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Readers are invited to inspect the latest Human 
Development Report for the Russian Federation. National 
reports such as this are published on the initiative of the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in many 
countries of the world. Global reports are also brought out 
annually. The reports are compiled by teams of independent 
experts.

The central theme of the present Report is encapsulated 
in its title, ‘Russia Facing Demographic Challenges’. The 
authors have attempted to analyze main aspects of the most 
urgent demographic challenges, to offer their analysis of 
causes and to highlight certain constructive axes of socio-
economic policy, which can serve to reduce mortality rates, 
improve the present birth rate, regulate migration flows 
and, at the same time, to alleviate adverse consequences 
of demographic trends, which cannot be adjusted in the 
nearest future. 

The Report is intended for use by senior administrative 
personnel, political scientists, teachers, scientific researchers 
and students.

The National Human Development Report 2008 for the Russian Federation has been prepared by a team of Russian 
experts and consultants. The analysis and policy recommendations in this Report do not necessarily reflect the views of 
the UN system and the institutions by which the experts and consultants are employed.
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The National Human Development Report, 
“Russia Facing Demographic Challenges”, 

prepared by the United Nations Development 
Programme in 2008, presents main issues 
associated with one of the most acute problems 
facing Russia today – unfavorable demography.  
The authors provide detailed analysis of the 
existing demographic situation and a forecast 
of its future development, consider options for 
overcoming the negative trends, and assess the 
consequences of expected demographic trends for 
the economy, society, education and health care. 
Our common objective is accelerated human 
development in Russia as a precondition for the 
country’s full-scale socio-economic development. 
Achievement of that objective is the purpose of the 
Concept for Demographic Policy of the Russian 
Federation up to 2025, which has been approved 
by Russia’s President. All available reserves need 
to be mobilized for this task: improvement 
of health and reduction of mortality, greater 
economic activity and employment rates among 
various age and social groups, improved levels 
of employee qualification and greater labor 
productivity, inter-sector and interregional re-
distribution of human resources, and best use 
of the potential offered by labor migration. This 
approach has the support of the general public, 
the government and business. 

The difficult financial and economic context, 
which has been prevalent worldwide since 
autumn 2008, should be seen from a viewpoint of 
new opportunities and further impetus towards 
Russian economic growth based, first and 
foremost, on internal factors: high investment 
and consumer demand and growth of household 
incomes. Human development has to be the key 
factor for implementation of new investment 
projects, for transition from a commodity export 
model to an innovative and socially oriented 
development model for the Russian economy.
I am confident that this National Human 
Development Report for the Russian Federation 
will be important, relevant and useful to 
politicians, government officers (at all levels), 
scholars and journalists – in a word, to 
everybody, to whom Russia’s present and future 
is of concern.  

E. Nabiullina,
Minister for Economic Development  

of the Russian Federation

Address To reAders
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I am proud to present to you the 12th annual  
National Human Development Report for 

the Russian Federation published by the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP).
The year 2008 was marked by the financial 
and economic crisis, which spread globally, 
affecting all groups of population around the 
world. Slowdown in economic growth, the rise 
of unemployment and cuts in social programs, 
including official development assistance, are 
among of the likely and unfortunate consequences. 
Under the circumstances, investments in human 
capital and unleashing the human potential of 
all, including marginalized groups of population, 
are important preconditions for a return to 
steady growth. It is also a good time to reevaluate 
policies and introduce innovative solutions, 
ranging from energy efficiency to productivity 
gains and accessible education.
This year’s report entitled Russia Facing 
Demographic Challenges looks at some of the 
important, but unresolved issues, including 
migratory imbalance, cultural and social 
integration and cohesion, competition at labour 
markets and labour outflows. Renowned Russian 
experts presented their views of demographic 
trends and distribution forecast of various age 
and gender groups in the near future. They also 
carefully examined some of the first results of 
governmental measures aimed at tackling the 
problematic issues in the area of demography.
Many important issues, such as education, child 
and maternal mortality and gender equality, 
scrutinized in the 2008 Report, are directly 

related to the Millennium Development Goals, 
adapted for Russia and its regions in the 2005 
and 2006/2007 Reports. We also continue the 
good tradition, laid by the last years’ reports, 
to present Human Development Index (HDI) 
for Russia’s regions. In 2008, we place a special 
emphasis on the Gender Human Development 
Index (GDI), which essentially, presents the HDI 
indicators disaggregated by sex.
On a final note, I would like to sincerely thank 
our national partner, the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs, for continuous support of the National 
Human Development project, which today, 
besides the National Report, encompasses 
and advances other important aspects, such as 
human development education and sub-national 
Reports.
It is with great satisfaction that we receive 
feedback from our Russian governmental and 
non-governmental partners, international 
development organizations about the usefulness 
and applicability of the UNDP Reports in their 
daily work. Therefore, I sincerely hope that the 
2008 Report shall become an important trigger 
for additional research and mature policy 
deliberations.

Marco Borsotti,
UNDP Resident Representative in the 

Russian Federation

deAr reAders!
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The Report “Russia Facing Demographic 
Challenges” written by a group of experts is a 
very timely discussion of issues, which are of 
the highest priority for our country. At present 
the whole world – and not only Russia – is in 
the throes of a global demographic transition. 
We are passing from the initial stages of 
developing our productive forces – industry 
and culture, which were supported by growth 
of the population, towards a new paradigm of 
global development, where the population is 
to become stable.

The profound change in paradigm of 
development is by far the greatest change in 
human history, since mankind first came into 
existence a million years ago. It is a genuine 
demographic revolution affecting all aspects 
of social life. The all-pervading impact of 
demographic change is seen in the broad range 
of social issues discussed in the Report. These 
challenges, which have now attracted general 
attention, can be expressed by the concept of 
the demographic imperative. For the authors 
of this Report, demography is not merely a 
compilation of statistical data, but a vantage 
point for gaining insight into the economic 
and social changes facing us all. This enables 
us to escape from purely factual analysis and 
to look into the dynamics and diversity of 
these phenomena.

The comprehensive and inter-disciplinary 
analysis, developed by the authors, lead to 
important and specific recommendations, 
which should now be expressed in 

demographic policy. The decisions to be taken 
are vital for Russia’s health and education 
system, for the economy and security of the 
realm. These decisions have direct impact on 
all social strata and are to set the course of 
Russia’s history into the foreseeable future. 

The long history of Russia and the expanse 
of its geography, the variety of  ethnic 
groups and their cultural and educational 
levels, as well as diverse economic trends 
have led to complex and, at times, painful 
patterns of migration. Russia’s experience 
provides significant examples for discussion 
and resolution of these issues, which are 
both regional and global. Comprehensive 
studies of them are of practical interest, for 
they provide examples of the contemporary 
treatment of global problems. This provides 
instructive experience both for Russia and 
other countries and regions of the world. 
These studies are of special significance for 
countries now adjacent to Russia within the 
borders of the former Soviet Union. 

In 2006, President Vladimir Putin addressing 
the nation, referred to demographic issues 
as “the most acute problem facing Russia 
of today”. In this Report, a highly qualified 
response to this appeal is made. It calls for 
increasing the potential of our country, as a 
response to a clearly stated social demand, 
which is steadily gaining in its importance. 

 

Professor S.P. Kapitza

PreFACe 
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This is the 12th National Human Develop-
ment Report (NHDR) for the Russian Fed-
eration. Such reports are published in many 
countries on the initiative of the United Na-
tions Development Programme (UNDP). 
Global development reports, containing 
overviews for all countries, are published an-
nually. Texts are prepared for the UNDP by 
groups of independent experts. 

The 2008 NHDR for the Russian Federa-
tion is a conceptual sequel to several earlier 
national reports prepared by various indepen-
dent groups of Russian experts with assistance 
and support from the UNDP Representative 
Office in Moscow. Like all the earlier reports, 
it is not an account of the socio-economic sit-
uation in the country over a specific period of 
time, but a work of scientific analysis. 

The main theme of the 2008 Report is 
“Russia Facing Demographic Challenges”. 
Demography, as much as economic and social 
progress, is a part of the concept of human 
development. Long life and health are the ba-
sis, which enable extension of human choice, 
creative life, material prosperity, access to 
high-quality education and full participation 
in society. Without them, many opportuni-
ties remain unavailable and many ambitions 
for a better life unattainable. This is why life 
expectancy is one of the three parameters 
used to calculate the Human Development 
Index (HDI). As noted by Amartia Sen, one 
of the originators of the human development 
concept and a Nobel Prize Winner (1998), 
“mortality rate is reflective of how far the 
given society is able to transform economic 
resources it has into products and services 
of major importance. The simple mortality 
rate is more revealing of the prevalent public 
development level and trend than a complex 
of macro-economic indicators” (Human De-
velopment: New Aspect of Socio-Economic 

Progress/V.P. Kolesnikov, ed. Мoscow: Hu-
man Rights, 2008, p.195-196).

Regrettably, life expectancy indicators pull 
down Russian HDI. Russia has been grap-
pling for some time with demographic devel-
opments, which must be qualified as a crisis. 
Short life expectancy is the main feature of 
this crisis, though by no means its only fea-
ture. The birth rate is too low, the population 
is shrinking and ageing, and Russia is on the 
threshold of rapid loss of able-bodied popula-
tion, which will be accompanied by a grow-
ing demographic burden per able-bodied 
individual. The number of potential mothers 
is starting to decline and the country needs 
to host large flows of immigrants. The list of 
problems could be continued. 

 The authors have attempted to analyze the 
most acute demographic challenges, present-
ing their view of how these challenges have 
arisen and indicating constructive paths for 
socio-economic reform, which would enable 
lowering of mortality, improvement of the 
birth rate, proper regulation of immigration 
flows, as well as mitigating unfavorable con-
sequences of demographic trends, which can-
not be reversed in the near future. 

The authors have relied mainly on official 
Russian statistics, provided by the Federal 
State Statistics Service (“Rosstat” in the Rus-
sian abbreviation), ministries and government 
agencies. In instances where several sources 
of information were available, preference 
has been given to officially published mate-
rials. Where information from other sources 
is used, appropriate references are made. In 
some instances, the authors have used the 
findings of opinion polls. 

The UNDP and authors of the Report have 
maintained a constant dialog with agencies of 
government and civil society during the Re-
port’s preparation.

INTrodUCTIoN
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The principal topic of the National Human 
Development Report for 2008 is “Russia Facing 
Demographic Challenges”.

The first chapter of the Report, entitled “A 
New Stage of Russian Demographic Develop-
ment”, gives a general description of the chal-
lenges, which Russian society will have to face 
in coming decades during a new – and, in many 
ways, unfavorable – era in its demographic evo-
lution. The search for solutions is expected to 
be complicated by the need to overcome nega-
tive inertia, which has accrued in previous de-
cades. 

The first stage of the Russian demographic 
crisis emerged in the mid-1960s, when fertil-
ity first dropped below the replacement level, 
and the country entered a period of latent de-
population. In 1992, the latent depopulation 
became manifest, as natural population in-
crease gave way to natural decrease, signaling 
the start  of a new, more dangerous stage of 
the demographic crisis. However, until very 
recently, consequences of population decrease 
have been mitigated by favorable changes in 
age structure, and the country has been enjoy-
ing a so-called “demographic dividend”. Today, 
that stage is also over, and the demographic 
dividend is fully exhausted. The next stage is 
continuation of natural population decrease 
coupled with unfavorable changes in age com-
position.

The resulting demographic challenges, which 
have to be adequately met in coming decades 
are: growing natural population decrease, en-
tailing rapid decline of total population of Rus-
sia; rapid natural decrease of working-age pop-
ulation; growing demographic burden on the 
working-age population; general ageing of the 
population; decline in the number of potential 
mothers; a large influx of immigrants; and pos-
sible growth of emigration rates.

Responses must be sought, in part, through 
the demographic mechanisms of higher fertil-
ity and reduced mortality. However, there is no 
guaranteed treatment for many demographic 
ills. Some of them, suffered by Russia in com-

mon with all other urbanized, industrial and 
post-industrial countries, are deeply rooted 
in modern life styles and cannot be fully ad-
dressed by government policy, however well-
designed. There has to be a realistic assessment 
of what can be done, and recognition of policy 
limitations. Not everything, which we find dis-
agreeable, can be remedied. Efforts to resist the 
unfavorable trends must be combined with ef-
forts to adapt to what cannot be resisted. This 
means that adequate responses to demographic 
challenges have to be sought not only in de-
mographic, but also in economic and social 
spheres which should be transformed in view 
of new demographic realities.

Chapter 2, entitled “Growth of Fertility: The 
Start of a Road with Distant Horizons” discuss-
es the essentials of demographic policy related to 
fertility. Fertility trends in Russia have long been 
similar to those of most industrially developed 
countries. There have been several fluctuations 
since the early 1990s, but Russia remains among 
countries with very low fertility. 

Concerns in Russian society about the ad-
verse fertility situation encouraged prepara-
tion, in 2006-2007, of a new version of the gov-
ernment’s Concept for Demographic Policy in 
the period until 2025. In January 2007, a new 
package of support for families with children 
was implemented and, since then, public at-
tention has been drawn to a turn for the better 
in birth rate trends. However, experts remain 
skeptical and point out that temporary growth 
of fertility may be followed by a new fall, as has 
occurred in nearly all countries, which applied 
similar pro-natalist measures. 

Fertility decline in Russia during two last de-
cades has occurred in a context of later mar-
riages and a later average age at childbearing, 
as well as a larger share of people living in in-
formal unions and larger contribution of such 
unions and second (or subsequent) unions to 
the birth rate. Such trends have been typical of 
developed countries over several decades and 
there is every reason to expect that they will 
continue. 

ExECutivE SuMMary
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At present policy concepts are underestimat-
ing fundamental structural changes in marriage 
& family relationships, household micro-econ-
omy and fertility in the medium and long term, 
and this casts doubt on attainability of fertility 
targets in the time limits envisaged by the De-
mographic Policy Concept. Trends up to 2007 
make further decline in fertility of real genera-
tions looks more probable than its growth. It 
may well be that further consistent attention 
on the part of government to family policy, will 
encourage more optimistic public expectations 
and real-generation fertility will grow. At pres-
ent, however, the new demographic policy has 
not led to changes in pro-reproductive attitudes 
in society.

But even if the most optimistic expectations 
are realized and generations born in the 1990s 
achieve a new higher level of fertility, these gen-
erations are too small to make a large absolute 
contribution to the total number of births and, 
hence, to natural population growth. They can-
not reverse depopulation trends.

The categorical imperative for Russia is re-
duction of mortality, analyzed in Chapter 3. 
Since the 1960s there has been a widening mor-
tality gap between Russia and developed coun-
tries (and now, increasingly, also developing 
countries). The gap underlines the profound 
nature of Russia’s mortality crisis.

Russia is still at the very beginning of the 
second stage of the epidemiological transi-
tion, in which self-protective behavior needs 
to become an important element of life styles 
throughout society. Insufficient efforts by peo-
ple to look after their own health and safety 
determines the specific feature of Russian mor-
tality: its extremely high level among people of 
working age (15-60 years), particularly among 
males. A minor reduction in mortality in recent 
years (2005-2007) does not suggest any radical 
change, and there are no reasons as yet to think 
that Russia has even begun to address this cri-
sis. Russian level of mortality remains far in ex-
cess of this observed in developed countries.

Failure to complete the epidemiological tran-
sition is evident from data on causes and ages 

of death in Russia. There has been no success 
to date in reduction of mortality due to circu-
latory diseases in relatively young age groups 
and mortality due to external causes of death 
(mainly among men).

The battle against mortality remains focused 
on paternalistic health efforts, introduction 
of new medical treatments, high-technology 
health care, etc. But there have been almost 
no changes in people’s attitudes to their own 
health and increase of propensity among people 
to treat their life as a value in itself. This is the 
principal obstacle to reduction of mortality.     

The complex and contradictory nature of 
migration processes are the subject of Chap-
ter 4, entitled: “Internal Migration: Great 
Past, Modest Future”. Internal migration was 
a powerful leverage tool for population redis-
tribution in Russia, but this is no longer the 
case: urbanization, which drove large numbers 
of people into the country’s cities throughout 
the last century, has now been completed, and 
migration potential is also limited by popula-
tion decrease and changes in age composition 
(dwindling share of young people, who are usu-
ally the most mobile group). 

The most prominent geographical feature 
of post-Soviet internal migration is so-called 
“western drift”, i.e. population outflows from 
eastern regions of this country to its European 
part, entailing accelerated population decrease 
in already under-populated areas. Migrants are 
concentrating in the largest cities and their vi-
cinities, particularly in the Moscow metropoli-
tan region. 

Socio-economic polarization during the 
last decade and a half has engendered a mass 
phenomenon of temporary labor migration. 
Residents of villages and towns are flooding re-
gional centers and big cities in search of jobs. 
For various reasons, such migration usually 
does not entail change of permanent residence 
(partly due to administrative barriers to such 
change). In any case, far from all Russians are 
ready to move to regions, where jobs are avail-
able, as evidenced by major supply/demand dis-
proportions on local job markets and structural 
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unemployment. Low mobility of the Russian 
population is detrimental to many households, 
who are unable to use their human potential to 
the full. It is also an impediment to economic 
development. 

Government attempts to regulate internal 
migration processes were not fully success-
ful in the Soviet period and can hardly be 
of any avail in the present situation. Despite 
this, some sections of government continue 
to believe that migrants should move “where 
required”, not where they choose. Migration 
is a self-organizing social process and the in-
terests of national and social development re-
quire removal of all restrictions and barriers 
to migration.

The fifth chapter of the Report, entitled: “Im-
migration: Salvation or a Trojan horse?” deals 
with the increasingly urgent and important is-
sue of international migration.

The new geopolitical configuration on the 
territory of the former Soviet Union and the 
start of depopulation processes in Russia have 
given rise to profound transformations in inter-
national migration processes. The demograph-
ic recession, which is affecting the working-age 
population, creates need both for permanent 
migrants and for temporary international labor 
migrants. 

Until recently, most migrants seeking per-
manent residence were homecoming ethnic 
Russians and other ethnic groups originating 
from Russia, or their descendants (two thirds 
of population growth due to migration, re-
ported for Russia in 1989-2007, was due to eth-
nic Russians and about 12% was due to other 
ethnic groups with homelands in Russia). On 
the whole, the homecoming of several million 
compatriots was beneficial for the Russian de-
mographic situation. Repatriation potential 
is not yet fully exhausted (a few million more 
may yet return), but future prospects should 
not be over-estimated and the period of mass 
repatriation to Russia is probably over. Decline 
of repatriation motivation is evidenced by low 
efficacy of a current government programme to 
encourage return of Russians from former So-
viet republics. 

