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Formulation of the problem. The dynamism of the economic development of regions largely de-
pends on the competitiveness of their industries. One of the main drivers of the economy is the construction
complex, ensuring the competitiveness of which is the main task of public administration bodies. This re-
quires tools for monitoring the main indicators of the construction industry that form competitive ad-
vantages. The purpose of the study is to find new mechanisms for assessing the competitiveness of the con-
struction complex of the regions and identifying weaknesses in the development of the industry. The study
used the methodology of logical, historical, statistical and comparative analysis, methods of expert assess-
ments, economic modeling, methods of assessing the reliability of qualitative and quantitative statistical
indicators. The main hypothesis of the study was the assumption that due to rising cost factors and difficult
climatic conditions, the northern regions have a low level of competitiveness of the construction complex.
Summary of the main material. The article provides a brief overview of methodological approaches to the
study of the competitiveness of the region and its construction complex. The author's approach to calculat-
ing the integral indicator of competitiveness is presented. Based on the results obtained, the classification of
the northern regions according to the level of competitiveness of the construction industry was carried out.
The research hypothesis was confirmed. The main indicators forming the integral index of competitiveness
are analyzed. The practical significance of the work lies in the application by the executive authorities of
the results of the study in the preparation of medium-and long-term programs for the socio-economic de-
velopment of the regions. Conclusions and prospects for further research. The low competitiveness of the
northern regions is affected by the low growth rates of the employed, the number of high-performance jobs
and the volume of work performed. The further perspective of the research is to refine the methodology for
assessing the competitiveness of the construction complex in the region in order to determine the weighting
coefficients when calculating the generalizing integral indicator and analyze it for all subjects of the Rus-
sian Federation.
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AHAJII3 KOHKYPEHTOCITPOMOKHOCTI BY AIBEJIBHOI'O
KOMIUVIEKCY HNIBHIYHUX PEI'TOHIB

Ilocmanoexa npodaemu. JJMHaAMIYHICTE EKOHOMIYHOTO PO3BHUTKY PETiOHIB 0araTo B 4OMY 3aJIC)KHTh
BiJl KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOXKHOCTI iX rany3eil. OJHMM 3 TOJOBHUX ApaiiBepiB €KOHOMIKH € OyHiBEeIbHUN KOM-
IUIEKC, 3a0e3MeUeHHs] KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOIKHOCTI SIKOTO € OCHOBHUM 3aBIAaHHSIM OPTaHiB JAep)KyIpaBIiHHSL.
st boro HEoOXiMHUI THCTpYMEHTapii MOHITOPHHTY 32 OCHOBHHUMH TOKa3HHKaMHU OY/IBENFHOI raiysi,
o GOpMYIOTh KOHKYPEHTHI nepeBaru. Mema docuiodcenis CIpsIMOBaHa MOLIYK HOBUX MEXaHI3MiB OL[IHKH
KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOXKHOCTI OYZiBETbHOIO KOMILJIEKCY PETiOHIB Ta BUSBICHHS CIA0KMX MiCLb PO3BUTKY ra-
Jy3i. Y IoCHipKeHHI BUKOPUCTOBYBAIIUCS MEmO00A02Is IOTIYHOT0, ICTOPUYHOT0, CTATUCTUYHOTO Ta MOPi-
BHSUTBHOTO aHaJi3y, METOAN €KCIIEPTHUX OI[IHOK, EKOHOMIYHOT'O MOJICITIOBAHHS, METOJLy OLIIHKH JIOCTOBIp-
HOCTI SIKICHUX 1 KUTbKICHUX CTATIIOKa3HUKIB. OCHOBHON 2inome30t0 00Cai0dceHHsi CTAI0 TIPUITYIEHHS, 110
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B CHJIy HOJOPOKYaHHS (haKTOPIB 1 CKIAIHUX KIIMATUYHUX YMOB IMBHIYHI PEriOHH MalOTh HU3bKUH PiBEHb
KOHKYPEHTOCTIPOMOKHOCTI OyIiBEIBHOTO KOMIUIEKCY. Buxiad ocnosnozo mamepiany. Y CTaTTi TOIAaHO
KOPOTKHIA OTJISI] METOIUYHUX MiAXOIIB A0 AOCTIIKEHHSI KOHKYPEHTOCIPOMOKHOCTI PerioHy Ta ioro Oyi-
BEJIBHOTO KOMIUIEKCy. [IpencTaBneHo aBTOPCHKHUU MiAXiZ OOYMCIICHHS iHTErpaJbHOrO MOKAa3HHKAa KOHKY-
peHTOCIIpOMOXKHOCTI. Ha OCHOBI OTpMMaHHX pe3yabTaTiB MPOBEACHO Kiacu]ikalliro MiBHIYHIX PETiOHIB 3a
piBHEM KOHKYPEHTOCHIPOMOXHOCTI OymiBenbHOi ramy3i. [linTBepmkeHa rinoresa gocmimkernas. [Ipoanami-
30BaHO OCHOBHI MOKa3HUKH, 110 (GOPMYIOTH iHTErpalIbHUN 1HAEKC KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOXKHOCTI. [lpakxmuyna
3Hauumicms POOOTH TIOJSITAE B 3aCTOCYBaHHI OpraHaMK BUKOHABYOI BIIAJAM PE3yJIbTATIB JOCITIHKEHHS MPH
CKJIaJIaHH]1 CepeIHhOCTPOKOBHX 1 JOBTOCTPOKOBUX MPOTPaM COIiaIbHO-€KOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY PETiOHIB.
Bucnosku ma nepcnexmueu nooanvuux 0ocnioxcens. Ha HEBUCOKY KOHKYPEHTOCTIPOMOKHICTD MIBHIYHHX
PETiOHIB BIUIMBAIOTH HU3bKI 3HAYCHHS TEMITIB 3pOCTAaHHSI 3aHATHX, YHACIIa BUCOKOMPOILYKTUBHUX POOOUHX
MicIlb 1 00csATY BUKOHaHHUX poOiT. [loganbmior mepernekTHBO0 JOCTIKEHb € JOOTPAIIOBAHHS METOINKH
OLIIHKHA KOHKYPEHTOCIPOMOXKHOCTi OYy/iBETbHOTO KOMILJIEKCY PETiOHy Ha MpeaMeT BU3HAUYeHHs KoedilieH-
TiB BarOMOCTI MIPY PO3PaXyHKY y3arajJbHIOIOUOTro iHTErpalbHOrO MOKAa3HUKA 1 aHalli3 1o BCix cy0'ektax PO.

