the region. The best situation is observed in 2014, during this period the 

indicator is 0.4823. 

The North Caucasus Federal District in 2019 has an indicator of 0.2912. It is worth 

noting that during 2014-2019 it has been reduced. The growth was influenced by 2 

indicators, the rest had a negative effect. 

Since, in 2019, the indicator is minimal for the entire analyzed period and its level is not 

enough to achieve normative value.  

In 2019, the VFD has the value of the integral indicator – 0.5321. The most positive 

influence was exerted to show 1 to show, the negative – 4. Despite the fact that only 1 

indicator had a positive effect, this was not enough to achieve a normative value in 1. In 
addition, the negative dynamics of this region should be noted during 2014-2019 years. The 

largest level of security was in 2016 – 0.6325, and the smallest in 2019. 

The UFD, as well as the VFD did not reach the normative value in 1. In 2019, it is 

0.4338. On such a level of security, to a greater extent, 2 indicators had a positive effect, 

and negative – 3. Despite the fact that the level of security of this region is less than a 

normative value of 0.5662, in general, the level of security in this region is reduced. 
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The integral indicator of the Siberian Federal District is 0.4402, which is 0.5598 less 

than the standard. The 1 indicator had a positive effect, 4 – negative. For 2014-2019, the 

level of investment security remained at the level of 2014-0.4549. At the same time, the 

greatest value of the integral indicator is also observed in 2014, but it also does not 

correspond to the norm. 

The level of investment security of the FEFD in 2019 is 0.3459. This value is less 

normative. 2 indicators had a positive effect, negative – 3. Despite the fact that a positive 

effect had less indicators than negative, this was not enough to achieve normative value.  

5 Conclusions 

1. The Russian Federation has 8 Federal Districts: Central, Northwest, South, North 
Caucasian, Volga, Ural, Siberian, Far Eastern Federal Districts. 

An analysis of the socio-economic stability of each Federal District of the Russian 

Federation was carried out. 

The budget module analyzed such indicators as the growth rate of GRP, income and 

expenses to GRP, the receipt of taxes and fees to GRP, as well as the growth rate of 

regional revenues. 

The social module considered such indicators as: population size, GRP per capita, 

consumer price index, the ratio of per capita income to the subsistence minimum, the 

average subsistence minimum and average per capita income. 

When analyzing the production module, calculations were made for the following 

indicators: payables and receivables. Share of unprofitable organizations. 
In the financial module, such indicators were calculated as the volume of loans provided 

to legal entities, as well as their debt, and the rate of inflation.  

The investment module examines indicators such as investments in fixed assets, 

domestic expenditures on research and development, and the inflow of foreign direct 

investment. 

It should be noted that, despite some lagging indicators, the Ural Federal District in the 

budgetary module is a financially stable region. The most financially unprotected region in 

the budgetary module is the Southern Federal District. 

The most financially stable region in the social module is UFD (Ural Federal District). 

In contrast to this district, the North Caucasus Federal District acts, which is the least 

financially stable. 
In the production module, the NWFD (Northwestern Federal District) can be considered 

a financially stable region. The North Caucasus Federal District will act as a counterbalance 

to this region, since in this module it is the least financially stable. 

Summing up the analysis of the financial module, we can conclude that in this module 

the Central and Southern Federal Districts are the most financially safe regions. The least 

financially stable region is the Far Eastern Federal District. 

In the investment module, the CFD (Central Federal District) is the most investment 

safe region. The least investment safe region is the North Caucasus Federal District. 

2. According to fig. 2, we can conclude that the lowest level of financial stability is 

observed in the North Caucasus Federal District. This is due to the low level of safety in the 

production, financial and investment module. As for the Southern and Far Eastern Federal 

Districts, the low financial stability of the region as a whole is associated with a low 
indicator in the production module for the Southern Federal District, in the financial 

module for the Far Eastern Federal District, and in the investment module for two regions 

(Table 49). 
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Table 14. Integral indicator of socio-economic stability of the Federal Districts of the Russian 
Federation. 

  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Central Federal District 1.1546 1.1797 1.1697 1.1289 1.1751 1.2210 

Central Federal District  
(excluding Moscow) 

0.8643 0.8861 0.8851 0.8625 0.8705 0.9064 

incl. Moscow city 1.4539 1.4994 1.4851 1.4095 1.5001 1.5136 

Northwestern Federal District 0.9594 0.9682 1.0017 0.9949 1.0081 0.9658 

Southern Federal District 0.7944 0.7778 0.7966 0.7947 0.7496 0.7591 

North Caucasian Federal District 0.6566 0.6409 0.6457 0.6901 0.6311 0.6307 

Volga Federal District 0.8547 0.8534 0.8775 0.8904 0.8393 0.8272 

Ural federal district 0.9984 0.9852 0.9600 0.9749 0.9947 0.9827 

Siberian Federal District 0.7908 0.7808 0.8515 0.7784 0.8273 0.7771 

Far Eastern Federal District 0.8105 0.7964 0.7688 0.8124 0.8368 0.7543 

Source: built by the authors 

 

Fig. 2. Integral assessment of the socio-economic stability of the Federal Districts of the Russian 
Federation. 

Scope of the results. The results obtained are of practical importance and can be used by 

business entities, in particular, by business networks when strategizing. The improved 

methodology for assessing the socio-economic sustainability of the region can form the 

basis of the future Strategy for the financial sustainability of the federal districts of the 
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Russian Federation to control the mechanism of its implementation. Further research should 

be directed to the development of the Concept of the Strategy for Financial Sustainability, 

using the example of the federal districts of the Russian Federation. 
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