By contrast, there has been rapid increase 
in labor migration to Russia by natives of for-
mer Soviet republics. Estimated population of 
foreign labor migrants in the Russian Federa-
tion is about 6-7 million, and, as national hu-
man resources continue to decline, Russia will 
need even greater numbers of such migrants. 
Although such migration is usually viewed as 
being of limited duration, a large share of labor 
migrants are in fact living permanently in Rus-
sia and, if supported by wise policy, they could 
represent a major demographic reserve for the 
country as well as providing human resources 
required by employers. 

Reform of migration laws in 2006 did much 
to simplify migrant legalization, enlarging the 
share of legal migration flows and reducing the 
share of illegal migration, although the latter 
remains unacceptably large. As things are to-
day, it is very important to continue liberaliza-
tion of migration policy and to extend existing 
legal migration channels. Russia will have to re-
spond to the challenges of large-scale immigra-
tion in any case and the challenge will be much 
tougher if prohibitions continue to drive such 
migration into non-legal channels. 

Demographic effects on the economy are scru-
tinized in Chapter 6, entitled: “Demographic 
Challenges and Economic Growth”. In coming 
decades Russia faces a historically unique task of 
supporting high economic growth rates despite 
decline in population, particularly in working 
age groups. The labor force will decline in over-
all size, and the decline will be concentrated at 
the young end of the labor force. 

Adverse effects of demography on the Rus-
sian labor market make it important to mobilize 
all available reserves, which can even partially 
compensate deficits and tensions in employ-
ment and offset adverse effects on the pace of 
economic growth in Russia. Key reserves in-
clude: improvement of health and reduction of 
mortality; increased rates of economic activity 
among the young and middle aged; improve-
ment of employment rates among the retired 
and disabled population; extension of normal 
working time; inter-sector re-distribution of 
human resources and growth of productivity 
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rates; interregional re-distribution of human re-
sources; and international labor migration. As 
the working-age population declines, high eco-
nomic growth rates in Russia are increasingly 
dependent on productivity improvements. The 
reserves just mentioned could add about 13 
million people to employment in Russia, offset-
ting nearly all working-age population losses in 
the inertial demographic scenario.

An efficient employment policy should aim 
to increase the share of lifetime spend in em-
ployment, from youth to old age, but only on 
condition that employees both keep their quali-
fications up to date and add new competences. 
More efficient use of dwindling of employment, 
education, health, pensions, social infrastruc-
ture, the family, etc.

Ways and means of addressing the challeng-
ing socio-economic problems are presented in 
Chapter 7, entitled: “Demographic Challenges 
and Social Spending”. Regardless of how de-
mographic changes actually occur, dependency 
pressure on the working age population will 
grow. However, specific structure of dependen-
cy pressure under one scenario of future devel-
opment is dissimilar from that under the other 
scenario: according to the inertial scenario, 
dependency pressure will grow, mainly, due to 
a larger senior-age population, while the child 
population will tend to dwindle. But the opti-
mistic forecast suggests that dependency pres-
sure will grow much more rapidly than under 
the inertial forecast, due both to the growing 
child population and the more rapidly grow-
ing retirement-age population. Differences in 
expectations under the two forecasts are very 
important for probable structure of additional 
social expenditures. Although higher fertility, 
improved health and reduced mortality are, no 
doubt, beneficial for economic growth in the 
long term, and are purposes to be pursued per 
se, their attainment in the short and medium 
term can be detrimental to faster economic 
growth.

Pension expenditure represents the largest 
share of government social expenditures and, 
in an ageing society, such expenses will grow 
further. If the optimistic demographic forecast 

comes true, total growth of pension payments 
and health and education expenditures will be 
8-10% of GDP, which is much more than the 
Russian economy can afford. Without major 
update of the pension system, living standards 
of the senior-age population will remain low 
and proper incentives for the working popula-
tion will be lacking.

At the same time no improvement of pension 
payments can fully tackle the problem of help-
lessness and loneliness in old age. One of the 
major tasks of old-age social policy, in condi-
tions of society’s ageing, is to develop govern-
ment and private programmes for social servic-
ing of the elderly, home care and various forms 
of joint leisure by retirees (temporary care fa-
cilities, well-equipped old people’s homes, etc). 
Social institutions in the ageing society need to 
accomplish radical reconstruction of the sys-
tem of social relationships for provision of care 
to the senior-age population.

The young child care market in Russia re-
mains under-developed. Available services are 
almost undifferentiated and even services of-
fered by kindergartens are unaffordable for 
some social strata, while terms and conditions 
of service provision sometimes fail to match ex-
isting needs. No family can compensate exist-
ing government policy failures and inadequate 
development of the social service market. 

Demographic processes in Russia in the near 
future will depend much on the education sys-
tem, which will have to tackle new tasks and 
issues. All these are discussed in Chapter 8, en-
titled: “Demographic Challenges and the Ed-
ucation System”. Population age groups, which 
are main recipients of secondary and higher 
vocational education, are expected to almost 
halve in the future, so tertiary (secondary and 
higher vocational) education will be seriously 
affected. There will also be significant impact 
from migration flows.

It is to be expected that almost two-fold de-
cline in population age groups using tertiary 
education (17-22 years) will lead to reduced 
numbers of higher education facilities in the 
next 10 years and their greater polarization, as 
well as tougher competition between facilities 
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for each applicant, particularly between sec-
ondary and higher vocational education facili-
ties and between full-time and non-full-time 
departments within higher education facilities. 
Probable outcomes are: more rapid shrinkage of 
secondary vocational education than of higher 
education; and lower quality of education and 
professional training due to less rigid eligibility 
standards. 

Forecasts suggest that population of school 
age will be 13% less by 2013 than in 2007, fol-
lowed by modest growth in subsequent years. 
The decline in numbers entails various chal-
lenges for the education system, from reduced 
efficiency of education expenditures (due to 
lower average number of children per class and 
per school) to issues of social security for re-
dundant teachers. 

Ongoing migration processes (greater num-
ber of arrivals from ex-USSR countries and 
larger internal migration from regions with less 
developed economies) will require adaptation 
of the education system to assimilate migrants 
and their children into the Russian society and 
to teach Russians the skills needed to live suc-
cessfully alongside a growing migrant popu-
lation, sometimes dissimilar in ethnic origin, 
culture and religion. 

Overall demographic processes (decline in 
working-age population and growing share of 
senior age groups in total working population) 
make it important to develop and further ex-
tend supplementary vocation education. Such 
education aims to update knowledge and skills 
acquired by employees in the past to ensure 
that it corresponds to the economic standards 
of today, as well as improving professional 
training to immigrants and helping a part of 
the economically inactive population to enter 
the labor market. 

The adverse medico-demographic situation 
in Russia calls for adequate responses from the 
health care system. The options are considered 
Chapter 9, entitled: “Demographic Challeng-
es and the Health System”. Priorities include 
greater affordability/accessibility and quality of 
medical care, development of the prophylac-
tic system and more active precautions against 

major morbidity and mortality risk factors. 
Strategy to combat the mortality crisis in Rus-
sia should be designed through analysis of the 
structure of causes of death, and should de-
ploy comprehensive and properly funded pro-
grammes with maximum active participation 
of patients and the public at large. 

Post-Soviet health care reforms have been 
primarily focused on improvement of health 
care funding, and have not always been equal 
to the demographic challenges. They have often 
ignored macro- and micro-economic conflicts 
of interest between public health participants. 
The practice of budget insurance by regions 
has failed to solve urgent tasks and tends to en-
courage careless spending by health facilities, 
growth of a shadow economy in the health sec-
tor, sharp differentiation in resources available 
to the sector in different regions, lower quality 
of available medical care and (inevitably) ad-
verse effects on the quality of public health.

Meeting current challenges to the health sys-
tem requires more funding for medical care, 
but also wiser use of money through improved 
health care planning to suit the actual medico-
demographic situation. There needs to be wide-
scale implementation of economic management 
methods, which help to motivate better oper-
ating efficiency by improving mechanisms of 
payment for medical care and salary payments 
to medical personnel. Ways must be found of 
making people more committed to protection 
and improvement of their health, while ensur-
ing guaranteed medical care for individuals, 
who are least able to afford medical treatment, 
etc. There also needs to be a legislative support 
to optimize infrastructure of the health and 
compulsory medical insurance system. In par-
ticular, the system should have a federal basis, 
but should act to increase responsibility of all 
regions for their own social development and 
should ensure responsiveness of the system to 
public health indicators.

Trends in the Human Development Index 
(HDI) for Russian regions in 2005-2006 are 
analyzed in Chapter 10. In the mid-2000s, Russia 
became a country with a high level of human de-
velopment, achieving an HDI score above 0.800. 
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The number of regions, where the index was at 
high levels, grew significantly – from 4 in 2004 to 
12 in 2006, with Moscow moving ahead of Cen-
tral & Eastern Europe. Most of the contribution 
to positive HDI dynamics was from rapid eco-
nomic growth and appreciable increase of life ex-
pectancy. However, economic inequality between 
Russian regions is very great: of 80 regions, for 
which the Index has been calculated, only 13 have 
per capita gross regional product (GRP) higher 
than the average national level (including Tyu-
men Region, where HDI is four times higher than 
the national average, and Moscow, which is twice 
better off than the rest of Russian in this respect). 
Almost every fourth constituent entity of the Rus-
sian Federation has per capita GRP less than half 
of the national average. 

Positive effects from tackling the most urgent 
health care issues only became visible in 2006, 
and mainly in parts of the country where these 
problems were most acute. Biggest increases 
of life expectancy were in regions, where the 
indicator had been lowest: in Eastern Siberia, 
in regions of the Center, where agriculture is 
not well developed, and in the North-West. So 
regions with largest growth of life expectancy 
achieved the largest HDI advances.

Territorial differences in human develop-
ment remain great, but regional indexes grew 

relatively evenly in 2005-2006, without widen-
ing of the gap between leaders and outsiders, 
which was noted in earlier Reports. Thanks to 
more active government social policy, grow-
ing economic inequality between “strong” and 
“weak” regions was partially compensated by 
different geography of life expectancy im-
provements. In 2006, almost 30% of the Rus-
sian population was resident in regions with 
high HDI levels. This share has doubled since 
2004. However, two thirds of Russia’s people 
remain concentrated in below-average re-
gions, and have limited human development 
prospects, while 6% of the population lives in 
the most problematic regions, where large-
scale financial support from the federal gov-
ernment will remain necessary for a long time 
to come.

Chapter 10 also contains the first calcula-
tion ever made of the Gender-related Human 
Development Index (GDI) for Russia and its 
regions. The Index also takes into account in-
fluence of differences between men and women 
in basic HDI indicators that is (expected life 
span, literacy rate and access to education, and 
income). The income indicator takes account of 
differences between men and women with re-
spect to salaries payable and levels of economic 
activity.
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Chapter 1

 A NEW STAGE OF 
RUSSIAN DEMOGRAPHIC 
DEVELOPMENT

1.1.  Three stages of Russia’s 
demographic crisis 

Adverse demographic trends, adding up to what 
deserves to be called a demographic crisis, have been 
apparent in Russia for some time. Th is crisis is bound 
to have negative impact on qualitative and quantitative 
features of the country’s human capital, and on potential 
for development of that capital. 

Russia has been aff ected by natural decrease of popu-
lation since 1992: shrinkage has totaled 12.3 million per-
sons over 16 years. Th is phenomenon has been partly 
compensated by immigration (5.7 million persons), but 
by the beginning of 2008 the Russian population had 
declined to 142 million from 148.6 million at the begin-
ning of 1993,  a reduction of 6.6 million persons.

Th is is not the fi rst time that Russia has suff ered loss 
of population. Th ere were four such instances in the 
20th century. However, the fi rst three instances were 
related to social and military disasters, and the popu-
lation loss stopped as soon as these disasters came to 
an end. Generally, the trend was towards population 
growth and the demographic situation seemed quite 
favorable. But this appearance was deceptive. Long-
term evolutionary processes were at work – compli-
cated by political, social and military disturbances, – 
which led inevitably to the depopulation, which began 
in 1992. 

Th e most important factor to consider is fertility. 
None of the generations of Russians, born aft er 1910 and 
being of reproductive age between the end of the 1920s 
and start of the 1930s, reproduced itself. For so long as 
these generations were few in number and the general 
fertility level was defi ned by older cohorts, it remained 
relatively high. But in the fi rst post-war decade cohorts 
of women with higher fertility gradually outgrew repro-
ductive age and were replaced by younger cohorts with 
constantly declining fertility.  

As a result, “transversal” indicators – crude birth rate 
and total fertility rate – were unable to regain their pre-
war level and steadily declined. By the beginning of the 
1960s the fertility rate among urban women had fallen 
below 1. In rural districts the rate remained relatively 
high, but it was falling quickly. In any case, the share of 
rural population, and hence its contribution to the level 
of fertility, was also in decline. 

By 1964 the total fertility rate failed to provide replace-
ment of generations for the whole population of Russia 
and the net reproduction rate dropped below 1. Th e coun-
try entered a period of latent depopulation. Th is should 
be viewed as the beginning of the fi rst stage of Russia’s de-
mographic crisis, which lasted until the year 1992. Only 
once during this period, in 1986-1988 – apparently due 
to demographic policy measures in the 1980s, a ban on 
alcohol sales, and (possibly) social optimism in the fi rst 
years of “perestroika” – did the net reproduction rate rise 
above the replacement level. But this rally was followed 
by a further sharp decline. (Figure.1.1).

Decline of the net reproduction rate below the re-
placement level signaled the start of depopulation, 
though it did not entail immediate natural decrease of 
population. For a certain time the process of depopula-
tion was hidden (latent): population size continued to 
increase thanks to population growth potential, accu-
mulated in the age structure. But this potential had its 
limit: the current fertility level was consistently failing to 
provide population replacement and, eventually, natural 
decrease of population was bound to ensue. An offi  cial 
forecast by the Central Statistical Offi  ce of the RSFSR, 
carried out in 1980, predicted that natural decrease of 
population would begin in 2001. 

Faced by the prospect of natural decrease of popula-
tion in Russia and some other republics of the former 
USSR, the country’s leadership took various measures 
at the start of the 1980s to boost the level of fertility. 
But their eff ect was very short-term and fertility started 
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to fall once again aft er 1987. Th e total fertility rate in 
Russia reached its historical minimum (1.73 births per 
woman) in 1991, just before the collapse of the USSR, 
and it continued falling in subsequent years against a 
background of economic and social crisis in the 1990s. 
Natural increase of population, which had declined cat-
astrophically since 1987, came to a halt by 1992, when 
fertility decline and exhaustion of population growth 
due to age structure led to a situation where deaths out-
numbered births for the fi rst time since World War II. 
Natural population decrease signaled the beginning of 
the second stage of the demographical crisis: transition 
from latent to explicit depopulation (Figure 1.2).

Despite the population decline, during this second 
stage Russia received a “demographic dividend” related 

to specifi city of the Russian age pyramid. Change in the 
proportions of various age groups has been favorable 
from economic, social and demographic points of view 
and this has done much to mitigate the growing crisis. 

Specifi cally, the period since 1992 has seen constant 
increase in the number of people of working age (men 
from 16 to 60 and women from 16 to 55), from under 
84 million in 1993, to over 90 million in 2006. At the 
same time, the number of children under 16 years old 
declined sharply, from 35.8 million in 1992 to 22.7 mil-
lion in 2006, while the number of persons of retirement 
age stayed unchanged at 29-30 million (their numbers 
in 2006 were even somewhat lower than in 2002). 

Th is has meant a steady decline of demographic pres-
sure on the population of working age. In 1993 there 

Figure 1.1.   The net reproduction rate in Russia 
has been below the replacement level since 1964
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Figure 1.2.  In 1992 the number of births dropped below the number of deaths 
and natural increase of population became negative
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Chapter 1. A NEW STAGE OF RUSSIAN DEMOGRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT

were 771 dependents (people below or above working 
age) per 1000 people of working age, while in 2006 there 
were only 580 per 1000, which is an all time low. Th e 
eff ect has been to reduce the need for social spending 
by the state: to the extent that is determined by demo-
graphic proportions, such spending has been as low as 
it can be. 

Constant growth of the number of women of re-
productive age (15-50 years old) has been another 
positive feature of this period, increasing from 
36.3 million in 1992 to 40 million in 2002-2003. 
Th is number has decreased in recent years but has 
stayed higher than ever in the past. Th e number of 
women in the more limited age group, which makes 
the greatest contribution to fertility (women of 18-
30 years, accounting for 75-80% of all births), in-
creased from 19.9 to 14.2 million between 1992 and 
2006, representing 2.4 million or 20% growth – a 
very high indicator. Russia experienced a similar 
trend, on an even larger scale, in the 1970s when the 
number of births increased constantly, despite some 
decline of fertility. Th ere is no doubt that increase 
in the number of potential mothers contributed to 
growth of births aft er 1999. 

Another important parameter is change in the 
number of young men of conscription age. The 
number of men aged 18-19 years has grown and in 
2006 stood close to the maximum level, observed 
at the end of the 1970. So call-up targets could be 
met without undermining involvement of young 
men in education and the economy. 

Thus, despite transition from implicit to explicit 
depopulation and, correspondingly, from the first 
to the second stage of Russia’s demographic crisis, 
seriousness of the crisis has been largely mitigated 
by a “demographic dividend” due to economical-
ly and socially positive changes in age structure. 
However, these favorable changes have only tem-
porary nature and cannot prevent development of 
the crisis, which has now reached its third – most 
dangerous – stage, when demographic dividends 
are exhausted and the change of age structure, in 
contrast with the previous period, becomes very 
unfavorable, aggravating undesirable consequenc-
es of population decline.  

Transition from positive to negative trends in 
change of age distribution takes several years but its 
first signs are already visible. The number of wom-
en of reproductive age started to decline in 2004 
and in 2007, for the first time in a long period, the 
number of people of working age also decreased. 
All available demographic forecasts predict that 
these tendencies will develop rapidly in the context 
of continuing natural population decrease. 

1.2.  Main demographic 
challenges in coming 
decades

1.2.1.  Accelerating natural population 
decrease

Natural decrease of Russian population has been 
slowing down since 2001, as seen in Figure 2, but this 
is a temporary trend – one of the consequences of the 
above-mentioned demographic dividend. On one 
hand, signifi cant growth in the number of potential 
mothers contributed to increase of births and, on the 
other hand, decline in numbers of elderly people put a 
brake on growth in the number of deaths. Since 2001 
people reaching the age of 60 have belonged to the small 
cohorts of 1941 and subsequent years. Th e number of 
persons aged 60 and above has decreased by 10% in 
2001-2006 as a result. 