KuiouoBi ciioBa:

KOHKYPEHTOCTIPOMOJKHICTB, OymiBeTbHUI KOMILTEKC, HOPMOBAaHI IMOKa3HUKH, IHTETPAIBHUHN 1HIMKA-
TOp, YTPYNOBaHHS PETIiOHiB.

AHAJIN3 KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOBHOCTHU CTPOUTEJIBHOI'O
KOMIUIEKCA CEBEPHBIX PETUOHOB

Tlocmanosxa npobnemsl. JTAHAMAYHOCTD SKOHOMHYECKOTO PAa3BUTHSI PETHOHOB BO MHOT'OM 3aBHUCHT
OT KOHKYPEHTOCHOCOOHOCTH MX oTpaciieif. OZHUM M3 TIaBHBIX JpaiBEepOB SKOHOMHKH SIBIISICTCS CTPOU-
TENBbHBIA KOMILIEKC, o0ecrieueHne KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH KOTOPOTO SIBIISIETCS. OCHOBHOM 3ajaueil opra-
HOB TrocynpasieHus. [y 3Toro HeoOX0 MM WHCTPYMEHTApUil MOHUTOPUHTA 32 OCHOBHBIMH TTOKa3aTeNISIMH
CTPOMTENFHOM OTpaciu, (OPMUPYIOMINX KOHKYPEHTHbBIE PEeHMYIIecTBa. [lenb ucciedosanus HampaBiIeHa
MOKCK HOBBIX MEXaHHU3MOB OIICHKH KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH CTPOUTEIBHOTO KOMILIEKCa PETHOHOB U BEI-
SIBIICHUSI CIIA0BIX MECT pa3BUTHS OTpacid. B mcciaeqoBaHNH UCTIONB30BAIUCH MEMO00102Usl JIOTUIECKOTO,
HCTOPHYECKOTO, CTATUCTUYECKOTO M CPAaBHUTEIHHOTO aHAIN3a, METOBI IKCIIEPTHBIX OIIEHOK, SKOHOMHUYE-
CKOTO MOJIETIMIPOBAHUSI, METO/Ia OI[CHKH JIOCTOBEPHOCTH KaYECTBEHHBIX M KOJMUYECTBEHHBIX CTATIOKa3aTe-
neit. OcHo8HOU eunome3oul UCcie008aHus CTao TPEANOTI0KEHUE, YTO B CHIIY yIOPOXKAIOMMX (akTOpoB U
CIIOXHBIX KIMMAaTHYECKUX YCJIOBUI CEBEpHBIC PETMOHBI UMEIOT HU3KHUH YPOBEHb KOHKYPEHTOCIOCOOHOCTH
CTPOMTEIILHOTO KOMIUIEKCA. M37100iceHue 0cHo8HO20 Mamepuana. B craTbe aH KpaTKuii 0030p MeToanye-
CKUX TIOJXOJI0B K HCCIEOBAHUIO KOHKYPEHTOCIOCOOHOCTH PErvOHa M €ro CTPOUTEIBHOTO KOMILIEKCa
npezcTasieH. [IpeacTaBieH aBTOPCKUIl MOAX0 MCYMCICHUSI MHTETPAITBHOTO MMOKa3aTelsi KOHKYPEHTOCIIO-
coOHocTH. Ha OCHOBE MOJyYeHHBIX pE3yJbTaTOB MpPOBEACHA KIacCU(UKAIMS CEBEPHBIX PETHMOHOB IO
YPOBHIO KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH CTPOUTENBHOM oTpaciu. [lonTBepkaena runore3a uccienoanus. [1po-
aHaJIM3UPOBAaHBI OCHOBHBIE MTOKA3aTelH, (POPMUPYIOIINE HHTETPATBHBIN HHIIEKC KOHKYPEHTOCTIOCOOHOCTH.
Ilpaxmuyeckas 3uauumocmv pabOomel 3aKIFOYAETCS B MPUMEHEHWW OpraHaM{ HCIOJIHUTEIBHOW BIIACTH
pe3yIbTaTOB UCCIIEIOBAHUS MPH COCTABICHHH CPEJIHECPOUYHBIX U JOJITOCPOYHBIX MPOrPaMM COIUAIBLHO-