Impact of these two factors is already tapering off , 
but will remain in force for some time to come, holding 
back natural decrease of population until 2012. How-
ever, by 2012 the number of potential mothers will re-
turn to the level at the beginning of the 1990s and the 
number of elderly persons will return to growth as the 
large generation groups of 1949-1960 reach 60 years 
of age. Natural decrease of population will accelerate 
once again. Th e rate of acceleration will depend on 
success in lowering mortality and raising fertility, but 
no forecasters are expecting that changes in mortality 
and fertility will be able to stop the acceleration com-
pletely (Figure. 1.3). 

So natural decrease of population is not about to 
cease. On the contrary, following a temporary respite, 
it will return to growth. Th e scale of future decrease is 
indicated by the medium scenario from Rosstat (2008), 
which suggests that decrease will decline to 463,000 per-
sons in 2010, but will have risen back to 600,000 persons 
by 2017 and over 800,000 by 2025. Total population de-
crease over 19 years (2008-2025) will be in excess of 11 
million persons. Other forecasts predict even greater 
losses.  

In contrast with the preceding period, natural de-
crease of population will be accompanied by worsening 
of structural proportions, with highly unfavorable eco-
nomic, social and political consequences. 

1.2.2.  Rapid natural decrease of 
working-age population 

In the near future Russia faces a sharp decline in the 
number of people of working age (by Russian criteria, 
men of 16-60 years and women of 16-55 years). Th is 
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group has been growing throughout the last 5-6 
decades, with some fl uctuations, but the growth is now 
clearly exhausted. Numbers of people of working age 
saw a fall in 2006-2007, and this is the start of a sharp 
long-term decline. According to Rosstat, the working-
age population will decline by 14 million in 2009-2025 
(Figure 1.4). Th is coincides with estimates by the Institute 
of Demography at the State University - Higher School 
of Economics, which calculate probability of various 
predicted values: the most likely (median) fi gure for 
working age population decrease in 2008-2025 is 13.9 
million persons, and this fi gure could fl uctuate between 
11 and 17 million within the limits of a 60% confi dence 
interval. 

1.2.3.  Growing demographic 
burden on people of 
working age

Shrinkage of the working-age population 
will be accompanied by increase of the demo-
graphic burden (the number of persons above 
and below working age per 1000 persons of 
working age). A temporary breathing space, 
due to some decline in the number of elderly 
people, is coming to an end and growth in 
their numbers will resume. Aft er remaining at 
a level of 29-30 million from 1992, the number 
of persons of retirement age has now started to 
rise and should exceed 31 million by 2011 (ac-
cording to the medium scenario of the Rosstat 
forecast), which will be the highest level in his-
tory. Th ere will be further increase by about 5 
million persons in the period to 2025.

Surge in fertility aft er 1999 will also 
lead to increase in numbers of children 
and young people under 16 years old, 
from just over 22 million at the begin-
ning of 2008 (a lower fi gure than at any 
time in the 20th century). Attainment 
of working age by small cohorts of the 
1990s will intensify the trend. Howev-
er, this growth will not be intensive or 
long-lasting. According to the Rosstat 
medium forecast, numbers of children 
under 16 years will reach about 26 mil-
lion by the start of the third decade of 
the century. Realization of the most fa-
vorable fertility and mortality scenarios 
could push numbers as high as 30 mil-
lion by 2024-2026 (matching the level 
in 2000), but a decline will then ensue. 
Meanwhile, growth in numbers of chil-
dren under 16 years in the coming 10-

15 years will contribute to growth of the young-age 
dependency ratio. 

According to Rosstat’s medium scenario, the total 
dependency ratio (young and elderly) will increase 
from 578 per 1000 persons of working age (the 
historical minimum, registered in 2007), to 700 in 
2015 and 822 in 2025 (by 20% and 41%, respective-
ly). Contribution of the elderly to the total burden 
(about 35% in 1970) will rise to 55-60%. If the more 
optimistic Rosstat forecast, which predicts rapid 
growth of fertility, is realized, the dependency ratio 
in 2025 will still be almost 800 per 1000 of working 
age (Figure 1.5).

Figure 1.3.  All forecasts suggest that decline of natural 
population decrease is temporary and will be 
reversed in a few years time
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Figure 1.4.  Medium scenario of the Rosstat forecast 
predicts loss of 14 million population of 
working age in 2009-2025 
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Chapter 1. A NEW STAGE OF RUSSIAN DEMOGRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT

1.2.4.  Population ageing 

Ageing of the population is a global tendency caused 
by new balance of births and deaths. Signifi cant increase 
in the share of elderly persons in total population is due 
both to decline of fertility (“ageing from below”) and 
decline of mortality among the elderly (“ageing from 
above”).

In Russia the share of persons aged 60 and more in-
creased from 9% to 17% from 1960 to 2006. Th is per-
centage is the same as in the USA, although signifi cantly 
lower than in the European Union (22%) or Japan (27%). 
Ageing of the Russian population is continuing and the 
share of persons aged 60 will reach 23% in 2025, exceed-

ing the current European level. Th e share 
of people aged over 80 will also increase 
(Figure 1.6).

Another important consequence of 
ageing is change in the age ratio of older 
and younger groups within the eco-
nomically active population: the share 
of seniors is growing while the share of 
juniors is shrinking  (Figure 1.7). 

No comparable age ratio has occurred 
in the past, and the existing economic 
and social systems (education, health 
care, employment, pensions), are de-
signed for a much younger age compo-
sition. Reform of these systems to deal 
with irreversible changes in age ratio is 
one of the main challenges of coming 
decades. 

1.2.5.  Decline in numbers 
of potential mothers

Russia’s demographic future depends 
to a large extent on the number of chil-

dren who are born in the country. Births are currently at 
a low level, which naturally causes concern among the 
general public and the country’s leadership. Measures 
have been taken to boost fertility. But solution of this 
task at the current stage of Russia’s demographic devel-
opment will be more diffi  cult than it was in the previous 
stage.

Current low fertility and low number of births 
(about 1.5 million births per year, compared with 
2.2-2.5 million in the 1980s) is in the context of a 
near-to-ideal age structure context (the “demograph-
ic dividend” period), when the absolute number of 
women of reproductive age in Russia is as high as 
it never has been (a historical maximum of 40 mil-

Figure 1.5.  Dependency ratio per 1000 persons of working 
age will increase consistently, and will exceed 
800 per 1000 by 2025, according to the medium 
Rosstat forecast  
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Figure 1.6.  Percentage of persons aged 60 and over in the Russian population will rise above 
22% in the next 15 years, and percentage of those over 80 will be 3.5%. 
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lion was reached in 2002-2003). Th e situation on the 
“marriage market” is also highly favorable.

Th ese favorable conditions will soon be a thing of the 
past. Numbers of women of reproductive age (15-49 
years old) have been in decline since 2004: losses will be 
over 5 million by 2015, and over 7 million by 2025 (com-
pared with 2003). It is true that the number of women at 
their reproductive peak (18-29 years old, accounting for 
75-80% of births) has continued to grow. But this trend 
will reverse in 2008-2009, leading to decline by 2.7 mil-
lion in 2015 and 5.9 million by 2025. Th ese estimates are 
not dependent on forecast variants, since all potential 
mothers of 2015-2020 have already been born.   

In 2004, when the number of births (1.502 million) 
was at its highest in the period from 1992 to 2007, there 
were 37.7 births per 1000 women aged 15-49. For the 
number of women of reproductive age expected in 2025 
to give birth to the same number of children, this ratio 
will have to rise to 45.7 per 1000. In any case, the annual 
number of deaths through the whole period up to 2025 
will exceed 2.2 million, so 1.5 million births will not be 
suffi  cient. For births to keep pace with deaths, the num-
ber of births will have to be close to 2.3 million per year. 
Th at entails 70 births per 1000 women of reproductive 
age in 2025. Such indicators have been unknown in Rus-
sia since the mid-1960s and are unlikely to be achieved 
in coming decades. 

1.2.6.  Russia's population decline

Th eoretically the natural decrease of population 
can be compensated by migration infl ow, which is 
the only way of stopping the population decline and, 
to a certain extent, ameliorating age composition. 
But the scale of natural decrease is so large that its 

complete compensation does not seem 
too probable. 

Th e expected fi gure, mentioned above, 
of 11 million natural decrease of population 
in the coming 19 years is comparable with 
12.3 million natural decrease during the last 
16 years (1992-2007). Th at loss was only 
46% compensated by migration, and most 
of the compensation was from the migra-
tory splash in fi rst half of the 1990s, when 
there was a mass infl ow of Russians from 
former Soviet republics. Aft er 2000 net mi-
gration compensated only about one fi ft h of 
natural decrease.

Experience has made forecasters very 
cautious when predicting the role of mi-
gration in compensating natural decrease 
of population. Most forecasts expect con-
tinued population decline. According to 

medium variants of some forecasts, the population 
of the country in 2025 will be 128.7 million (United 
Nation Organization and US Census Bureau)1, 137.0 
million (Rosstat, 2008)2, and 138.1 million (median 
of the probabilistic projection by the Institute of De-
mography at the State University – Higher School of 
Economics)3. Th is entails population decline by 10-20 
million persons or 7-10% compared with the maxi-
mum seen at the beginning of 1993. Since all authors 
of the forecasts off er several scenarios, the range of 
possible size of the Russian population in 2025 is even 
broader, varying from 120.6 million (the lowest UN 
scenario) to 144 million (the upper limit of Rosstat’s 
forecast) (Figure 1.8). 

 In itself population decline is an undesirable pro-
cess, tending to reduce a society’s strength and dyna-
mism. Th e decrease is particularly undesirable for Rus-
sia with its huge territory, a signifi cant part of which is 
thinly populated and underdeveloped. Th e situation is 
complicated by rapid natural decrease of population of 
working age, threatening to put a brake on the coun-
try’s economic development. In these circumstances, it 
is natural to look at ways of increasing compensatory 
immigration. But potential for using migration as a so-
lution is now limited.

1.2.7.  Large infl ux of immigrants 

Increase of population through migration in coming 
decades will depend largely on Russian migration pol-
icy. But whatever this policy is, it has to take into con-
sideration objective limitations of a socio-psychological 
and socio-economic nature, which make full-scale 
compensation of population loss by means of migration 
unlikely.

Figure 1.7.  Share of people aged 40-59 in total 
population aged between 20 and 59 will rise 
to 54% by 2026 
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Chapter 1. A NEW STAGE OF RUSSIAN DEMOGRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT

Offi  cial demographic policy of the Russian govern-
ment declares a goal of stabilizing Russian population 
numbers by 2015 and “ensuring gradual increase of 
population (including due to compensatory migration) 
to 145 million persons” by 2025. By 2025 Russia should 
obtain “migratory infl ows of over 300,000 persons an-
nually”. Th e most ambitious of latest forecasts by Rosstat 
(see Figure 6), which looks extremely optimistic (in par-
ticular, fertility by 2015 in Russia will need to exceed the 
current level in all European countries except France 
and Ireland), assumes achievement of these targets. Ac-
cording to this scenario, natural decrease, and thus also 
need for compensatory migration, will decline below 
200,000 persons in 2012-2017, aft er which it will grow 
to more than 300,000 persons in 2020 and rise above 
500,000 in 2025.

Rosstat’s medium forecast looks more realistic. It 
supposes that positive changes in fertility and mortal-
ity will be more modest, but it counters this by making 
larger demands on immigration. In this scenario net 
migration will have to exceed 500,000 annually in 2013 
and 800,000 in 2024 in order to compensate natural de-
crease. Authors of the forecast consider such volumes 
of migration as unrealistic, and suppose that migration 
will in fact provide only partial (about 55%) replace-
ment of natural decrease. Th at will not be enough to sta-
bilize Russia’s population, which will diminish to 137.5 
million by 2025, or to compensate natural decrease in 
population of working age, which will be reduced from 
90 to 75 million people. 

But, even in this case, annual immigration levels will 
be much higher than at present and could give rise to 
intractable social and political problems. According to 
offi  cial data, registered migratory increase of population 
in Russia in 2007 was 240,000 and the average fi gure in 
2001-2007 was 175,000. Until now this increase has con-
sisted mainly of Russians and representatives of other 

ethnic groups with origins in Russia: these two groups 
together were 76% of all immigrants in 1992-2006 and 
ethnic Russians alone were 67%.  But their shares is de-
clining: in 2006 the two groups were only just above 50% 
of all immigrants and ethnic Russians alone were just 
43%.  Th is trend will continue as numbers of Russians 
located abroad who are disposed to move back home 
gradually decline. Greater shares of foreign immigrants 
will signifi cantly aggravate problems of integration in 
Russian society and could make it impossible for the 
country to digest the quantities of immigrants, which 
are called for by demographic and economic logic. 

However, signifi cant increase of immigrant arrivals 
looks more likely than sharp increase of fertility, mak-
ing it reasonable to view migration infl ows as the main 
resource for replenishment of the Russian population in 
the future. For this to happen, current inertial decline of 
immigration has to be halted and targets must be set for 
infl ows of migrants. At present, demographic policy re-
mains focused on return from abroad of people whose 
homeland is Russia. But potential volumes of such mi-
grants are limited, even in the most favorable scenario.  

1.2.8.  Possible rise of
emigration 

As well as facing hitherto unknown problems  of im-
migration, Russia in the last 15-20 years has had to deal 
with problems of emigration. Th e latter has not been on 
a large scale to date, but it is a relatively serious problem, 
due to high quality of the outgoing human resources, 
which justifi es talk of a “brain drain”.  

While migratory exchanges with former USSR re-
publics give Russia positive net immigration, the bal-
ance of migration between Russia and other foreign 
countries – the so-called “far abroad” – has been consis-
tently negative. Th is trend was established in the second 

Insert 1.1. “Any country has limitations on its immigration capacity, associated with social adaptation 
in the host country of immigrants with diff erent cultural traditions, stereotypes, etc. So long as immigrant 
numbers are small, they are relatively quickly assimilated to the local cultural environment, melting into it 
without any serious problems associated with intercultural interaction. But when the number of immigrants 
in absolute or relative terms becomes signifi cant and (most importantly) grows quickly, the newcomers form 
more or less compact socio-cultural enclaves in the host country and the process of assimilation slows down, 
resulting in intercultural tension. This tension is aggravated by economic and social inequality between “lo-
cals” and “aliens” … All of this is fully applicable to Russia: like other countries, which have undergone demo-
graphic transition, it also needs immigrants, it also feels migratory pressure from outside, and it is also aware 
of objective limits to its immigration capacity. As in any country, these limits are related to the situation on the 
labor market and, in particular, to “carrying capacity” of mechanisms of adaptation and assimilation, and to 
the velocity of social and cultural integration of immigrants.”

Population of Russia 2002. Tenth Annual Demographic Report. 
Edited by A.G. Vishnevsky, M., KDU, 2004, p. 209-210.
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half of the 1980s, before the collapse 
of the USSR (when members of cer-
tain ethnic or confessional groups 
were allowed to emigrate), and 
it developed further in the 1990s 
(particularly from 1993, when a law 
was enacted, which gave freedom of 
movement in and out of the coun-
try). Th e number of emigrants rose 
quickly, although the huge burst 
of emigration from Russia, which 
some countries of Western Europe 
feared at the start of the 1990s, did 
not materialize. 

Initially, emigration had a main-
ly “ethnic” character: Germans and 
Jews were 60-70% of all registered 
emigrants. Armenians, Greeks 
and representatives of other eth-
nic groups also left , but in smaller numbers. Supply of 
“ethnic” emigrants was gradually exhausted: registered 
emigration remained stable at a level of 80-100,000 per 
year for a certain time, and then started to decrease. 
However, the outfl ow gave a large net loss in migratory 
exchange with countries outside the former USSR. Ac-
cording to Rosstat data, the loss was more than 1.1 mil-
lion persons in 1989-2006, and this only includes regis-
tered migration. But unregistered emigration was also 
at high levels. 

Registered emigration in 2006 was only 10,000 
persons, which represents a large decline and, appar-
ently, should not cause special anxiety. But we should 
bear in mind that depopulation trends are also gaining 
strength in Europe, leading to workforce shortages in 
many countries. Western European countries therefore 
need immigrants and they are diversifying infl ows by 
accepting newcomers from Eastern Europe and Russia.  
When Eastern European countries entered the Europe-
an Union, many of their workers moved to more pros-
perous states, aggravating labor shortage problems and 
encouraging these countries to use workers from Rus-
sia, Ukraine and some other CIS countries.  Facilitation 
of residence procedures for “Gastarbeiters” from Russia, 
Ukraine and Belarus, adopted in 2008 in Poland, are an 
illustration of this growing trend. If diff erence in sala-
ries between Russia and such countries as Poland (not 
to mention Western and Northern Europe) remain in 
place, competition with Europe for workers will become 
another serious challenge for Russia. 

* * * * *

In 2006 in his Message to the Russian Federal Assem-
bly, President Vladimir Putin called demography “the 
most acute problem of modern Russia”. His speech fo-
cused attention of the government and society on prob-
lems of demography and led to some practical measures 
for amelioration of the demographic situation. Vladimir 
Putin and the current President Dmitry Medvedev have 
emphasized that Russia has so far only taken the fi rst 
steps and that eff orts to overcome the demographic cri-
sis need to be developed further.  

Many diffi  cult tasks remain to be solved along the 
way, and the start of a new phase of demographic devel-
opment, with many highly unfavorable aspects, makes 
their solution even more complicated. Th ere is no reason 
to expect that the demographic crisis in Russia, which is 
the outcome of negative inertia accumulated over de-
cades, will be quickly overcome. Many demographic 
illnesses have no tried and tested cures. Some of these 
illnesses are common to other urbanized, industrial and 
post-industrial countries, have roots in modern ways of 
life, and are highly intractable for governments, even for 
a government that pursues a vigorous demographic pol-
icy. Th e capacities and limitations of such policy need 
to be given a sober and realistic assessment.  We can-
not change everything, which we do not like. So policy 
needs to include not only eff orts at changing adverse 
trends, but also measures for adapting to trends, which 
cannot be changed.

Figure 1.8.  Most forecasts are of further Russian population decline 

1  Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social Aff airs of the UN Secretariat. World Population Prospects: The 2006 Revision; 
U.S. Census Bureau, International Data Base.

2 Hypothetical population of Russia up to 2025. Statistical Bulletin, M., Rosstat, 2008. 
3 Population of Russia 2006. Fourteenth annual demographical report, M., 2008.
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Chapter 2

GROWTH OF FERTILITY: 
THE START OF A ROAD 
WITH DISTANT HORIZONS

2.1.  Russia’s low fertility 
goes back a long way

Birth-rate trends in Russia have long been similar 
to those in most industrially developed countries. Any 
major contrast between Russia and those countries 
had already faded by the post-war period (Figure 2.1).

In the 1960s Russia matched industrial countries 
by low fertility and even led the trend downwards, 
so that, by the end of the decade (1968) Russia’s to-
tal fertility rate (TFR) was one of the lowest among 
40 industrial countries: only the Czech Republic 
(then Czechoslovakia), latvia, Ukraine (then a re-
public of the USSR) and Croatia (one of republics 
of yugoslavia) had lower TFR than Russia. This list 

Figure 2.1. Total Fertility Rate in several developed countries since 1925 
Source:  Database of the Institute of Demography at the State University - Higher School of Economics 

(http://www.demoscope.ru)
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should also include Hungary where TFR in 1962-
1965 was the lowest in the world (1.8). 

The picture changed to some extent thereafter. 
Decline of the fertility in Russia slowed down, 
while remaining brisk in many industrial coun-
tries. In the 1950-60s some industrial countries 
had much higher TFR than Russia, but that was no 
longer the case by the 1980s.

By 1980, when the TFR in Russia dropped to 
1.86 (its lowest level in the whole period before 
1991), 13 countries in the world (of those, which 
are now sovereign states) had even lower fertlility 
than Russia. They were: Denmark (1.55), Switzer-
land (1.55), Germany (Federal Republic of Germa-
ny, 1.45), the Netherlands (1.60), Finland (1.63), 
Italy (1.64), Austria (1.65), Canada (1.67), Swe-
den (1.68), Belgium (1.68), Norway (1.72), Japan 
(1.75), and the USA (1.84).

This was followed by a short-term increase of 
birth rates, conditioned by demographic policy of 
the 1980s, by the anti-alcohol campaign and by op-
timistic expectations during the first years of Per-
estroika. The high point of this increase came in 
1987, when the TFR touched 2.23, putting Russia 
among developed countries with highest rates. Of 
40 such countries, only Estonia, Macedonia, Ire-
land, Romania and Moldova achieved higher rates 
in 1987.  

The period from the end of the 1960s to the end 
of the 1980s was generally more favorable for Rus-
sia in terms of birth rate dynamics than for the 
majority of European countries, USA or Japan. But 

high birth rates of the mid-1980s were short-lived. 
By the end of the 1980s Russia had dropped back 
into the group of countries with lowest fertility 
(the number of countries in this group had sharply 
increased in the meantime). 

The steepest decline occurred in 1999, when the 
TFR was 1.16. Some increase was seen up to 2004, 
followed by a dip in 2005 before growth resumed 
in 2006-2007. 

Both urban and rural areas saw TFR increase in 
1999-2004, although it was more pronounced in cit-
ies: the overall increase was 0.18 child per woman, 
but it was 0.21 in urban areas and only 0.13 in rural 
areas. The drop in 2005 was somewhat steeper in 
the country than in cities, but growth in 2006 was 
seen only in rural areas. In any case, these fluctua-
tions did not detract from a long-term converging 
trend between urban and rural areas (Figure 2.2). 
In the 1960s a woman in the countryside gave birth 
to 60-70% more children than a city woman, in the 
1980s the difference was 50-60%, and it declined to 
30-40% in the current decade. 

Despite some fluctuation of fertility in the early 
1990s, Russia remains in a group of countries with 
the lowest rates. In 1995 the total fertility rate was 
1.34 and the country ranked 31st-32nd among 40 
industrially developed countries. In 2006 the rate 
was 1.3, putting Russia in 27th place (Figure 2.3). 

To stop loss of population at current mortal-
ity rates, fertility needs to be kept at a level of 2.1. 
As seen in the diagram, only the USA (2.09) and 
France (1.99) come closest to this target. 

Figure 2.2. Total Fertility Rate in Russia: total, urban, and rural population, 1959-2007
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Box  2.1. Regional variety in fertility 

Russia’s regions have varied fertility, but the differences are not as great as is often believed and they 
are steadily diminishing. Over the last 50 years Russia has become more homogeneous in terms of 
interregional differentiation of the TFR (by almost two times in relative terms). There was a temporary 
accentuation of territorial differences at the end of the 1980s and start of the 1990s, when fertility was 
in rapid decline, but the long-term convergence resumed thereafter. Declining fertility in Buryatia, 
Kabardino-Balkaria, North-Ossetia, Karachayevo-Cherkessia and Tyva have played an important role in 
this process of leveling.

Figure 2A shows distribution of subjects of the Federation by TFR in 1990 and 2006. Overall decline 
and increase of peakedness illustrate the leveling of differences between rates in Russian regions. 
Chechnya shows the highest TFR at present – 2.77 births per woman, as reported by official statistics 
in 2006 (though quality of recording in Chechnya is uncertain). The autonomous districts of Evenkia, 
Ust-Ordyn Buryat, Agin Buryat, Chukotka and Tyva come next with rates of 2.1, which just ensures 
replacement levels in these regions. The next specific group with coefficients in an interval of 1.6-1.9 
includes 10 regions: autonomous districts and republics of Siberia, North Caucasus, Kalmykia, Komi-
Permyak District (except Kabardino-Balkaria, North-Ossetia, Karachayevo-Cherkessia, Khakassia and the 
Jewish Autonomous District where the TFR is significantly lower). Russian national TFR is determined by 
50 regions of Russia where rates vary from 1.2 to 1.3. Leningrad, Tula, Saratov, Voronezh, Tambov regions, 
Mordovia and St. Petersburg city have lowest rates (1.15 max. in 2006).  

Figure 2.А.  Distribution of 88 Russian regions by total 
fertility rates in 1990 and 2006 
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Figure 2.. Distribution of 88 Russian regions by total fertility rates in 1990 and 
2006  

 

 
Despite some fluctuation of fertility in the early 1990s, Russia remains in a group 

of countries with the lowest rates. In 1995 the total fertility rate was 1.34 and the country 
ranked 31st-32nd among 40 industrially developed countries. In 2006 the rate was 1.3, 
putting Russia in 27th place (Figure 2.3).  
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2.2.  What does real female 
cohort fertility tell us? 

The total fertility rate is an important index for 
tracing current changes in fertility, but it is not a 
perfect tool. It uses the concept of a “hypothetical 
(synthetic) generation”, which represents a very con-
venient model of reality but not the reality itself. So-
ciety is naturally more interested in the number of 
children born by each real generation of women. The 
model of a hypothetical generation allows assess-
ment of the current demographic situation without 
the need to wait until all real generations, participat-
ing in childbearing over a given period of time (for 
example, this year), rise above reproductive age. But 
this model does not give complete knowledge about 
the ultimate fertliliy of real generations. Paying too 
much attention to such indexes as period TFR and 
net reproduction rate of population can lead to seri-
ous mistakes in estimation of actual fertility trends.

At present we have full data for numbers of chil-
dren actually born to cohorts of women, who were 
themselves born in the 1950s and earlier. Estimates 
of expected fertility for cohorts born in the 1960s 
and now completing their reproductive biography 
are also very reliable. International comparisons 
show a common trend towards decline of com-
pleted cohort fertility in all industrially developed 
urbanized countries. These countries are all falling 
gradually below the limit of replacement of gener-
ations, and Russia is leading the way (Figure 2.4) 

Only preliminary estimates are possible for 
younger cohorts of women, born in the second 
part of the 1970s and the 1980s and now of active 
reproductive age. 

Such estimates are usually obtained by summa-
rizing the number of children already born by each 
generation of women at the time of observation 
with the number of births expected in case an av-
erage woman from the current generation has the 
same birth rates at later ages as was demonstrated in 

 

Figure 2.3.  Total fertility rate in several industrial countries in 2006.
Source:  Database of the Institute of Demography at the State University - Higher School of Economics  

(http://www.demoscope.ru)
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Figure 2.3.  Total fertility rate in several industrial countries in 2006. 
Source: Database of the Institute of Demography at the State University - Higher School of Economics 
(http://www.demoscope.ru) 

 
To stop loss of population at current mortality rates, fertility needs to be kept at a 

level of 2.1. As seen in the diagram, only the USA (2.09) and France (1.99) come 
closest to this target.  

2.2. What does real female cohort fertility tell us?  

The total fertility rate is an important index for tracing current changes in fertility, 
but it is not a perfect tool. It uses the concept of a “hypothetical (synthetic) generation”, 
which represents a very convenient model of reality but not the reality itself. Society is 
naturally more interested in the number of children born by each real generation of 
women. The model of a hypothetical generation allows assessment of the current 
demographic situation without the need to wait until all real generations, participating in 
childbearing over a given period of time (for example, this year), rise above reproductive 
age. But this model does not give complete knowledge about the ultimate fertliliy of real 
generations. Paying too much attention to such indexes as period TFR and net 
reproduction rate of population can lead to serious mistakes in estimation of actual 
fertility trends. 

At present we have full data for numbers of children actually born to cohorts of 
women, who were themselves born in the 1950s and earlier. Estimates of expected 
fertility for cohorts born in the 1960s and now completing their reproductive biography 
are also very reliable. International comparisons show a common trend towards decline 
of completed cohort fertility in all industrially developed urbanized countries. These 
countries are all falling gradually below the limit of replacement of generations, and 
Russia is leading the way (Figure 2.4)  
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the year of observation by women who had reached 
those ages. For generations of women aged 15 in the 
year of observation, the estimate of ultimate fertility 
is based on the “expected” component and coincides 
fully with usual TFR for hypothetical generations. 
In the course of transition to older generations the 
value of the “expected” component declines and the 
actual birth rates play an increasing role.

Since age-specific birth rates change year by year, 
estimates of “actual” and “expected” components 
of completed fertility for one and the same genera-
tion and (consequently) their overall value can also 
change. In modern Russia, where there is currently 
an increase of birth rates in groups of women aged 
over 25 and even over 35 and so long as this increase 
continues to be observed,  estimates of completed 
fertility may be reviewed upwards each year, not 
only for the youngest generations but also for older 
cohorts.

Table 2.1 shows estimates of completed fertil-
ity for the post-war generations. These estimates 

are based on retrospective data limited by the year 
1999 (the year in which the current birth rate was 
at its minimum level) and respective estimates for 
the same generations, obtained 7 years later, after 
several years of birth-rates’ increase (the last data 
are for 2006). It is evident that the cohort complet-
ed fertility of women born in 1950 (1.88 child per 
woman) did not change – these generations were 
already close to leaving reproductive age and have 
left it today. Values for generations born in the 
first half of the 1960s have changed very slightly 
– from 1.75 to 1.76, – but the increase of fertility 
in previous years is appreciable for cohorts from 
the second half of the 1960s – they gained from 
giving birth at later ages and estimate of their ulti-
mate fertility rose above 1.6 children (to 1.63 from 
1.58).  Expected values for generations born in the 
1970s also have to be reviewed. As compared with 
estimates based on data accumulated by 2000, the 
later estimates give an increase of 0.1-0.2 children 
per woman. But, even taking this increase into ac-

Figure 2.4.  Completed fertility for generations of women born in 1940, 1950, 1960 and 
1970: selected European countries. 

Source:  Recent Demographic Developments in Europe 2005. Council of Europe, 2006.  
For 1970 are provisional estimates.
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Figure 2.4. Completed fertility for generations of women born in 1940, 1950, 1960 
and 1970: selected European countries.  

Source: Recent Demographic Developments in Europe 2005. Council of Europe, 2006. For 1970 
are provisional estimates. 

 

Only preliminary estimates are possible for younger cohorts of women, born in 
the second part of the 1970s and the 1980s and now of active reproductive age.  

Such estimates are usually obtained by summarizing the number of children 
already born by each generation of women at the time of observation with the number of 
births expected in case an average woman from the current generation has the same 
birth rates at later ages as was demonstrated in the year of observation by women who 
had reached those ages. For generations of women aged 15 in the year of observation, 
the estimate of ultimate fertility is based on the “expected” component and coincides 
fully with usual TFR for hypothetical generations. In the course of transition to older 
generations the value of the “expected” component declines and the actual birth rates 
play an increasing role. 

Since age-specific birth rates change year by year, estimates of “actual” and 
“expected” components of completed fertility for one and the same generation and 
(consequently) their overall value can also change. In modern Russia, where there is 
currently an increase of birth rates in groups of women aged over 25 and even over 35 
and so long as this increase continues to be observed,  estimates of completed fertility 
may be reviewed upwards each year, not only for the youngest generations but also for 
older cohorts. 

Table 2.1 shows estimates of completed fertility for the post-war generations. 
These estimates are based on retrospective data limited by the year 1999 (the year in 
which the current birth rate was at its minimum level) and respective estimates for the 
same generations, obtained 7 years later, after several years of birth-rates’ increase 
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count, the final number of births for these genera-
tions continues to decline. Only further increase of 
the birth rate at ages over 30 can stop the shrink-
age – in this case each woman born after 1970 will 
have 1.5-1.6 children on average.

If we suppose that women born in 1975-1979 
and aged 27-31 years in 2006 have given birth to 
1.05 child each on average, then, if until the end 
of their reproductive age they have the same age-
specific fertility rates as women who are now 27-31 
years old, then the final average number of births 
for these women will be 1.43 maximum. In order to 
stand a chance of slowing down and even stopping 
the decline of fertility from generation to genera-
tion, they would have to surpass women of previ-
ous generations in terms of completed fertility. 

If age-related childbearing intensity at ages over 
25 remains at the level of 2004-2006 or declines, 
then the completed fertility trend will again de-
crease and  generations of the first half of the 1980s 
(now aged about 25 ) will bear in average about 
1.3-1.4 children by 2035. 

Based on trends observed up to 2007, it looks 
reasonable to expect further decline in fertility of 
real generations rather than increase. Stabilization 
of completed cohort fertility at a level of 1.5-1.6 is 
the best we can expect.   

Is it possible to influence these trends and to 
change them in a way that ensures increase of fer-
tility at least to the replacement level of real gen-
erations?   

2.3.  Potential and 
limitations of 
pronatalist policy 

Concerns in Russian society and the political 
elite about population decline led to preparation 
in 2006-2007 of a new version of the government’s 
demographic development concept, entitled “Con-
cept for demographic policy of the Russian Federa-
tion in the period until 2025”1. Evidently, the new 
Concept will replace the previous one2, although 
the latter has not yet elapsed. 

Concerning the fertility, the new Concept dif-
fers from the previous one in two specific ways: (a) 
it offers target reference points expressed as values 
of  the TFR, which should increase by 1.3 times 
from 2006 to 2016 and by 1.5 times to 2026 (re-
spectively to 1.7 in 2015 and 1.95 in 2025); (b) by 
emphasizing importance of “the institution of the 
family, restoration and preservation of moral and 
ethical family relationships”. 

Measures for stimulating fertility, envisaged in 
the previous Concept, consisted of improving and, 
to some extent, increasing financial support for the 
allowance system, which dates from the 1980s, de-
velopment of a system of payments related to birth 
and education of children, provision of family 
needs for pre-school education services, increase 
of living space for families with children, etc. The 
new   Concept repeats these proposals, but it also 
adds a new measure, which is treated as central to 
the strategy for stimulating birth rates – provision 
of “maternity (family) capital”3. 

Table 2.1.  Actual and prospective completed fertility of generations  
of Russian women born in 1950-1984 

Source:  Calculations by S. Zakharov using 1979 and 1989 population census data and age-specific fertility  
rates in 1979-2006.

Birth cohort of 
women 

Estimate based 
on 1999 data

Estimate based on 2006 data
Children 

actually born 
per woman by 

2007

Expected births 
in addition to 

children already 
born 

Total number 
of births

Difference 
between 1999 

and 2006 
estimates

1950-1954 1.88 1.88 0.00 1.88 0.00
1955-1959 1.88 1.88 0.00 1.88 0.00
1960-1964 1.75 1.76 0.00 1.76 0.01
1965-1969 1.58 1.60 0.03 1.63 0.05
1970-1974 1.40 1.39 0.13 1.52 0.12
1975-1979 1.23 1.05 0.38 1.43 0.20
1980-1984 1.16 0.55 0.78 1.33 0.16
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2.3.1.  Existing ratios predetermine 
fertility far into the future  

we will begin by examining achievability of tar-
gets set out in the new Concept.

The new measures were introduced on January 1, 
2007 and since then, Russian society has fixed its 
attention on the rising trend in absolute numbers 
of births.  In fact, the number of births was already 
increasing from 2000 (though with interruptions). 
The increase in 2006 was 22,000 births. The increase 
was determined mainly by a structural factor – the 
number of women at peak reproductive age (under 
30) was in a growth phase. In fact, this increase was 
only an “echo” of a birth-rate increase in the 1970s 
and 1980s, when the present generation of parents 
was born (Figure 2.5). Influence of age-specific fer-
tility rates in 2006 as compared with the previous 
year was positive but weak – it was twice less signifi-
cant than the structural factor.  

In 2007 the number of births increased much 
more strongly, by 130,500 or 8.8% compared with 
the previous year. According to preliminary esti-

mates, favorable influence of the age structure ex-
plains only 1% of this increase. Increase of fertility 
itself (intensity of childbearing) played the most 
important role. This can be considered a success, 
but the question is whether it will be possible to fol-
low up this result and, most importantly, whether 
the development reflects real change in people’s be-

havior or is only a fluctuation of the “birth calen-
dar”, observed in many countries after introduction 
of measures to stimulate the birth rate, but hardly 
ever leading to an increase of fertility in terms of 
real generations.  

Demographers fear that, even if the total fertil-
ity rate for hypothetical generations increases for a 
time, it will decline again, as has happened in nearly 
all countries, which have introduced measures to 
stimulate fertility.   

However, let us assume that a miracle happens 
and Russia manages to avoid a subsequent drop, in-
stead achieving steady growth of the TFR to 1.95 by 
2025, as envisaged by the Concept, and to 2.11-2.12 
(population replacement level) by the year 2030. 
will this solve Russia’s fertility problem?  

It should be remembered that this is a problem 
of actual generations of women, who have not been 
reproducing themselves starting with generations, 
born after 1910 and entering into active reproduc-
tion age from the end of the 1920s. They fully re-
placed previous generations of mothers by the end 
of the 1950s, which is when the next stage of rapid 

decline of the TFR 
began (TFR as pe-
riod measure always 
reflects reproductive 
behavior of a mix-
ture of 25-30 indi-
vidual years of age 
generations, living 
at the same time). 
what will happen 
to completed fertil-
ity of real genera-
tions if the TFR tar-
get in the Concept is 
achieved? 

The answer de-
pends, to a certain 
extent, on changes 
in the age-specific 
fertility curve. One 
and the same result 
– 1.95 births on av-
erage per woman 
from a hypothetical 

generation – can be achieved with different age dis-
tributions of births per mother. It can be achieved, 
for example, by increasing the birth rates in each age 
group of women in equal proportions (proportional 
increase). But it was also achieved at a “younger” 
fertility profile in Russia in 1973 and at an “older” 
fertlity profile in Sweden in 1986 (Figure 2.6). 