HKOHOMHYECKOTO PAa3BUTHUS PETMOHOB. Bbl80o0bl U nepcnekmussl oanvHewwux uccieooganutl. Ha HeBbICO-
KYI0 KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTh CEBEPHBIX PETHOHOB BIHSAIOT HU3KUE 3HAYECHHS TEMIIOB POCTa 3aHATHIX, YHC-
J1a BBICOKOIIPOU3BOAUTENFHBIX pab0ouuX MecT U 00bEMa BHIIOJIHEHHBIX padoT. JlanbHeiimeil mepcreKTHBOR
WCCIIEIOBAHNH SIBIISIETCS TOPAOOTKA METOIMKH OLIEHKH KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH CTPOUTEIBHOTO KOMILIEK-
ca PerMoHa Ha IMpeaMeT ompeneneHus Ko3()(UIMEHTOB BECOMOCTH NMpH pacuére 000OLIAIOIIero MHTe-
rpaJIbHOrO TIOKA3aTeNsl ¥ aHaJIu3 10 BceM cyObekTam PO.
Kiiouessble ciioBa:
KOHKYPEHTOCITOCOOHOCTh, CTPOUTENHHBIN KOMIUIEKC, HOPMHUPOBAaHHbBIE TTOKA3aTeIH, WHTErPabHBIN
WHJIUKATOP, TPYNIMPOBKA PETHOHOB.

Problem statement. Meeting the needs of
the population, government and business in

of which today find their place among the main
positions of strategic planning, including at the

timely, safe and high quality products and ser-
vices is the main priority in the development of
the modern construction complex of the regions.
One of the key elements in the socio-economic
system of the country is the construction com-
plex, the issues of ensuring the competitiveness

regional level. The strategy of socio-economic
development of the Komi Republic has been im-
plemented since 2006 with periodic updating and
extension of the planning period. In 2015-2017,
a new version of the Strategy was developed
with the extension of the planning period until
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2035 [6]. To achieve the set strategic goals, it is
necessary to monitor the competitiveness of both
the region as a whole and its sectoral complexes.
The development of methodological approaches
to assessment and, on their basis, the study of the
main components of the competitiveness of the
construction complex is the basis of this study.
Analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. A brief overview of theoretical approaches
to the study of the competitiveness of the region
and its construction complex is presented in a
previously published work [4]. Analysis of prac-
tical works devoted to this area of research has

made it possible to single out several works. A.N.

To determine the competitiveness of a construc-
tion organization, Tsvetkov proposes to take into
account the specifics of its products, and empha-
sizes that the main difference between the com-
petitiveness of a construction organization is,
first of all, in a more complete set of characteris-
tics that determine its competitiveness [9]. YES.
Kirsanov and V.D. Zharikov determine the main
criteria and indicators of the competitiveness of
products on the example of mechanical engineer-
ing: quality, product differentiation, price deter-
mined by the costs of production and sales of
products. The main indicator of the competitive-
ness of an enterprise is its potential ability to
produce competitive products, which is charac-
terized by the following criteria: timely renewal,
technical level and quality, price [3]. NN Mil-
chakova, analyzing the existing assessment
methods, concludes that most of them are based

on the scoring mechanism with an emphasis on
indicators specific to the analyzed industry [5].
M.A. Shuvaev proposed the author's classifica-
tion of the factors of the competitiveness of a
construction company and outlined a methodol-
ogy for their calculation. The importance of
competitiveness factors was revealed using the
method of expert assessments. An integral coef-
ficient of the competitiveness of construction
enterprises has been developed [10].

The purpose of the article on the basis of
existing industry assessment methods, develop
new criteria and indicators with the help of
which to analyze the competitiveness of the con-
struction complex of the northern regions of
Russia.

Presentation of the main material. The
level of competitiveness of the region's construc-
tion complex is one of the criteria for the success
of its socio-economic development. At the same
time, it is necessary to have an appropriate indi-
cator that allows you to quantitatively assess the
degree of competitiveness of a territorial unit.

When forming a methodology for as-
sessing the competitiveness of the construction
complex of a territory, it is important not only to
correctly select the necessary indicators, but also
to search for theoretical justifications for the re-
liability and objectivity of the conducted re-
search. Of the previously selected indicators
(about 50) of competitiveness, 9 indicators were
selected (table 1).

Table 1: Competitiveness assessment system construction complex

one employed

Con_dltlopal Indicator Unit of measurement
Designation
X Introduced new fixed assets min. Rub. per one | Introduced new fixed assets min. Rub. per
employed one employed
X2 Depreciation of fixed assets percentage Depreciation of fixed assets percentage
Xa Investments in fixed assets, thous. Rub. per Investments in fixed assets, thous. Rub. per

one employed

X4 Employment growth rate percentage

Employment growth rate percentage

The number of high-performing jobs units per

The number of high-performing jobs units

premises, ruble

Xs 1000 employed per 1000 employed

Xe Volume of work performed thousand rubles Volume of work performed thousand rubles
per one employed per one employed
Index of the physical volume of work per- Index of the physical volume of work per-

X7 formed under construction contracts, percent- | formed under construction contracts, per-
age centage

Xe Put into operation the total area of residential Put into operation the total area of residential
buildings square meter per 1000 population buildings square meter per 1000 population
Average actual cost of construction of one Average actual cost of construction of one

Xg square meter of the total area of residential square meter of the total area of residential

premises, ruble

Source: developed by the author




Further, the calculation of the numerical
values of competitiveness was carried out, from
which their normalized values were formed.
Then the highest and lowest values of particular
indicators in the group of the studied regions
were determined and the normalized parameters
were calculated for the northern regions of the
Russian Federation. The information base of the
study was the Unified Interdepartmental Infor-
mation and Statistical System of Rosstat [2], on
the basis of which an array of data of the above
indicators was formed for 85 constituent entities
of the Russian Federation in dynamics from
2010 to 2018. To bring the indicators involved in
the establishment of integral indices of competi-
tiveness to a comparable form, the method of
minimax normalization was used, despite a
number of limitations associated with its use.
This method consists in converting the original
range, within which the values are distributed, to
the range [0; 1], in contrast to other normaliza-
tion methods that assume the presence of nega-
tive values [7].

The necessary components in calculating
the normalized private indicator (Ni) are the cur-
rent value of the individual indicator of the com-
petitiveness of the territorial unit (Xi) and its
standard values, which are the minimum and
maximum values (max Xi or min Xi), which are
available among similar parameters in the stud-
ied group of regions. At the same time, one
should take into account the type of relationship
(direct or reverse) that exists between the partic-
ular indicator and the level of competitiveness. If
an increase in the quantitative indicator increases
regional competitiveness (for example, the
commissioning of fixed assets, then the calcula-
tions are made according to the following basic
expression (1):

X,—min X,

" max X,—min X,

(1)

If, for example, with an increase in the de-
gree of depreciation of fixed assets, the level of
competitiveness decreases, i.e. there is an in-
verse relationship, then the alternative equation
designed to calculate the normalized private in-
dicator will take the following form (2):

X,—min X,
max X,—minX, o)
The difficulties in studying the competi-

tiveness of a region are associated with the fact
that it is often necessary to deal with expert

N=1-

-9-

opinions in the course of establishing the weight
coefficients for each of the particular indicators
used (their normalized values). The recommend-
ed system for assessing the level of competitive-
ness, based on the mathematical and statistical
method for calculating the weight coefficients
(Wi), which will be assigned to private indica-
tors (or rather, normalized private indicators),
excludes the possibility of such difficulties [1].