Figure 2.5.  Number of live births and crude birth rate: Russia, 1960-2007
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Figure 2.5. Number of live births and crude birth rate: Russia, 1960-2007 

Demographers fear that, even if the total fertility rate for hypothetical generations 
increases for a time, it will decline again, as has happened in nearly all countries, which 
have introduced measures to stimulate fertility.    

However, let us assume that a miracle happens and Russia manages to avoid a 
subsequent drop, instead achieving steady growth of the TFR to 1.95 by 2025, as 
envisaged by the Concept, and to 2.11-2.12 (population replacement level) by the year 
2030. Will this solve Russia’s fertility problem?   

It should be remembered that this is a problem of actual generations of women, 
who have not been reproducing themselves starting with generations, born after 1910 
and entering into active reproduction age from the end of the 1920s. They fully replaced 
previous generations of mothers by the end of the 1950s, which is when the next stage 
of rapid decline of the TFR began (TFR as period measure always reflects reproductive 
behavior of a mixture of 25-30 individual years of age generations, living at the same 
time). What will happen to completed fertility of real generations if the TFR target in the 
Concept is achieved?  

The answer depends, to a certain extent, on changes in the age-specific fertility 
curve. One and the same result – 1.95 births on average per woman from a hypothetical 
generation – can be achieved with different age distributions of births per mother. It can 
be achieved, for example, by increasing the birth rates in each age group of women in 
equal proportions (proportional increase). But it was also achieved at a “younger” fertility 
profile in Russia in 1973 and at an “older” fertlity profile in Sweden in 1986 (Figure 2.6).  
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Figure 2.6.  Age-specific fertility rates (sum of one-year age-rates by five-year age- group) – actual in 
Russia in 1973, in 2005 and possible in case the same TFR level is maintained  
(in brackets), per 1000 women
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Figure 2.6. Age-specific fertility rates (sum of one-year age-rates by five-year age- 
group) – actual in Russia in 1973, in 2005 and possible in case the same TFR level 

is maintained (in brackets), per 1000 women 

From the point of view of achievement of the final index, targeted by the Russian 
government Concept, all three variants of age distribution dynamics are equal. But they 
are not equal in terms of changing completed fertility of real birth cohorts of women, 
since many generations have passed various parts of their reproductive cycle and 
influence upon their behavior is only possible at later parts of the cycle.  

We will examine three models, presented in Figure 2.6, in more detail (Tables 
2.2, 2.2b, 2.2c and Figure 2.7). 

 

Table 2.2. Completed fertility of hypothetical and real generations with 
proportional increase of 2005 age-specific fertility rates 

Live births per 1000 women aged: 
Completed fertility by 

age of 50 
Birth 

cohort of 
women 

 

Year of 
observation 

 

15-
19 
 

20-
24 
 

25-
29 
 

30-
34 
 

35-
39 
 

40-
44 
 

45+ 
 

of real 
generati

on  
 

of 
hypothetical 
generation 

(TFR)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1941-1945 1960 123 792 773 497 268 94 14  2.56 

1946-1950 1965 154 712 606 387 190 61 8  2.12 

1951-1955 1970 152 758 538 341 163 43 5  2.00 

1956-1960 1975 177 783 537 299 138 37 3  1.97 

1961-1965 1980 205 786 501 252 96 24 2  1.87 

1966-1970 1985 232 828 564 296 111 21 1  2.05 

1971-1975 1990 283 790 475 241 96 19 1  1.91 

1976-1980 1995 226 563 335 152 53 11 1 1.79 1.34 

1981-1985 2000 141 477 344 180 60 12 1 1.83 1.21 

Table 2.2а.  Completed fertility of hypothetical and real generations with proportional 
increase of 2005 age-specific fertility rates

Note to Tables 2.2а, 2.2b and 2.2c. Figures in column 10 represent the diagonal sum of numbers in columns 3-9 
(highlighted in the same color) divided by 1000. Values in column 11 (TFR) are the sum of the numbers in rows, also 
divided by 1000. The TFR for 2025, envisaged by the Concept (1.95), is achieved in 2015 and by 2030, growing at the 
same rate, it approaches the replacement level  (2.11-2.12). It is assumed that the TFR for ages 35 and over remains 
stable after 2030.

Birth cohort 
of women

year of
observation 

live births per 1000 women aged: Completed fertility by age of 50

15-
19

20-
24

25-
29

30-
34

35-
39

40-
44 45+ of real

generation  

of hypothetical
generation

(TFR) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1941-1945 1960 123 792 773 497 268 94 14 2.56
1946-1950 1965 154 712 606 387 190 61 8 2.12
1951-1955 1970 152 758 538 341 163 43 5 2.00
1956-1960 1975 177 783 537 299 138 37 3 1.97
1961-1965 1980 205 786 501 252 96 24 2 1.87
1966-1970 1985 232 828 564 296 111 21 1 2.05
1971-1975 1990 283 790 475 241 96 19 1 1.91
1976-1980 1995 226 563 335 152 53 11 1 1.79 1.34
1981-1985 2000 141 477 344 180 60 12 1 1.83 1.21
1986-1990 2005 138 434 390 228 89 15 1 1.84 1.29
1991-1995 2010 160 503 452 264 103 17 1 1.83 1.50

1996-2000 2015 181 570 512 299 117 20 1 1.74 1.70

2001-2005 2020 197 621 557 325 127 21 1 1.64 1.85

2006-2010 2025 208 654 587 343 134 23 1 1.54 1.95

2011-2015 2030 225 708 635 371 145 24 1 1.50 2.11
2016-2020 2035 145 24 1 1.48
2021-2025 2040 24 1 1.64
2026-2030 2045 1 1.80
2031-2035 2050 1.93
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From the point of view of achievement of the 
final index, targeted by the Russian government 
Concept, all three variants of age distribution dy-
namics are equal. But they are not equal in terms of 
changing completed fertility of real birth cohorts 
of women, since many generations have passed 
various parts of their reproductive cycle and influ-
ence upon their behavior is only possible at later 
parts of the cycle. 

we will examine three models, presented in Fig-
ure 2.6, in more detail (Tables 2.2а, 2.2b, 2.2c and 
Figure 2.7).

 The main conclusion is as follows: even if the 
situation develops in the most favorable way pos-
sible, only generations of women, born in the 
last 5 years of the previous century and entering 
reproductive age in about 2015, can approach a 
level of completed cohort fertility which ensures 
population replacement. Growth of the completed 
fertility could start earlier and be more significant 
if distribution of births by age shifts to a Swedish 
model (births at later ages).  

In theory such a development is quite possible. 
As seen in Table 2.2c, this shift  would push the 
number of births by mothers aged 35-39 up to 208 

per 1000 women of this age, which is the level ob-
served in Russia in 1963 (it was even higher pre-
viously). The same and even higher levels of fer-
tility at this age are observed in many European 
countries and in the USA at present (the USA also 
maintains a fairly high level of fertility at ages be-
low 25). So development of the “Swedish model” 
for increase in total fertility is theoretically quite 
possible. 

However, as can be seen in Table. 2.2, even if 
this optimistic variant is realized, it will give re-
sults only in generations of women born after 
1990. Earlier generations either have no reserves 
for increase of total fertility or their reserves are 
very insignificant. Only women born in the 1990s 
can react in full to policy measures for stimula-
tion of the fertility. women born in 1995 will enter 
their active reproductive period after 2015 and, if 
the situation develops favorably, their completed 
fertility will exceed 1.8 or even 1.9 children per 
woman. But that is only possible if demographic 
policy with respect to childbearing shows high ef-
ficiency for at least two decades and includes mea-
sures, which have appeal for women over 25 and, 
particularly, for women over 30.

Table 2.2b.  Completed fertility of hypothetical and real generations assuming gradual return 
by 2025 to the Russian age model of 1973. 

Birth cohort 
of women 

year of
observation

live  births per 1000 women aged: Completed fertility by age of 50

15-
19

20-
24

25-
29

30-
34

35-
39

40-
44

45+
of real 

generation  

of hypothetical
generation 

(TFR)  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1941-1945 1960 123 792 773 497 268 94 14 2.56

1946-1950 1965 154 712 606 387 190 61 8 2.12

1951-1955 1970 152 758 538 341 163 43 5 2.00

1956-1960 1975 177 783 537 299 138 37 3 1.97

1961-1965 1980 205 786 501 252 96 24 2 1.87

1966-1970 1985 232 828 564 296 111 21 1 2.05

1971-1975 1990 283 790 475 241 96 19 1 1.91

1976-1980 1995 226 563 335 152 53 11 1 1.79 1.34

1981-1985 2000 141 477 344 180 60 12 1 1.83 1.21

1986-1990 2005 138 434 390 228 89 15 1 1.84 1.29

1991-1995 2010 144 513 422 251 104 21 1 1.83 1.46

1996-2000 2015 149 592 455 275 120 27 2 1.74 1.62

2001-2005 2020 155 671 487 299 135 33 2 1.65 1.78

2006-2010 2025 160 750 520 323 150 39 3 1.55 1.95

2011-2015 2030 166 829 553 347 166 45 3 1.50 2.11

2016-2020 2035 166 45 3 1.45

2021-2025 2040 45 3 1.60

2026-2030 2045 3 1.76

2031-2035 2050 1.90
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Table 2.2c.  Completed fertility for real and hypothetical generations assuming gradual shift to 
Swedish age model by 2025 

Figure 2.7.  Completed fertility for real generations of Russian women. Actual for generations 
born in 1941-1965 and expected assuming that levels, envisaged by the Concept 
for Demographic Policy, are achieved. For the three age models of fertility.

Birth cohort 
of women

year of
observation

live  births per 1000 women aged: Completed fertility by age of 50
15-
19

20-
24

25-
29

30-
34

35-
39

40-
44

45+ of real
generation 

of hypothetical
Generation 

(TFR)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1941-1945 1960 123 792 773 497 268 94 14 2.56

1946-1950 1965 154 712 606 387 190 61 8 2.12

1951-1955 1970 152 758 538 341 163 43 5 2.00

1956-1960 1975 177 783 537 299 138 37 3 1.97

1961-1965 1980 205 786 501 252 96 24 2 1.87

1966-1970 1985 232 828 564 296 111 21 1 2.05

1971-1975 1990 283 790 475 241 96 19 1 1.91

1976-1980 1995 226 563 335 152 53 11 1 1.79 1.34

1981-1985 2000 141 477 344 180 60 12 1 1.83 1.21

1986-1990 2005 138 434 390 228 89 15 1 1.84 1.29

1991-1995 2010 118 438 475 296 113 19 1 1.83 1.46

1996-2000 2015 98 442 560 364 136 23 1 1.74 1.62

2001-2005 2020 78 446 645 432 160 26 1 1.65 1.79

2006-2010 2025 57 450 730 500 184 30 1 1.55 1.95

2011-2015 2030 37 454 815 568 208 34 1 1.55 2.12

2016-2020 2035 208 34 1 1.60

2021-2025 2040 34 1 1.79

2026-2030 2045 1 1.95

2031-2035 2050 2.08
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Table 2.2c. Completed fertility for real and hypothetical generations assuming 
gradual shift to Swedish age model by 2025  

Live  births per 1000 women aged: 
Completed fertility by 

age of 50 

Birth cohort 
of women 

 

Year of 
observation 

 
15-19 

 
20-24 

 
25-29 

 
30-34 

 
35-39 

 
40-44 

 
45+ 

 

of real 
generation  

 
 

of 
hypothe

tical 
Generat

ion  
(TFR) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1941-1945 1960 123 792 773 497 268 94 14  2.56 

1946-1950 1965 154 712 606 387 190 61 8  2.12 

1951-1955 1970 152 758 538 341 163 43 5  2.00 

1956-1960 1975 177 783 537 299 138 37 3  1.97 

1961-1965 1980 205 786 501 252 96 24 2  1.87 

1966-1970 1985 232 828 564 296 111 21 1  2.05 

1971-1975 1990 283 790 475 241 96 19 1  1.91 

1976-1980 1995 226 563 335 152 53 11 1 1.79 1.34 

1981-1985 2000 141 477 344 180 60 12 1 1.83 1.21 

1986-1990 2005 138 434 390 228 89 15 1 1.84 1.29 

1991-1995 2010 118 438 475 296 113 19 1 1.83 1.46 

1996-2000 2015 98 442 560 364 136 23 1 1.74 1.62 

2001-2005 2020 78 446 645 432 160 26 1 1.65 1.79 

2006-2010 2025 57 450 730 500 184 30 1 1.55 1.95 

2011-2015 2030 37 454 815 568 208 34 1 1.55 2.12 

2016-2020 2035     208 34 1 1.60  

2021-2025 2040      34 1 1.79  

2026-2030 2045       1 1.95  

2031-2035 2050        2.08  

 
Figure 2.7 summarizes the main results of calculations, presented in Table 2.2.  
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Figure 2.7 summarizes the main results of calculations, presented in Table 2.2. 
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Also, when assessing the prospects for Russia’s 
demographic crisis, it should be noted that, al-
though generations of the 1990s have an opportu-
nity to improve the fertility situation, these genera-
tions are very small and their absolute contribution 
to the total number of births, even at higher fertil-
ity rates, cannot be large. 

2.3.2.  Reproductive intentions of 
Russians have not changed 

likely outcomes of Russia’s family-related demo-
graphic policy, following its renewal in 2007, can 
also be viewed under another aspect – by consider-
ing the stance of public opinion and its readiness 
to react in some way to new political measures. 
Results of a poll, carried out in the framework of 
the second wave of the research programme, “Par-
ents and Children, Men and women”/Russian 
GGS4 (2007), suggest that government measures 
to strengthen family policy are highly appreciated 
by the Russian general public. About half of all re-
spondents believe that introduction of “maternity 
capital” and increase of all types of allowances are 
very important factors for decisions about having 
children. Development of a network of pre-school 
institutions and improvement of school schedules 
are also very popular measures. working part-time 
or flexitime and use of baby-sitter services are re-
garded as less important (they are viewed as im-
portant by 30-40% of respondents).  

However, despite high praise for the policy as 
a whole, answers to the question, “How will the 
measures introduced in 2007 influence your be-
havior as regards having children”, afford little 
ground for optimism (Table 2.3). Few respondents 
are prepared to act on the government’s measures 
to stimulate fertility. The answer, “we will cer-
tainly have more children than we planned before”, 
was given by only 1% of respondents, while 81% of 
respondents believe that the measures will not af-
fect their own behavior and they will keep to their 
previous plans. 10% of respondents now intend to 
have children earlier than they had planned before, 
but to have the same final number of offspring.  All 
this confirms high probability of shifts in the birth 
timing without any significant increase in the final 
number of children born in families. That will en-
tail inevitable decline of annual birth rates after a 
short-lived “baby-boom”.

Comparison of results of the surveys, conduct-
ed in 2004 and 2007, concerning intention of re-
spondents to have a child (or another child) in the 
coming three years gives cause for concern. There 

are no noticeable changes of intention, except for 
a modest increase of optimism among men and 
women aged 30 years about prospects for enlarge-
ment of their family (Table 2.4). 

It is quite possible that a steady period of atten-
tion by the government to family issues will cause 
people’s expectations to become more optimis-
tic, but the new policy has not yet produced any 
changes in people’s reproductive intentions and 
there are no grounds for expecting any significant 
demographic effect from the policy.

2.3.3.  Are traditional values 
important? 

Self-realization of modern men and women oc-
curs in two competing spheres: career and family. 
More successful workers (usually more educated 
and well-qualified) often have lower fertility, while 
a parent who is successful in bearing several chil-
dren often has a price to pay in terms of career and 
income level. This dilemma is resolved at the level 
of the individual and family in a variety of specific 
situations, depending on personal value systems. 
Government policy for stimulation of fertility will 
be more efficient if it can take full account of the 
diversity of people’s life styles and interests in dif-
ferent social strata. But success of family policy as 
a policy for harmonizing interests is very difficult 
to achieve.

It is axiomatic that a policy, which tries to influ-
ence fertility by financial and other inducements, 
is less efficient than a policy oriented to freedom 
of choice with respect to childbearing and with re-
spect to career and employment of both parents.

The new Russian Concept, like previous official 
documents on family policy, shows only partial 
understanding of this central issue. It declares the 
need to enlarge the network of pre-school institu-
tions and introduction of flexible employment for 
women, but no definite aims in this direction are 
presented (in contrast with the very precise goals 
for demographic indicators). As in previous policy 
documents, these measures are treated as second-
ary. But the experience of France and some Nordic 
countries shows that emphasis on maximizing abil-
ity of women to stay on the labor market through 
the whole period of child rearing, with minimum 
losses to the quality of child rearing, gives the best, 
long-term results with respect to fertility. 

In any case, comparison of family policies in 
different countries shows that reinforcement of 
gender inequality in modern society and an aspi-
ration to preserve traditional gender roles in the 
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family and society, which is discernible in the new 
Concept (“ to revive traditional family values”), 
will tend to ensure that fertility stays consistently 
very low.   

2.3.4.  Financial support to families 
with children is no guarantee 
of success 

The fact that, in a context of economic growth in 
Russia, the state is willing and has financial means to 

support family policy should be welcomed. Finan-
cial support for such policy has always been insuf-
ficient, and family allowances lost nearly all of their 
value in the 1990s. As discussed in Chapter 7 be-
low, the share of GDP spent to support families with 
children is much lower than in developed European 
countries. Taking account of differences in GDP, the 
gap between spending per capita in absolute figures 
in Russia and these countries is even larger. 

The new element in Russian demographic poli-
cy – the provision of “maternity capital” – has now 

Table 2.4.  Distribution of answers by men and women of different ages to the question:  
“Do you plan to have a child (another child) in the coming three years?”  
Surveys of 2004 and 2007, %

Note:  The sum of lines for each sex and for each age group may differ from 100% due to persons who refused to 
answer the question (such persons were about 1% of the total on average). 

Source: Author’s calculations based on data of the first (2004) and the second (2007) waves of the Russian GGS.

Table 2.3.  Distribution of answers to the question “How will measures introduced in 2007 
influence your behavior?” (the survey was conducted in spring-summer 2007). 

Source: Author’s calculations based on data of the second wave of the Russian GGS (2007).

%
we will have as many children as we planned to have before, but earlier than we had planned 10

we will possibly have more children than we planned before 8
we will surely have more children than we planned before 1

No effect: we will follow our previous plans for having children 81
100

Age Men women
Definitely not Probably 

not
Probably yes Definitely 

yes
Definitely not Probably 

not
Probably yes Definitely 

yes
Опрос 2004 г. 