Further, in order to find the integral (gen-
eralized) indicator of regional competitiveness
(1), it is necessary to go to the following equality,
which establishes the sum of normalized private
indicators (Ni), weighted taking into account the
level of importance (Wi) [8] (3).

IZZ w;-N;
=1 (3)

Due to the complexity of determining the
weight coefficients, at this stage of the study, the
calculation of the generalizing integral indicator
was made according to the geometric mean for-
mula.

In accordance with these features, the cal-
culated integral indices of the competitiveness of
the construction complex of the northern regions
make it possible to assess the potential of each
region on a scale from 0 to 1. The significance of
the calculated value of the level of individual
regional competitiveness can be classified as fol-
lows:

from 0 to 0.24 - extremely low level of
competitiveness;

from 0.25 to 0.49 - low level of competi-
tiveness;

from 0.50 to 0.74 - the average level of
competitiveness;

from 0.75 to 1 - a high level of competi-
tiveness.

The dynamics of the consolidated integral
indicator of competitiveness, calculated accord-
ing to the proposed methodology, is presented in
table 2.

During the study period, among 85 con-
stituent entities of the Russian Federation as a
whole in the North, the level of competitiveness
of the construction complex has an average val-
ue - from 0.27 to 0.35.

The grouping of the northern regions ac-
cording to the level of competitiveness of the
construction complex according to the average
value of the generalizing integral indicators for
the study period is given in table 3.
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Table 2: Dynamics of the consolidated integral indicator of the competitiveness of the
construction complex of the northern regions for 2010-2018

Indicator 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 fa‘éeé
Russian Federation 0,249 | 0,299 | 0,264 | 0,270 | 0,252 | 0,256 | 0,233 | 0,227 | 0,225 | 0,258
North 0,304 | 0,351 | 0,319 | 0,323 | 0,285 | 0,293 | 0,274 | 0,265 | 0,272 | 0,307

Republic of Karelia 0,213 | 0,244 | 0,228 | 0,249 | 0,195 | 0,223 | 0,194 | 0,196 | 0,222 | 0,228
Komi Republic 0,224 | 0,276 | 0,349 | 0,277 | 0,259 | 0,272 | 0,317 | 0,208 | 0,229 | 0,288
Arkhangelsk region* | 0264 | 0,293 | 0,208 | 0,288 | 0,172 | 0,203 | 0,214 | 0,180 | 0,230 | 0,247
Nenets Autonomous

District 0,614 | 0,560 | 0,341 | 0,436 | 0,507 | 0,481 | 0,355 | 0,418 | 0,519 | 0,505
Murmansk region 0,140 | 0,199 | 0,180 | 0,175 | 0,226 | 0,187 | 0,184 | 0,217 | 0,159 | 0,197
Khanty-Mansi Auton-

omous Okrug - Ugra 0,335 | 0,385 | 0,345 | 0,328 | 0,247 | 0,278 | 0,216 | 0,233 | 0,227 | 0,304
Yamalo-Nenets

Autonomous District | 0,345 | 0,427 | 0,398 | 0,360 | 0,379 | 0,338 | 0,337 | 0,277 | 0,466 | 0,395
The Republic of Sakha

(Yakutia) 0,248 | 0,396 | 0,355 | 0,333 | 0,345 | 0,318 | 0,337 | 0,324 | 0,288 | 0,341
Kamchatka Krai 0,253 | 0,308 | 0,226 | 0,271 | 0,184 | 0,200 | 0,205 | 0,214 | 0,140 | 0,239
Magadan Region 0,190 | 0,235 | 0,270 | 0,337 | 0,220 | 0,265 | 0,242 | 0,150 | 0,167 | 0,240
Sakhalin Region 0,346 | 0,494 | 0,338 | 0,339 | 0,302 | 0,381 | 0,255 | 0,256 | 0,235 | 0,339
Chukotka Autonomous

Okrug 0,230 | 0,211 | 0,182 | 0,341 | 0,178 | 0,230 | 0,265 | 0,239 | 0,206 | 0,220

Source: Author's calculations.

1 Hereinafter, in the tables and in the text, the indicators for the Arkhangelsk region. given without tak-

ing into account the Nenets Autonomous District

The group of territories with a high level
of competitiveness of the construction complex
does not include any region. Only the Nenets
Autonomous Okrug has an average level, half of
the territories belong to the low level and the
other five regions - to the extremely low level.

A more detailed analysis of competitive-
ness allows us to make a dynamic range of par-

ticular indicators. It should be noted that for a
number of particular indicators of the competi-
tiveness of the construction complex, a number
of northern territories have in some years of the
study period both maximum (1) and minimum
values (0) among 85 constituent entities of the
Russian Federation.

Table 3: Grouping of northern regions by the level of competitiveness
of the construction complex

Territories Competitiveness level Value
— high level from0.75t0 1
Nenets Autonomous Okrug average level from 0.50 to 0.74
Komi Republic, Arkhangelsk Region,
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Okrug,
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Okrug, low level from 0.25 to 0.49
The Republic of Sakha (Yakutia),
Sakhalin Region
Republic of Karelia, Murmansk Re-
gion, Kamchatka Territory, Magadan extremely low level from 0 to 0.24
Region, Chukotka Autonomous Okrug

Source: Author's calculations

According to the indicator "Introduced
new fixed assets” among the northern regions for
2010-2018. The Nenets Autonomous District has
the best values of the coefficients, and almost

every year this indicator was the highest among
85 constituent entities of the Russian Federation.
The increase for the study period amounted to
0.31 points (Table 4).



Table 4: Dynamics of the normalized indicator "Introduced new fixed assets"

of the northern regions for 2010-2018
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Indicator 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 'f;‘;ee
Russian Federation 014 | 017 | 017 | 020 | 017 | 009 | 012 | 011 | 0,15 | 0,15
North 032 | 038 | 044 | 040 | 039 | 022 | 029 | 036 | 0,38 | 0,35
Republic of Karelia 016 | 019 | 013 | 017 | 017 | 009 | 0,10 | 0,06 | 0,10 | 0,13
Komi Republic 014 | 014 | 059 | 025 | 039 | 016 | 031 | 023 | 0,21 | 0,27
Arkhangelsk region . 017 | 018 | 023 | 027 | 017 | 007 | 008 | 016 | 017 | 017
gf;fitstA”tonomO”S 069 | 043 | 0,90 | 1,00 | 1,00 | 1,00 | 1,00 | 0,97 | 1,00 | 0,89
Murmansk region 016 | 026 | 023 | 024 | 033 | 019 | 018 | 024 | 017 | 022
Khanty-Mansi Autono- 043 | 043 | 040 | 061 | 044 | 026 | 026 | 043 | 036 | 040
mous Okrug - Ugra
vamalo-Nenets 045 | 0,63 | 078 | 0,34 | 053 | 024 | 0,44 | 063 | 0,91 | 055
Autonomous District
The Republic of Sakha
(Yakuta) 015 | 019 | 029 | 027 | 033 | 011 | 025 | 0,12 | 0,11 | 0,20
Kamchatka Krai 023 | 042 | 024 | 023 | 010 | 007 | 010 | 017 | 012 | 0,19
Magadan Region 0,12 | 0,27 | 0,22 | 0,47 | 0,26 | 0,10 | 0,22 | 0,17 | 0,66 0,25
Sakhalin Region 020 | 052 | 021 | 042 | 025 | 041 | 022 | 022 | 0,28 | 0,30
gifﬁgtka Autonomous 077 | 021 | 025 | 0,68 | 036 | 039 | 051 | 1,00 | 026 | 049

Source: Author's calculations

The Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Dis-
trict has high values, where this indicator in-
creased by 0.46 percentage points over the
study period and amounted to 0.91 in 2018. In
the rest of the northern regions, the values
were not so great. However, it is possible to
note an increase in the normalized coefficient
in the Magadan region - by 0.54 pp. A signifi-
cant deterioration of this indicator was noted
in the Chukotka Autonomous Okrug (by 0.51
pp) and Kamchatka Krai (by 0.11 pp). On av-
erage, during the period under study, the least
amount of fixed assets was introduced per per-
son employed in the Republic of Karelia (the
average normalized coefficient is 0.13), the
Arkhangelsk region. (0.17), Kamchatka Terri-
tory (0.19), the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
(0.2) and Murmansk Region. (0.22).

In contrast to the previous indicator, the
situation in the northern regions is much better
in terms of the “Degree of depreciation of
fixed assets” indicator. Although the wear of
the main ones on average in the North for the
period under study is high - from 40 to 60%,
the normalized coefficients of most northern
territories in comparison with all regions of
Russia look much better (this indicator has an
inverse relationship, i.e., the higher it is value,
the lower the degree of wear).

High values (more than 0.5 and higher
than the average in Russia) of the normalized
coefficient of this indicator are in the Nenets
Autonomous Okrug (on average for 2010-
2018 - 0.69), the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
(0.64), Kamchatka Territory (0.61) and Ar-
khangelsk Region. (0.57). An extremely low
value in the Khanty-Mansi Autonomous
Okrug - 0.13 (almost two-thirds of the funds
are worn out).