18-19 58 30 9 4 42 37 14 5
20-24 34 29 23 13 24 25 34 16
25-29 24 23 33 19 29 23 28 17
30-34 32 24 33 10 49 23 20 7
35-39 54 22 18 4 68 22 7 3
40-44 71 18 7 3 83 11 4 1
45-49 79 15 3 1 92 6 1 1
18-49 49 23 19 8 57 19 15 7

Survey 2007 (after introduction of measures in the 2007 Concept) 
18-19 69 23 5 3 47 31 15 6
20-24 35 34 21 11 22 30 33 14
25-29 19 22 41 17 31 26 30 14
30-34 34 28 27 11 38 28 26 8
35-39 48 31 17 5 65 21 11 3
40-44 71 20 7 2 83 13 3 1
45-49 84 11 4 1 93 6 1 1

18-49 50 25 18 7 57 21 16 6
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become part of the whole system of domestic de-
mographic policy. This “capital” a typical one-off 
premium payment. In Russia it is hoped that the 
payment will bring a large demographic dividend. 
But international experts regard such payments as 
least efficient from the point of view of long-term 
influence on fertility. Such measures usually cause 
only short-term surges and shifts in the timing of 
births – larger or smaller depending on size of the 
premium, – but have zero potential for stimulating 
higher cohort fertility quantum and increasing the 
number of wanted children. Regular increase of 
the payout size in order to keep it attractive, is not 
sustainable, since there is a limit to what the gov-
ernment can afford. Also, experts emphasize that 
any upsurge of fertility rates in reaction to this sort 
of incentive tend to be focused at the lower end of 
the social spectrum, entailing further aggravation 
of poverty problems.  

So, while the government’s plans to increase 
spending on families with children are laudable, 
it is unrealistic to expect that realization of these 
plans will lead to the desired growth of fertility.   

Family allowances play a certain role in leveling 
inequalities between families from different social 
strata and, as a consequence, in leveling initial op-
portunities for children. This function of allow-
ances is very important in Russia as well.  But, in 
all countries, the relative leveling of start-up condi-
tions is achieved, not only through direct financial 
support, but through the state system of education, 
health care, etc. Compensation by government of 

decline in family income due to birth of a child can 
never be complete and is not intended to be – not 
only because capacity of the state budget is limited 
and excessive increase of tax levels is undesirable, 
but also because large compensation would reduce 
need for earned income and thus undermine labor 
motivations in society.  

Experience worldwide shows that family allow-
ances, whatever their form and size, have never been 
successful in effecting major changes of ultimate 
cohort fertility. Fertlity level in the modern world 
has only a weak connection (if any connection) with 
economic wealth of society and redistribution of 
this wealth in favor of families with children. 

Figure 2.8 shows a comparison of relative expen-
ditures on family policy (as % of GDP) in developed 
countries over the last twenty years with their fertli-
ty. Difference in expenditures is huge, but difference 
in the TFR is very modest and does not correlate 
with budget spending on the family. There is also 
no correlation between the TFR and GDP per capita 
(Figure 2.9).

It is unlikely that the new Russian government 
policy for stimulating fertility will prove efficient 
in the long run, since it is inadequately designed, 
imbalanced and overestimates the importance 
of financial incentives. Increase of allowances to 
families with children will not compensate the 
costs of raising children, particularly in conditions 
when demand for labor (including female labor) is 
growing fast and standards of mass consumption 
are rising.   

Figure 2.8.  Share of total expenditure on family policy in developed countries as % GDP in 1981-
1990 and 1991-2001 and TFR in 1981-1985 and 2001-2005 (countries are ranked by 
spending on family policy in 1991-2001
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children. This function of allowances is very important in Russia as well.  But, in all 
countries, the relative leveling of start-up conditions is achieved, not only through direct 
financial support, but through the state system of education, health care, etc. 
Compensation by government of decline in family income due to birth of a child can 
never be complete and is not intended to be – not only because capacity of the state 
budget is limited and excessive increase of tax levels is undesirable, but also because 
large compensation would reduce need for earned income and thus undermine labor 
motivations in society.   

Experience worldwide shows that family allowances, whatever their form and 
size, have never been successful in effecting major changes of ultimate cohort fertility. 
Fertlity level in the modern world has only a weak connection (if any connection) with 
economic wealth of society and redistribution of this wealth in favor of families with 
children.  

Figure 2.8 shows a comparison of relative expenditures on family policy (as % of 
GDP) in developed countries over the last twenty years with their fertlity. Difference in 
expenditures is huge, but difference in the TFR is very modest and does not correlate 
with budget spending on the family. There is also no correlation between the TFR and 
GDP per capita (Figure 2.9). 
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Figure 2.8. Share of total expenditure on family policy in developed countries as 
% GDP in 1981-1990 and 1991-2001 and TFR in 1981-1985 and 2001-2005 

(countries are ranked by spending on family policy in 1991-2001) 
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2.4.  Fertility changes have 
limited dependence on 
marriage rates

2.4.1.  Lifetime marriage is no longer 
dominant 

Changes in the sphere 
of family relationships are 
important for correct as-
sessment of fertility out-
look. Structure of the pop-
ulation of reproductive 
age is undergoing a rapid 
transformation as regards 
matrimonial status. Some 
trends already have a long 
history, but others have 
gained strength in the last 
10-15 years.5 

The share of people 
who have been through 
divorce has been grow-
ing throughout the post-
war period. Unfavor-
able trends in the adult 
mortality observed since 
the mid-1960s, have in-
creased the risk of early 

widowhood. At the same time, repeat marriages 
have become more widespread, leveling the nega-
tive consequences of early divorce. Also, from the 
end of the 1950s to the beginning of the 1990s the 
marriage age was deckling in both sexes, as was 
the number of people who had never been mar-
ried. Total impact of increase in the number of 
early marriages and repeat marriages outweighed 

Figure 2.9.  GDP at purchasing power parity per capita (2002) and completed fertility of 
cohorts of women born in 1960-1964
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Figure 2.9. GDP at purchasing power parity per capita (2002) and completed 
fertility of cohorts of women born in 1960-1964 

It is unlikely that the new Russian government policy for stimulating fertility will 
prove efficient in the long run, since it is inadequately designed, imbalanced and 
overestimates the importance of financial incentives. Increase of allowances to families 
with children will not compensate the costs of raising children, particularly in conditions 
when demand for labor (including female labor) is growing fast and standards of mass 
consumption are rising.    

 

2.4. Fertility changes have limited dependence on marriage rates 

2.4.1 Lifetime marriage is no longer dominant  

Changes in the sphere of family relationships are important for correct 
assessment of fertility outlook. Structure of the population of reproductive age is 
undergoing a rapid transformation as regards matrimonial status. Some trends already 
have a long history, but others have gained strength in the last 10-15 years.5  

The share of people who have been through divorce has been growing 
throughout the post-war period. Unfavorable trends in the adult mortality observed since 
the mid-1960s, have increased the risk of early widowhood. At the same time, repeat 
marriages have become more widespread, leveling the negative consequences of early 
divorce. Also, from the end of the 1950s to the beginning of the 1990s the marriage age 
was deckling in both sexes, as was the number of people who had never been married. 
Total impact of increase in the number of early marriages and repeat marriages 
outweighed negative impact of divorces and early widowhood. As a result, the average 

                                                 
5
 For detailed analysis of trends in marriage-and-partner relationships in Russia, see: Demographical 

modernization of Russia, 1900-2000. edited by A.Vihnevsky, M., 2006, Part 2; S.V. Zakharov, Age-related 
model of marriage // Otechestvennie Zapiski, 2006. 4(31). p.271-300; S.V. Zakharov, New trends in 
family formation in Russia // Mir Rossii 2007. V.XVI, 4. p.73-112; S.V. Zakharov, Transformation of 
marriage and partner relationships in Russia: Is the “golden age” of traditional marriage  coming to an 
end? // Parents and Children, Men and Women in Family and in Society. Based on sample survey. 
Collection of analytical articles, Vol.1. / Sc. editor.: T.M. Maleeva, O.V. Sinyavskaya. Moscow.  Institute 
for Social Policy, 2007, p.75-126. 

Figure 2.10.  Total time spent in legal marriages of all orders 
per woman who has ever been in partnership by 
the specified age, Russia, birth cohorts of women 

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004)
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duration of marriage for women of active reproductive age in Russia actually increased 
(Figure 2.10), although growing rates of divorces and deaths would suggest a decrease.    
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Figure 2.10. Total time spent in legal marriages of all orders per woman who has 
ever been in partnership by the specified age, Russia, birth cohorts of women  

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004) 
 

Marriage relations in Russia entered a new stage of development in the mid-
1990s. 

Firstly, gradual decline of the mean age at marriage came to an end and began 
to rise (first marriages were postponed), Figure 2.11.  
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Figure 2.11. Mean age at marriage for men and women who contracted marriages 
up to 50), 1979-2006.  

Source: ROSSTAT published and unpublished civil registration data, and author’s 
estimates. 
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negative impact of divorces and early widowhood. 
As a result, the average duration of marriage for 
women of active reproductive age in Russia ac-
tually increased (Figure 2.10), although growing 
rates of divorces and deaths would suggest a de-
crease.   

Marriage relations in Russia entered a new 
stage of development in the mid-1990s.

Firstly, gradual decline of the mean 
age at marriage came to an end and be-
gan to rise (first marriages were post-
poned), Figure 2.11. 

Second, total intensity of marriag-
es has also decreased. Reduced mar-
riage rates at young ages were partly 
compensated by increase in the mar-
riage rates after 25, but this compen-
sation was by no means complete.

Third, the number of unofficial 
couples (cohabitations, consensual 
unions, “unregistered marriages” or 
informal partnerships)6 has seen an 
avalanche of growth.

The turning point was in the mid-
1990s. while only 20-25% of couples 

in Russian generations of the 1930-1950s started 
family life without being officially married, this 
proportion was at least twice higher among gen-
erations of the 1970s (Figure 2.12). In the recent 
past cohabitation was mainly a specific feature of 
repeat unions (in the 1950s-70s, 25-30% of second 
unions were sealed by official marriage, but all the 
rest consisted of informal cohabitation). But nowa-

days this proportion is applicable 
to first unions. legal marriage is 
becoming a rare event in second 
unions and it is exceptional for 
cohabitation in second unions to 
be immediately ratified by official 
marriage (Figure 2.13). In first 
unions informal cohabitation usu-
ally leads to official marriage, but 
the probability of ever registered 
marriage decreases from cohort 
to cohort. In generations of Rus-
sians born in the second half of the 
1950s, over 95% of total time in 
partnerships among women of re-
productive age consists of official 
marriage. For generations born in 
the second half of the 1970s this 
indicator is barely 75% and cur-
rent trends make further decrease 
inevitable (Figure 2.14). 

All the trends described above 
are reflected in nuptiality structure 
of Russian population, as record-
ed by censuses. The 2002 Census 

 Figure 2.12.  Cumulative percentage of women who had, 
by the specified age, entered a first partnership 
which was a consensual union (not a legal 
marriage): Russia, birth cohorts of women.

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).

 51 

 

Second, total intensity of marriages has also decreased. Reduced marriage rates 
at young ages were partly compensated by increase in the marriage rates after 25, but 
this compensation was by no means complete.     

Third, the number of unofficial couples (cohabitations, consensual unions, 
“unregistered marriages” or informal partnerships)6 has seen an avalanche of growth. 
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Figure 2.12. Cumulative percentage of women who had, by the specified age, 
entered a first partnership which was a consensual union (not a legal marriage): 

Russia, birth cohorts of women. 

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). 

                                                 
6
 These unions are often mistakably called “civil marriage”. But strict meaning of the latter term is 

“marriage registered by official bodies of the state but not blessed by the church”. 

Figure 2.11.  Mean age at marriage for men and women who contracted marriages up  
to 50), 1979-2006. 

Source: ROSSTAT published and unpublished civil registration data, and author’s estimates.
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Figure 2.10. Total time spent in legal marriages of all orders per woman who has 
ever been in partnership by the specified age, Russia, birth cohorts of women  

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004) 
 

Marriage relations in Russia entered a new stage of development in the mid-
1990s. 

Firstly, gradual decline of the mean age at marriage came to an end and began 
to rise (first marriages were postponed), Figure 2.11.  
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Figure 2.11. Mean age at marriage for men and women who contracted marriages 
up to 50), 1979-2006.  

Source: ROSSTAT published and unpublished civil registration data, and author’s 
estimates. 

40  Russia Facing DemogRaphic challenges



found that the share of married men and women 
had significantly decreased as compared with data 
of the micro-census of 1994 (Table 2.5). The de-
cline was most noticeable among young reproduc-
tive groups. Marriages before 20 and even before 
25 had become rare. The share of persons aged 
20-24 who declared themselves married decreased 
by 15 percentage points over 12 years (in 2002 less 
than a half of women and less than quarter of men 
of this age said that they were married). Until re-
cently this age group in Russia was characterized 
by maximum marriage rate and maximum birth 
rate. The 2002 Census also found an increase in 
the proportion of people who describe themselves 
as “married” but have not registered their marriage 
(Table 2.5). Also, there are many reasons for as-
suming that the population census understates the 
number of informal unions. 

Sample surveys, which focus less on legal status 
of unions and more on the actual state of affairs in 
households, give a less distorted picture of family 
structure. The two waves of Russian Generations 
and Gender Survey (2004, 2007) show that the 
share of single men and women at all ages is signif-
icantly lower than the 2002 Census suggests (Table 
2.5). The difference is due to degrees of complete-
ness in recording cohabitation, which depends on 
the wording of questions about marriage status of 
respondents7. The population censuses and sample 
surveys show equal shares of men and women, liv-
ing with a partner in official marriages.

Although estimates of informal unions in the 
census and in the sample surveys are different, 
overall conclusions are beyond doubt: there is a 
trend to leave creation of a family until a later age 
and a trend away from official marriage.  

These trends in matrimonial status and family 
partnerships are often viewed as the reason for low 
fertility. But is this assumption justified? 

As shown above (Figure 2.10), despite all the 
changes, the average period during which women 
of reproductive age in Russia are married has been 
growing, and this is unlikely to have negative im-
pact on fertilty of Russian generations. 

On the other hand, major changes in relation-
ship structure are bound to influence structural 
characteristics of childbearing. Study of this influ-
ence is difficult due to lack of information. Offi-
cial Russian vital statistics do not enable analysis 
of fertility from a viewpoint that takes account of 
whether unions are first or repeated, the type of 
union (registered marriage or cohabitation), their 
duration, and many other important factors. These 
statistics do not report cohabitation of parents at 
the time of child birth and do not allow the social 
category of “single mother” to be distinguished. 

The only representative sample survey in Russia, 
which offers useable data is the above-mentioned 
survey, Russian GGS.  Its data will be used hereaf-
ter.

2.4.2.  The growing role of repeat 
unions 

The number and duration of repeat unions is 
on the increase and their contribution to the to-
tal number of births is also on the rise. liberal-
ization of matrimonial legislation in the second 
half of the 1960s simplified the process of divorce 
and increased the chances for second marriage at 
an age when reproductive potential is not yet ex-
hausted. 

Figure 2.13.  Percentage of first and repeat unions with varied initial status: Russia, 
cohorts by year when partnership began

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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Figure 2.13.  Percentage of first and repeat unions with varied initial status: 
Russia, cohorts by year when partnership began 

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). 
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Figure 2.14. Proportion of total time spent in legal marriage as per sent of total 
time spent in all types of union which lasted at least three months, by specified 

age: Russia,  birth cohorts of women  

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). 
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Figure 2.13.  Percentage of first and repeat unions with varied initial status: 
Russia, cohorts by year when partnership began 

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). 
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Figure 2.14. Proportion of total time spent in legal marriage as per sent of total 
time spent in all types of union which lasted at least three months, by specified 

age: Russia,  birth cohorts of women  

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). 
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Chapter 2. GROwTH OF FERTIlITy: THE START OF A ROAD wITH DISTANT HORIzONS

In the 1950s first unions were completely dom-
inant.  Over 99% of first children and 98% of sec-
ond and subsequent children from unions, where 
the partners were living together, were from first 
unions (Table 2.6). Taking account of all births, 
including children born to single mothers, it is 
clear that in the 1950s, birth as a single mother 
was the only alternative to birth in the first union. 

The number of non-marital births was about 20% 
of the total number of births. The contribution of 
repeat unions was very small.  

At the end of the 20th century the distribution 
of births changes. Repeat unions account for over 
16% of all births, including 10% of first births, 23% 
of second births and over 35% of third and sub-
sequent births. The contribution of single moth-

Table 2.5.  Married men and women in different age groups, according to data of various 
surveys 

Source: Marital status and fertility in Russia (according to the data of the 1994 Microcensus of the Population), 
Moscow, Goskomstat, 1995, p.8-9; Age and sex composition, and marital status of population. Results of the All-
Russia 2002 Census of the Population, Volume 2. Мoscow, ”Statistics of Russia” publishing center, 2004, p.300-303; 
author’s calculations based on Russian GGS (2004, 2007).

Age, years:
18-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49

Men
Microcensus of the population, 1994

Married, per 1000 63 383 712 805 837 850 857

of whom, in registered marriage, % 84 92 94 94 94 93 94
Census of the population, 2002

Married, per 1000 26 238 576 708 764 789 802

of whom, in registered marriage, % 62 78 84 87 89 91 92
Russian GGS, 2004

live with partner in a shared household, 
per 1000  50 310 640 800 830 850 890

of whom, in registered marriage, % 44 58 76 81 83 85 90
Russian GGS, 2007

live with a partner in a shared household, 
per 1000  30 230 600 750 850 880 870

of whom, in registered marriage, % 33 57 73 82 85 84 89
Women

Microcensus of the population, 1994

Married, per 1000 237 565 751 799 797 771 738

of whom, in registered marriage, % 89 93 94 94 94 94 93
Census of the population, 2002

Married, per 1000 123 423 654 706 724 721 698

of whom, in registered marriage, % 67 81 86 88 91 92 92
Russian GGS, 2004

live with a partner in a shared household, 
per 1000  200 480 760 780 770 760 740

of whom, in registered marriage, % 39 70 81 80 83 88 86
Russian GGS, 2007

live with a partner in a shared household, 
per 1000 140 430 720 780 760 710 740

Of then in a registered marriage, % 33 62 79 83 81 87 88

Figure 2.14.  Proportion of total time spent in legal marriage 
as per sent of total time spent in all types of union 
which lasted at least three months, by specified 
age: Russia,  birth cohorts of women 

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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ers has halved over 50 years. So the total number 
of births, and particularly the number of births of 
second and third order, depends to a growing ex-
tent on reproductive behavior of partners in repeat 
unions. As mentioned above, repeat unions nowa-
days very rarely begin with official marriage, and 
only one in every three couples in repeat unions 
ever take the step of official marriage. This creates 
an extra impulse for increase in the share of “extra-
marital” children.  