For the period 2010-2018 positive shifts
in the normalized indicator were observed in
the Magadan region. (by 0.58 p.) and the Komi
Republic (by 0.36 p.), negative - in the Sakha-
lin region. (by 0.54 p.) and Nenets Autono-
mous Okrug (by 0.48 p.).

According to the indicator "Investment
in fixed assets" among the northern regions for
2010-2018. the best values of the coefficients
have the Nenets Autonomous Okrug (and al-
most every year this indicator was the highest
among 85 constituent entities of the Russian
Federation) and the Yamalo-Nenets Autono-
mous Okrug.

Extremely low values of this indicator
are observed in the Republic of Karelia (on
average for 2010-2018 - 0.04), Arkhangelsk
region. (0.05) and Kamchatka Territory (0.06).
For the rest of the northern regions, the values
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of the normalized coefficients are also not high,
which is influenced by the extreme values in
the Nenets Autonomous Okrug and Yamalo-
Nenets.

During the study period, an increase in
this indicator was recorded in the Yamalo-
Nenets Autonomous District (by 0.1 p.),
Magadan Region. (by 0.1 p.), Murmansk re-
gion. (by 0.09 p.) and Chukotka AO 9Ha 0.08
p.); decrease - in the Khanty-Mansi Autono-
mous Okrug (by 0.08 percentage points),
Kamchatka Krai (by 0.06 percentage points)
and the Sakhalin Region (by 0.06 percentage
points).

According to the rate of change in the
number of employed, the situation is on aver-
age for 2010-2018. equivalent - all northern
regions had normalized indicators with a low
level of competitiveness.

Except for the Arkhangelsk region. for
2010-2018 in terms of the growth rate of em-
ployed in all regions, the normalized indicators
improved, the maximum in the Chukotka Au-
tonomous Okrug (by 0.91 percentage points),
the Republic of Sakha (YYakutia) (by 0.44 per-
centage points), and the Murmansk Region.
(by 0.25 p.) and the Komi Republic (by 0.25
p.).

According to the indicator "The number
of highly productive jobs" among the northern
regions for 2010-2018. the situation was unfa-
vorable - almost half of the territories accord-
ing to the normalized coefficient in terms of
the level of competitiveness were in an ex-
tremely low zone. The values were relatively
slightly better in Chukotka Autonomous
Okrug (0.4 on average) and Yamalo-Nenets
Autonomous Okrug (0.36), and even then, in
2018 relative to 2010, these indicators de-
creased. On the positive side, the increase in
the coefficient in the Komi Republic (by 0.11
percentage points) and the Sakhalin Region
should be noted. (by 0.1 p.).

According to the main resulting indicator
"Volume of work performed” among the
northern regions for 2010-2018. the situation
was relatively good only in the Nenets Auton-
omous District, where the average normalized
indicator for the period under study was 0.51
and in 2018 was the maximum among 85 sub-
jects of the Russian Federation.

A similar situation was with the indica-
tor "Index of the physical volume of work per-
formed" among the northern regions for 2010-
2018. only in the Nenets Autonomous Okrug,
where the average normalized indicator for the
period under study was 0.4 and in 2018 was
the maximum among 85 subjects of the Rus-
sian Federation. In addition, a noticeable im-
provement in the indicator values in Yamalo-
Nenets Autonomous Okrug (by 0.73 p.)
Should be noted. However, in most regions in
2018, the coefficients decreased relative to
2010.

To assess the level of competitiveness of
housing construction, this study used the indi-
cator “Total area of residential buildings
commissioned”.

Relatively high values of this indicator
among the northern regions of the Russian
Federation for the period under study were ob-
served only in Nenets Autonomous Okrug (on
average for 2010-2018 - 0.59), Sakhalin Re-
gion. (0.45) and Khanty-Mansi Autonomous
Okrug (0.42). Extremely low values were not-
ed in Chukotka Autonomous Okrug (0.01 - for
the entire study period, the lowest values
among all subjects of the Russian Federation),
Murmansk region. (0.02), Magadan region.
(0.06), Komi Republic (0.14), Kamchatka Ter-
ritory (0.16), Arkhangelsk Region. (0.21) and
the Republic of Karelia (0.27).

It is noteworthy that during the entire
study period there were no significant changes
in this indicator. The exception is the relatively
“prosperous” Nenets Autonomous District,
where the normalized coefficient in 2018
compared to 2010 decreased by 0.61 points.