2.4.3.  Growth of non-marital 
fertility due to growth of 
informal unions 

Thirty years ago the share of non-marital births 
barely exceeded 10%. The biggest contributions 

to childbearing out-of-legal marriage were from 
young mothers (under 20 years old) and mothers 
aged more than 35. The same extreme age groups 
accounted for increase of non-marital births in the 
1980s. Birth of a child to a woman who was not mar-
ried was a very rare event at the matrimonial peak 
(20-29 years old). In case of unplanned pregnancy 
before marriage or outside marriage, this “shame” 
was usually smoothed by a hasty wedding.  

In recent decades growth of the non-marital fer-
tility not only accelerated but became rather com-
mon at the age of the matrimonial peak. Today 
non-marital births are 29-30% of total births and 
are equally typical for all age groups (Table 2.7).

The trends in Russia are in line with those in 
other developed countries. Russia ranks 20th 
among 37 countries by the share of non-marital 

Table 2.6.  Contribution of first and repeat unions to births, 1949-1953, 1974-1978 and 
1999-2003*

*  Calculations refer only to births in stable unions with shared household. Births before creation of such unions or 
outside such unions were not included.

Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).

1949-1953 1974-1978 1999-2003
All births

First unions 99.1 93.2 83.7
Repeat unions 0.9 6.8 16.3

First births
First unions 99.3 97 90.6

Repeat unions 0.7 3 9.4
Second births

First unions 98.1 89.5 76.7
Repeat unions 1.9 10.5 23.3

Third and subsequent births
First unions 97.5 84.4 64.5

Repeat unions 2.5 15.6 35.5

Table 2.7.  Percentage of non-marital births to mothers at different ages,  
1980, 1990, 2000 and 2006

* Including children born to mothers under 15 y.o. ** Including children born to mothers over 49 y.o.
***  In 2006 the total number of children, born to mothers of unknown age, was 1857. Most of them are left by their 

mothers in birth clinics and their inclusion in the “extramarital” category is very relative as these children are registered 
by state application and not by application from individuals.

Source: Calculations based on Rosstat data 

Age 1980 1990 2000 2006
15-19* 18.7 20.2 41.0 47.2
20-24 7.9 11.0 25.6 28.2
25-29 9.4 11.8 24.7 24.6
30-34 13.5 17.3 26.4 26.4
35-39 21.5 25.5 31.2 29.9
40-44 23.8 34.8 34.9 34.2

45-49** 23.1 36.5 36.8 34.1
Age not stated*** 75.2 85.5 93.7 97.3
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births (2000-2005 data). In Sweden and Esto-
nia the share of non-marital births is 55%, but in 
Greece only 5% and in Japan only 2%. A generally 
positive correlation between total fertility and the 
share of non-marital births is worth noting. Devel-
oped countries with below-average TFRs include 
some with high and some with low shares of non-
marital births. But in countries with relatively high 
fertility the share of non-marital births is always 
high (Figure 2.15).

Childbearing out-of-legal 
marriage has become a mass phe-
nomenon throughout society. But 
official statistics offer little scope 
for its proper study, and this has 
tended to encourage inaccurate 
assessments. One of the most 
widespread of these is identifi-
cation of non-marital birth with 
single motherhood. This was jus-
tified in the past, particularly in 
the first post-war decades. But 
nowadays, as special research 
shows, non-marital births are 
mainly to unregistered couples 
and not to single mothers.

This is proved by Figure 2.16, 
representing trends in the share 
of non-marital births. The data 
are from civilian registrars and 
the Russian GGS. According to 

the survey, single mothers 
give birth to 8-10% of births, 
which is less than one third of 
all non-marital births. But ac-
cording to data from official 
statistics, the share of births 
registered by declarations 
from single mothers is twice 
higher.  

There is good coordination 
between official registration 
data and data of the Rus-
sian GGS for the 1970s, so it 
is reasonable to assume that 
discrepancy between the two 
measures in later years is due 
to some specific factor. This 
factor is probably better state 
provision for single mothers, 
dating from the second half 
of the 1970s: since social se-
curity provisions are now in 
place, which offer extra al-

lowances and benefits to single mothers, declara-
tion of extramarital status of a birth has economic 
advantages. So real family status of a woman at the 
time of birth tends to be falsified and statistical es-
timates of the number of single mothers in Russia 
tend to be exaggerated.

The first important conclusion, therefore, is that 
most non-marital births nowadays are the result 
of unregistered unions, which have become much 

Figure 2.15.  Correlation between TFR and share of non-marital 
births in 40 developed countries, early 2000s.
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Figure 2.15. Correlation between TFR and share of non-marital births in 40 
developed countries, early 2000s. 
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Figure 2.16.  Proportion of non-marital births and births 
to single mother in total number of births, %: 
Russia, 1970-2005. 

Source: Official Rosstat vital statistics data and author’s estimates based 
on Russian GGS (2004).
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Figure 2.15. Correlation between TFR and share of non-marital births in 40 
developed countries, early 2000s. 
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more common. The sec-
ond important conclusion 
is that many mothers who 
are not officially married 
prefer to register a new-
born child as single moth-
ers, even though they have 
a shared household with 
the child’s father (they pre-
sumably have the father’s 
support in doing so).   

More detailed trends in 
structure of non-marital 
births (by status of the 
parents at the time of child 
birth) are shown in Figure 
2.17. The contribution 
of first unions remained 
stable at 40-50% through-
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Figure 2.16. Proportion of non-marital births and births to single mother in total 
number of births, %: Russia, 1970-2005.  

Source: Official Rosstat vital statistics data and author’s estimates based on Russian GGS 
(2004). 
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non-marital births by women, who never had a shared household with a partner, halved, 
from 40% to 15-20%. The share of non-marital births before the first partnership rose 
temporarily to 20% in the 1970-80s, but fell practically to zero in the 1990-2000s. This 
apparently reflects better precautions against unplanned pregnancy at the very 
beginning of adult life (at the time of first sexual experiences).   
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Figure 2.17. Structural components of non-marital births, 1949-2003, %  

(1) births to mothers who never had a shared household with a partner;  

Figure 2.18.  Distribution of women, having experience of  first cohabitation with shared 
household for at least 3 months by age 25 and 35, by types of union: Russia, 
birth cohorts. 

(1), (4) unions started with marriage registration; 
(2), (5) unions started with informal relationship (cohabitation), followed by marriage registration; 
(3), (6) unions without marriage registration.
Note: Estimates are based on calculation of total number of person-days in the specific status by female birth cohorts.
Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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(2) births at least 6 months before creation of shared household with a partner;  
(3 births from first union (including cohabitations, which were later converted into marriage);  
(4) births from second and subsequent unions (including cohabitations, which were later 
converted into marriage);  
(5) other extramarital births, including those at least 10 months after rupture of a union. 

  
Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). 
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Figure 2.18. Distribution of women, having experience of  first cohabitation with 
shared household for at least 3 months by age 25 and 35, by types of union: 

Russia, birth cohorts.  

(1), (4) unions started with marriage registration;  
(2), (5) unions started with informal relationship (cohabitation), followed by marriage registration;  

Figure 2.17.  Structural components of non-marital births, 1949-2003, % 
(1) births to mothers who never had a shared household with a partner; 
(2) births at least 6 months before creation of shared household with a partner; 
(3)  births from first union (including cohabitations, which were later converted into marriage); 
(4)  births from second and subsequent unions (including cohabitations, which were later converted into 

marriage); 
(5)  other extramarital births, including those at least 10 months after rupture of a union.
Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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out the post-war period. However, the contribu-
tion of repeat unions is growing steadily. Fifty 
years ago, second unions made an insignificant 
contribution to the total number of non-marital 
births (unsurprisingly in view of their low occur-
rence at that time). Today every third child out-of-
registered marriage is born from a repeat union. 
It is important to note that, during the post-war 
period, the contribution to non-marital births by 
women, who never had a shared household with 
a partner, halved, from 40% to 15-20%. The share 
of non-marital births before the first partnership 
rose temporarily to 20% in the 1970-80s, but fell 
practically to zero in the 1990-2000s. This appar-
ently reflects better precautions against unplanned 
pregnancy at the very beginning of adult life (at 
the time of first sexual experiences).  

2.4.4.  Role of unregistered 
partnerships in reduction 
of the fertility is greatly 
overestimated

Increased diversity of types of unions, due to 
relative growth in the number of repeat unions and 
unregistered unions, has growing impact both on 
structural components of fertility and on the fam-
ily environment, in which children are born and 
educated. This environment is becoming more 
complex and diverse. what is the effect of all this 
on overall fertility in Russia?  

It is often assumed that informal unions are 
much less likely to produce children than tradi-

tional marriages, so that extension of the practice 
of unregistered cohabitation will have negative im-
pact on the overall fertility. So advocates of tradi-
tional family life see its erosion as a cause of the 
recent fertility decline.

But is fertility in fact so different in different 
types of union? 

To answer this question we analyze the average 
number of children born in the first union (first 
for the woman), which, as already mentioned, still 
make the chief contribution to the overall fertility. 
we compare levels of this indicator in three types of 
union (Figure 2.19): (1) unions, which began with 
official registration (about 50% of all first unions 
for women born in 1975-1979); (2) unions, which 
began with cohabitation, followed by marriage reg-
istration (about 40%); (3) informal unions, which 
remained unregistered (about 10%). 

As of today, unions, which started with mar-
riage, and consensual unions, which were convert-
ed into marriage at a later date, are almost identical 
with respect to fertility for women aged 25 and 35 
(Figure 2.20). Nor was there ever any clear trend 
in differences between fertility for the two types of 
union in the past. However, it should be mentioned 
that, for generations born in the second half of the 
1950s and first half of  the 1960s, and who created 
families at the time of intensive state family policy 
(in the 1980s), the difference of fertility in favor 
of “traditional” marriage was maximum – equal-
ing 0.2 births per woman aged 35. A difference of 
comparable magnitude but in the opposite direc-
tion is registered for generations of women born in 

Figure 2.19.  Average number of children ever born per woman from a real generation by 
age 25 (left panel) and 35 (right panel) in first unions of different types 

(1) unions started with marriage registration; 
(2) unions started with informal relationship (cohabitation), followed by marriage registration; 
(3) unions without marriage registration.
Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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the first half of the 1930s until the second half of 
the 1940s. In that period fertlity in unions, which 
started with cohabitation and led to marriage, was 
higher.

First unions where marriage has never been 
registered have twice lower fertility than unions, 
which were eventually registered as marriage (Fig-
ure 2.19). There is no specific long-term trend of 
change in fertility in these unions. So there are no 
significant changes in ratio of fertility in ever reg-
istered and never registered unions.

The calculations above omit one important fac-
tor: different types of union differ significantly by 
their duration. In essence, we are comparing cu-
mulative fertility rate, achieved in different peri-
ods of time, i.e. in the different average durations 
of various types of union. Indeed, mean duration 
of a union, in which marriage is never registered, 
is only half of that of a union, in which marriage is 
at some time registered (6.5 years vs. 11-12 years 
for women aged 35). However, unions that started 
with marriage registration last only slightly longer 
than unions with postponed marriage registration 
(the difference in average is about 0.5 of a year).

If we calculate normalized “productivity” of dif-
ferent unions – the average number of births per 
one year of a union’s duration – by dividing aver-
age total number of births by average duration of 
each type of union, the difference between fertil-
ity rates in different types of union almost disap-
pears. If we compare three women born in 1965-
1969, each of whom cohabited with a partner for 

10 years by the age of 35, 
but in different types of first 
unions, then total fertlity rate 
by this age will be 1.2 births 
for a woman, who started her 
union with marriage registra-
tion, 1.3 births for a woman, 
who started her union as an 
informal relationship leading 
to marriage registration, and 
1.1 births for a woman who 
never registered her union. 
So if duration of unions was 
equal, the reproductive result 
would be almost the same. 

From the point of view of 
a fertility level, official status 
of the union does not seem 
to have any significance in 
modern Russia, though a  
psychological sense of uncer-
tainty about the relationship 

in case of unregistered unions may have negative 
impact on decisions about child-bearing. On the 
other hand, it could be that such unions are not 
registered and the relationships are more liable to 
threat of breakdown precisely because the partners 
cannot agree about having a child together? 

Most first unions, in which marriage is never 
registered, are “trial marriages”, which initially 
had a matrimonial purpose but failed the “durabil-
ity test”. These breakdowns predetermine the low 
average duration of informal unions. According 
to our preliminary data, “trial” unions often break 
down due to unplanned pregnancy and untimely 
birth of a child. However, the share of informal 
unions, which break down after birth of children, 
has been declining in recent decades and, on the 
contrary, the probability of breakdown of childless 
unions is becoming higher8. But whatever the re-
productive behavior of unions, which never lead to 
formal marriage, their demographic significance in 
modern Russia is very weak due to their relatively 
small number (10% maximum of the total number 
of first unions, see Figure 2.19).

when partners who start their union with infor-
mal relationships make a success of their cohabita-
tion (the usual case), they eventually register a for-
mal marriage and form the second type of union 
(according to the terminology we use here), which 
are in no way inferior to traditional unions by ei-
ther duration or by birth rates. Informal unions 
eventually leading to official marriage are becom-
ing much more widespread at the expense of tra-

Figure 2.20.  Number of induced abortions per 1000 
women aged 15-49 years per 100 live-births, 
Russia, 1959-2007 

Source: Author’s calculations based on official ROSSTAT data.
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children when they are wanted has increased greatly in recent decades and efficient 
family planning has become the norm for the majority of the population. 

Russia and other republics of the former USSR, lagged behind in development , 
production and distribution of efficient means of contraception. For many decades 
abortion remained the most widespread means of birth control. Issues of family 
planning, abortion prevention, and sexuality were taboo in the Soviet media and popular 
literature. At the start of the 1970s the Soviet Ministry of Health Care halted 
development of domestic hormone contraceptives and prohibited their purchase abroad, 
citing supposed health risks. By prolonging the conservative approach to family 
planning, which dated from the 1930s-50s, the state closed the path to modern 
contraception, undermining its declared objective of reducing the ”evil of abortion”.  

In the 1980s only 8-10% of married women of reproductive age in Russia used 
hormonal and intrauterine contraception, compared with 20-40% in developed 
countries. Adding contraceptive sterilization, which was very widespread in many 
countries, but unknown in our country during the Soviet period, the level of maximum 
efficient pregnancy control in developed countries is 50-60%. These differences in 
contraceptive practice make it unsurprising that Russia had a figure of 120 abortions per 
1000 women of reproductive age in the 1980s compared with only 20 per 1000 in 
Western countries.  

A breakthrough was only achieved in the 1990s thanks to demonopolization of 
the market for contraceptive drugs, media liberalization and activities of the Russian 
Association for Family Planning (with state support)9. Numbers of induced abortions fell 
in the first half of the 1990s for the first time in Russia’s history, despite the fertility 
decline. Abortion ratio per 100 live births has fallen by more than half over 15 years 
(Figure 2.20). The number of expected abortions per woman during her lifetime at the 
start of the 1990s was 3.4, but that figure had declined by 2006 to 1.3 (less by two 
abortions or nearly 2.5 times). 
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Figure 2.20. Number of induced abortions per 1000 women aged 15-49 years per 
100 live-births, Russia, 1959-2007  

Source: Author’s calculations based on official ROSSTAT data. 

                                                 
9
 The Federal Family Planning programme, implemented since the 1990s, has proved surprisingly 

efficient. An entire family planning service has being created, essentially from scratch.  (See: Female 
health in Russia. Analytical report, prepared by the Commission for Women’s Affairs, the Family and 
Demography, attached to the President of the Russian Federation, and by the International Foundation 
for Mother and Child Health Care. Moscow 1998). Unfortunately, the State Duma deprived the program of 
direct budgetary financing in 1997-1998. Sex education programmes were also closed down. Possibly, 
Duma deputies expected that this would be a way of increasing the birth rate.  
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ditional married unions, so they deserve particu-
larly careful attention. It is quite possible that such 
unions will come to dominate both first and repeat 
unions in Russia within the next 10-20 years, as 
has already happened in many European countries 
(particularly France and the Nordic countries), 
as well as in the USA. The latter all have overall 
fertility, which is above the average for developed 
countries.

2.5. Family planning 
Infant mortality in Russia declined in the first 

half of the 20th century, as it did in other developed 
countries, so that the final number of children in 
the family was close to the number of live births. 
Increase in the share of efficient births and, corre-
spondingly, reduction of useless births was one of 
the main social achievements in the course of demo-
graphic modernization (demographic transition).  

The next historical stage in evolution of the fer-
tility is achievement of maximum possible coinci-
dence between number of births and the number 
of pregnancies, and maximization of pregnancies, 
which occur when they are intended. This has be-
come possible thanks to the contraceptive revolu-
tion, which has provided highly efficient tools for 
pregnancy control, primarily through hormonal 
and intrauterine contraception. Most recently lev-
els of control over human fecundity have advanced 
further thanks to technologies that help to regulate 
the ovulation cycle, solutions to various problems 
of male and female sterility, subfecundity pregnancy 
support, etc. The ability to have children when they 
are wanted has increased greatly in recent decades 
and efficient family planning has become the norm 
for the majority of the population.

Russia and other republics of the former USSR, 
lagged behind in development , production and dis-
tribution of efficient means of contraception. For 
many decades abortion remained the most wide-
spread means of birth control. Issues of family plan-
ning, abortion prevention, and sexuality were taboo 
in the Soviet media and popular literature. At the 
start of the 1970s the Soviet Ministry of Health Care 
halted development of domestic hormone contra-
ceptives and prohibited their purchase abroad, citing 
supposed health risks. By prolonging the conserva-
tive approach to family planning, which dated from 
the 1930s-50s, the state closed the path to modern 
contraception, undermining its declared objective 
of reducing the ”evil of abortion”. 

In the 1980s only 8-10% of married women of 
reproductive age in Russia used hormonal and in-

trauterine contraception, compared with 20-40% 
in developed countries. Adding contraceptive 
sterilization, which was very widespread in many 
countries, but unknown in our country during the 
Soviet period, the level of maximum efficient preg-
nancy control in developed countries is 50-60%. 
These differences in contraceptive practice make it 
unsurprising that Russia had a figure of 120 abor-
tions per 1000 women of reproductive age in the 
1980s compared with only 20 per 1000 in western 
countries. 

A breakthrough was only achieved in the 1990s 
thanks to demonopolization of the market for con-
traceptive drugs, media liberalization and activi-
ties of the Russian Association for Family Planning 
(with state support)9. Numbers of induced abor-
tions fell in the first half of the 1990s for the first 
time in Russia’s history, despite the fertility de-
cline. Abortion ratio per 100 live births has fallen 
by more than half over 15 years (Figure 2.20). The 
number of expected abortions per woman during 
her lifetime at the start of the 1990s was 3.4, but 
that figure had declined by 2006 to 1.3 (less by two 
abortions or nearly 2.5 times).