Average values for 2010-2018 partial in-
tegral normalized indicators of competitive-
ness that affect the generalized integral indica-
tor are shown in Table 5.

Conclusions and prospects for further
research. Thus, on average, for the period un-
der study, a positive influence (more than 0.5)
on the generalizing integral indicator of com-
petitiveness had the particular indicators of the
following northern regions:

- Commissioning of fixed assets (Nenets
AO (0.89) and Yamalo-Nenets AO (0.6));
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Table 5: Average for 2010-2018 values of private indicators of the competitiveness
of the construction complex of the northern regions of the Russian Federation

L 0 = — k7 <
SS9 oS = 28| 22| 38| 22|85 €8 £5
: 8% 88| 28| €| 52| 5E| 5|23 §=2 ° 7
Indicator S5l 5&| 52 2| 2| 28 ..53 i Q.0
8% 5| E°| 85| 28| 5| z5(2z8 85| £
= Y= = — o ° S|~ 8 =y <
= | 28| e |° 2% 5 |E5258 20 §
X1l | X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 |
Russian Federation 0,148/ 0,492 | 0,062 | 0,380 | 0,183 | 0,213 | 0,272 | 0,398 | 0,698 0,258
North 0,353| 0,446 | 0,245 | 0,387 | 0,256 | 0,336 | 0,298 | 0,156 | 0,403 0,307
Republic of Karelia | 0,129 0,483 | 0,029 | 0,415 | 0,241 | 0,173 | 0,295 | 0,274 | 0,664 0,228
Komi Republic 0,269 0,375 | 0,168 | 0,353 | 0,293 | 0,305 | 0,269 | 0,140 | 0,680 0,288
Arkhangelsk region! | 0,168 0,575 | 0,053 | 0,375 | 0,248 | 0,165 | 0,307 | 0,206 | 0,680 0,247
Nenets Autonomous
District 0,888 0,690 | 0,995 | 0,385 | 0,243 | 0,514 | 0,395 | 0,593 | 0,309 0,505
Murmansk region 0,222| 0,377 | 0,071 | 0,412 | 0,254 | 0,254 | 0,297 | 0,021 | 0,465 0,197
Khanty-Mansi Auton-
omous Okrug - Ugra | 0,402| 0,129 | 0,308 | 0,355 | 0,176 | 0,317 | 0,287 | 0,425 | 0,573 0,304
Yamalo-Nenets
Autonomous District | 0,551 0,307 | 0,811 | 0,421 | 0,361 | 0,436 | 0,297 | 0,316 0,276 0,395
The Republic of Sakha
(Yakutia) 0,201| 0,644 | 0,197 | 0,469 | 0,299 | 0,376 | 0,282 | 0,376 | 0,435 0,341
Kamchatka Krai 0,186 0,609 | 0,071 | 0,446 | 0,172 | 0,336 | 0,235 | 0,163 | 0,319 0,239
Magadan Region 0,253| 0,481 | 0,149 | 0,425 | 0,219 | 0,417 | 0,304 | 0,057 | 0,219 0,240
Sakhalin Region 0,304| 0,693 | 0,294 | 0,369 | 0,230 | 0,444 | 0,266 | 0,446 | 0,215 0,339
Chukotka Autonomous
Okrug 0,492| 0,438 | 0,141 | 0,380 | 0,403 | 0,288 | 0,381 | 0,011 | 0,000 0,220

Source: Author's calculations

- Degree of depreciation of fixed assets
(Nenets Autonomous Okrug and Sakhalin Re-
gion (0.69 each), Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
(0.64), Kamchatka Territory (0.61), Arkhan-
gelsk Region (0.58));

- Investments in fixed assets (Nenets AO
(0.99) and Yamalo-Nenets AO (0.81));

- The total area of residential buildings
was put into operation (Nenets Autonomous
District (0.59));

- Average actual cost of construction
(Komi Republic and Ar-Khangelsk region
(0.68 each), Khanty-Mansi Autonomous
Okrug - Yugra (0.57)).

According to such indicators as the
growth rate of the employed, the number of
highly productive jobs, the volume of work
performed, the index of the physical volume of
work, there are no territories with a high coef-
ficient at all. Obviously, most of the territories
have low coefficient values for almost all spe-
cific indicators of competitiveness, which in-

fluenced the low values of the composite inte-
gral indicator.

A further prospect of research is the re-
finement of the methodology for assessing the
competitiveness of the regional construction
complex in order to determine the weight coef-
ficients when calculating the generalizing in-
tegral indicator. The ultimate goal of the study
is to develop measures to increase the com-
petitiveness of the region's economy.
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