Doubt is sometimes cast on the rate of decline 
in numbers of induced abortions. The decline may 
be exaggerated due to incompleteness of account-
ing (because of development of private health care 
services). It is probably true that a share of private 
abortions is missed in part by official statistics 
(though they should be accounted by law). But re-
sults of some sample surveys suggest that the ac-
counting error is insignificant and gives no ground 
for denying a fast decline in the number of abor-
tions in Russia.  

lowering of abortion numbers has been facili-
tated by rapid conversion to efficient pregnancy 
control practices (Table 2.8). According to data 
from the Russian GGS, the share of women of re-
productive age using hormonal or intrauterine 
means is as high as 40%. This still only matches 
European data from 20 years ago, but the progress 
is evident nonetheless.   

Despite clear progress, the strategic target of 
desired children at the desired time has not yet 
been achieved for the majority of families in Rus-
sia. According to the Russian GGS 2004,  current 
pregnancies were assessed as “desired and timely” 
by only 58% of respondents, while 23% assessed 
them as “desired, but untimely”, and 19% said they 
were “undesired”10. The share of “unexpected” 
pregnancies is much lower in countries with de-
veloped family planning culture. The Netherlands, 
for example, has the lowest abortion rates in the 
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world: its percentage of unwanted pregnancies 20 
years ago was twice lower than in Russia today, and 
its total fertlity is much higher. State support for 
family planning programs and special educational 
programs for young people have made the Nether-
lands the world leader in this respect.   

*  *  *  *  *

Positive shifts in Russian fertility, seen in re-
cent years, should not give rise to excessive eu-
phoria: at best we are only at the start of the road. 
Some experts are concerned that demographic 
policy measures, which came into force in 2007 
and are intended to stimulate fertility, are of du-
bious value. Although the official Demographic 

Policy Concept declares a course towards stimu-
lation of fertility in Russia, careful analysis of pro-
posed measures raises doubts that targets will in 
fact be achieved and suggests that positive results 
will have a temporary character. Negative fertil-
ity trends will be interrupted, but there may not 
be any significant changes in the long term. The 
arrival of a world economic crisis in 2008 adds to 
these concerns.

Different age groups, socio-economic groups 
and ethnic groups will respond differently to gov-
ernment policy, and it is hard to predict the scale 
and nature of such reactions. For example, it is not 
clear how an increase of fertility rates will be corre-
lated in young, medium and older age groups, and 

Table 2.8.  Usage of contraceptive methods in Russia: selected survey data, % of women in 
reproductive ages using contraception

*  Used contraception in the last two years; ** Women having a partner; ***Women having a partner, reference to 
the most efficient method if several methods were used.

(1) 75% of women used any method at the time of survey; 
(2)  in last two years before the survey, regularly used any method for two years before the survey: 64% of women 

in Tverskaya oblast, 60% of women in Chelyabinskaya oblast, 57% of women in Khabarovsk kray. 14%, 15%, 
20% of women in corresponding regions never used contraception; 

(3) 59% of sexually active women used any method at the time of survey; 
(4) 71.9% of women used any method at the time of survey in 1996 and 72.8% in 1999; 
(5)  83.8% of women used any method at the time of survey. 
Source:  S.V. Zakharov, V.I. Sakevitch, Specific features of family planning and fertility in Russia: Has the 

contraceptive revolution happened? // Parents and Children Men and Women in Family and in Society. 
Based on the sample survey. Collection of analytical articles. Vol. 1. Sc. Editor: T.M. Maleeva, O.V. 
Sinyavskaya, Independent Institute for Social Policy, 2007. p.135.
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 Chelyabinskaya oblast (urban)* 20.3 20.5 18.7 16.7 11.7 2.4 10.8

3. c. of leningrad, c. of Kaluga 1988 18.4 24.4 14.7 16.9 24.4 3.3 н.д.

4. Ivanovskaya oblast (urban+rural), 
c. of Ekaterinburg, c. of Perm** 1996 7.0 16.4 н.д. 17.1 42.3 10.3 6.8

Ivanovskaya oblast (urban+rural), 
c. of Ekaterinburg, c. of Perm** 1999 11.0 16.4 н.д. 21.9 34.2 11.0 5.5

5. Russia (Russian GGS, 2004)*** 2004 7.6 11.4 4.2 27.9 28.6 17.2 3.1
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in unions of different types. Based on former Rus-
sian experience and experience of other countries 
(particularly the Nordic countries), it may be that 
rise of maternity age will slow down in the first 5-7 
years after introduction of the new policy measures 
(in the period when birth rates rise in response to 
the measures). But that is very likely to be followed 
by a fertility recession, with rapid ageing of fertil-
ity profile, and transition to a birth time-schedule 
typical for the majority of developed countries. 

The government Concept fails to take adequate 
account of fundamental structural changes in fam-
ily relationships, the micro-economy of households 
and fertility in the medium and long terms. But 
growing complexity of types and forms of unions, 
and of the structural characteristics of families and 
households where children are born, is an undeni-
able fact that must be studied and considered when 

social and demographic policy decisions are made. 
There is every reason to predict further increase 
in the contribution of informal unions and second 
unions to fertility. These structural changes have 
had limited impact on the overall Russian total fer-
tility rate to date, but they may be decisive in the 
future.  

The successes of recent years must be reinforced 
by consistent development and improvement of 
the government’s family policy taking account of 
economic, social and demographic realities, which 
have grown more complex and diverse. The only 
policy, which stands a chance of success, is one, 
which broadens freedom of choice for individuals 
of both genders and families, and enhances their 
ability to give birth and bring up children in the 
context of today’s economic, social and demo-
graphic diversity.

1 Signed by President V. Putin  09.10.2007, Decree №1351.
2 Concept for demographic development of Russia until 2015, signed by the Russian Prime Minister M. Kasyanov, 24.09.2001. 
3  “Maternity capital” is a fixed payment, adjusted according to an inflation index (250,000 rubles or about 7200 euros in 2007, rising to 276,250 

rubles from 01.08.2008), which is credited to a special account in the mother’s name if she gives birth to or adopts a second child (or a third or 
subsequent child in case this capital was not allocated at the birth of the second child). This payment may be allocated only once and cannot 
be spent until the child, for whom allocation was made, reaches the age of 3 years and only for non-cash purposes: education, purchase of 
accommodation, or increasing the cumulative part of the mother’s pension. The money can be used for such purposes during an unlimited period 
of time and in any proportions. 

4  All Russia representative panel sample survey “Parents and Children, Men and women in Family and in Society” (Russian Generations and 
Gender Survey/Russian GGS), in the framework of the UNECE international programme “Generations and Gender”, was conducted by the 
Independent Institute for Social Policy with financial support from the Pension Fund of the Russian Federation and the Max Planck Scientific 
Society (Germany).  The design and standard survey instruments were adjusted to the Russian context by the Independent Institute for Social 
Policy (Moscow) and the Demoscope Independent Research Center (Moscow), in collaboration with the Max Planck Institute for Demographic 
Research (Germany).  Two waves of research were carried out – in 2004 and in 2007. Sample size was 11, 261 men and women aged 18-79 (first 
wave) and 11,117 persons aged 18-82 (second wave). For additional information. see: http://www.unece.org/pau/ggp; http://www.socpol.ru/
gender/about.shtml

5  For detailed analysis of trends in marriage-and-partner relationships in Russia, see: Demographical modernization of Russia, 1900-2000. 
edited by A.Vihnevsky, M., 2006, Part 2; S.V. zakharov, Age-related model of marriage // Otechestvennie zapiski, 2006. №4(31). p.271-300; S.V. 
zakharov, New trends in family formation in Russia // Mir Rossii 2007. V.XVI, №4. p.73-112; S.V. zakharov, Transformation of marriage and 
partner relationships in Russia: Is the “golden age” of traditional marriage  coming to an end? // Parents and Children, Men and women in Family 
and in Society. Based on sample survey. Collection of analytical articles, Vol.1. / Sc. editor.: T.M. Maleeva, O.V. Sinyavskaya. Moscow.  Institute for 
Social Policy, 2007, p.75-126.

6  These unions are often mistakably called “civil marriage”. But strict meaning of the latter term is “marriage registered by official bodies of the state 
but not blessed by the church”.

7  The Public Opinion foundation made an effort to study the practice of cohabitation. In March 2005, 1500 respondents were questioned in a 
representative sample survey. The survey results agree with data of Russian GGS (2004 and 2007). Another survey, carried out as aprt of the 
programme of European comparative social surveys, is recognized as less successful. Findings of the latter survey suggest that share of men and 
women living in registered unions is higher than suggested by the 2002 Census, and the indicated share of unregistered unions is incredibly low, 
particularly for women aged 30. 

8  we would note that childless unions are remarkably durable in Russia (more so than in the US, France and Sweden), which is clearly a negative 
factor for overall fertility. See: Population of Russia 2006. Fourteenth Demographic Report / Edited by A.G. Vishnevsky, Moscow:  State University 
– Higher School of Economics Publishing House, 2008.

9  The Federal Family Planning programme, implemented since the 1990s, has proved surprisingly efficient. An entire family planning service 
has being created, essentially from scratch.  (See: Female health in Russia. Analytical report, prepared by the Commission for women’s Affairs, 
the Family and Demography, attached to the President of the Russian Federation, and by the International Foundation for Mother and Child 
Health Care. Moscow 1998). Unfortunately, the State Duma deprived the program of direct budgetary financing in 1997-1998. Sex education 
programmes were also closed down. Possibly, Duma deputies expected that this would be a way of increasing the birth rate.

10  S.V. zakharov, V.I. Sakevitch, Specific features of family planning and fertility in Russia: Has the contraceptive revolution happened? // Parents 
and Children Men and women in Family and in Society. Based on the sample survey. Collection of analytical articles. Vol. 1. Sc. Editor: T.M. 
Maleeva, O.V. Sinyavskaya,   Independent Institute for Social Policy, 2007. p.147.
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3.1.  An intolerable gap
The mortality crisis is one of the clearest manifesta-

tions of Russia’s long-term demographic crisis.
Signs of this crisis have been visible since the mid-

1960s. At that time Russia has not yet caught up with 
Western countries with respect to mortality reduc-
tion, but had greatly reduced the gap, and seemed on 
track to draw level with the West. However, in 1965 
the gap began to widen once again, and by the end 
of the 20th century Russia was as far behind as it had 
been 100 years before.  

Life expectancy at birth is a summary index, 
which traces development of the mortality crisis in 
Russia since the middle of the 1960s and measures 
scale of the current gap compared with developed 
and developing countries. 

The situation with female mortality can be more 
or less adequately described as 40 years of stagna-
tion: life expectancy for women has stayed at the 

level of 1964, with a slight increase in 1986-1992. 
In 2006 women’s life expectancy was 0.33 years less 
than in 1964. However, male mortality figures have 
worsened significantly. In 1964 men’s life expectancy 
rose above 65 years for the one and only time in Rus-
sia’s history. By 2006 male life expectancy was 4.75 
years less than in 1964. 

Figure 3.1 shows widening of the gap between 
Russia and other developed countries since 1964, 
and Figure 3.2 shows the results in other developed 
countries over 40 years. In 2004 life expectancy 
in Russia for both sexes was the shortest among 
33 Euro pean countries. The USA and Japan also 
leave Russia far behind.

Many international publications now even rate 
Russia behind some developing countries, which 
could not compete with Russia by life expectancy 
40 years ago. In particular, the UN Human Develop-
ment Report for 2000-2005 places Russia 119th 
in the world in terms of life expectancy for both sex-

Figure 3.1.  Life expectancy in Russia, European Union, USA and Japan,  
1946-2006, years
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es, behind many developing countries1. The nature 
of mortality statistics in these countries suggests 
that such data should be treated with caution, as 
they are sometimes based on local surveys and fail 
to encompass the whole country. Nevertheless, it is 

quite possible that Russia is now 
behind many countries of Asia and 
Latin America by life expectancy.  

3.2.  The crisis can be 
overcome

Russia is not the only industrial-
ly developed country where unfa-
vorable mortality trends since the 
mid-1960s have caused an increas-
ing gap compared with countries 
that have the same development 
level. The same processes were ob-
served to varying degrees in all for-
mer “socialist” countries of Eastern 
Europe and in former European 
republics of the USSR. 

Russia always stood out by high 
mortality rates, even among these 
countries, but the dynamics of 
mortality in the 1970s-80s in all 
these countries were similar (stag-

nation or decline of life expectancy, attaining crisis 
levels) (Figure 3.3).

However, trends became more varied from the 
end of 1980s and a steady increase of life expec-

Figure 3.2.  Life expectancy in European countries  
in 2004, years 

Box 3.1.  Regional inequalities in life expectancy

Life expectancies and speeds of change of life expectancies differ across Russia’s regions (Table 3.А). However, trends 
in expectation of life in all of the Federal districts are in line with the overall national dynamic (Figure 3.А). 

Table 3.А.  Life expectancy in Federal districts in 1990 and 2006, years 

Men Women

1990 2006 Changes 1990 2006 Changes

Russia 63.80 60.37 -3.43 74.40 73.23 -1.17
Federal districts
   Central 63.90 59.87 -4.03 74.80 73.32 -1.48
   North-West 63.80 59.08 -4.72 74.10 72.52 -1.58
   Southern2 64.40 63.22 -1.18 74.70 74.6 -0.1
   volga 64.40 60.01 -4.39 75.10 73.41 -1.69
   Ural 64.10 60.54 -3.56 74.30 73.29 -1.01
   Siberian 62.60 58.32 -4.28 73.40 71.52 -1.88
   Far East 62.30 57.9 -4.4 72.60 70.65 -1.95

0 20 40 60 80 100

 Russia
 Ukraine
 Belarus

 Latvia
 Turkey
 Estonia

 Lithuania
 Romania
 Bulgaria
 Hungary

 Bosnia and Herzegovina
 Slovakia

 Poland
 Republic Croatia

 Czech Rep.
 Slovenia
 Denmark
 Portugal
 Belgium
 Ireland
 Finland

 Great Britain
 Austria

 Germany
 Netherlands

 France
 Greece
 Norw ay

 Spain
 Sw eden

 Sw itzerland
 Iceland

Italy

52  Russia Facing DemogRaphic challenges



Throughout the period under consideration highest life expectancy has been observed in the Southern Fed-
eral District, while the Siberian and Far East districts have been marked by lowest life expectancy. The period 
of mortality increase and declining life expectancy, which lasted until 2006, was accompanied by increasing 
heterogeneity between districts. The difference between maximum and minimum life expectancies in Federal 
districts increased from 2.1 to 6.1 years for men and from 2.5 to 4.7 years for women over a period of 15 years 
(1990-2005). But the difference decreased in 2006 to 5.3 years for men and 3.9 years for women.

The distribution of subjects of the Federation by life expectancy also saw major changes through the pe-
riod (Figure 3.B).

In 1990 the distribution was very pointed and asymmetrical for both men and women. By 1994, during the 
period of mortality increase, the distribution shifted to the right and became less concentrated, but gained a 
certain symmetry. Decrease of mortality in 1994-1998 was accompanied both by growth of concentration of re-
gions and growth of asymmetry. But the levels of 1990 were not regained. Finally, changes of the mortality level 
in 1998-2005 returned the distribution for men to the level of 1994, but there is greater difference between the 
distributions of 1994 and 2005 for women: the 2005 distribution for women occupies an intermediate position 

Figure 3.А.  Life expectancy at birth in Federal districts in 1990-2006, years 

Figure 3.B.  Distribution of Russian regions by life expectancy for men and women at 
birth in 1990, 1994, 1998, 2005 and 2006, %
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Figure 3.С.  Increase of life expectancy in 2005-2006 in Russian regions, years 
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tancy has been seen in some Eastern European 
countries. Historical highs for male life expectancy, 
achieved at various times before 1990, have recently 
been surpassed in 6 out of 12 countries (Figure 3.4), 
and new records for female life expectancy were set 
in 9 out of 12 countries. only in Russia, Belarus and 
Ukraine best achievements after 2000 failed to re-
gain levels, seen before the mortality crisis gathered 
strength.  

It seems that the mortality crisis in these three 
countries was deeper, more chronic and harder to 
escape than that of neighboring countries, which 
had developed in similar political and economic 
conditions in the post-war period. Nevertheless, 
the experience of Eastern European countries 
shows that the mortality crisis can be addressed, 
and that a sustainable positive trend is achiev-
able.

3.3.  Russia’s main problem  
is high mortality  
in middle age 

The crisis has affected mortality in all age groups, 
though to different extents.

3.3.1.  Child mortality is decreasing 

Infant mortality. Since the mid-1960s infant mor-
tality trends in Russia have been contrary to global 
trends for countries with a similar level of develop-
ment. 

 During the 1960s, Russia was mid-ranking by 
infant mortality levels among European countries 
(subsequently making up the EU-15). But reduc-

between 1995 and 1990. In 2006 the situation looks more like the end of the 1990s with increasing concentra-
tion and asymmetry.  

Mortality levels declined throughout Russia in 2005-2006, but rates of decline in different regions varied 
(Figure 3.В).

The largest improvements in male life expectancy were in the Republic of tyva, Krasnoyarsk Region, Ir-
kutsk Region, Kaliningrad Region, Khakassia, Ust-orda Buryat District, and Koryak Autonomous District. The 
smallest improvements were in regions of the Northern Caucasus, in Moscow and in the Chukotka Autono-
mous District. The problem of Chukotka requires special study as alcohol-related mortality has increased there. 
The role of alcoholism in mortality levels in Moscow and the Northern Caucasus is less significant.    

Female life expectancy has seen strong growth in Chukotka. other leading regions by development of female 
life expectancy are Krasnoyarsk, the Republic of tyva, Sakhalin Region, the Jewish Autonomous District, and 
Khakassia.  Female life expectancy has declined in the Nenets, yamalo-Nenets, Agin-Buryat, taimir, Evenk, 
and Koryak autonomous districts, as well as in the republics of Adigeya and Kabardino-Balkariya. It may be 
that measures to improve road safety and to resist alcohol-related mortality had little impact on women in these 
regions, while overall negative tendencies in the regions remained unchanged. 

Figure 3.3.  Life expectancy in several countries of Eastern Europe, 1970-2006, years 
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tion of infant mortality in Russia then slowed 
down, and there was even some increase of the 
death rate among newborns in the first half of the 
1970s. Most other countries were still making rap-
id progress at this time and Russia was overtaken 
by several of them. By the middle of the 1980s, 
infant mortality in Russia was three times worse 

than in countries of the Eu-
ropean Union, the USA and 
Japan (Figure 3.5).  

these negative trends in 
infant mortality were broken 
at the end of the 1970s: the 
indicator declined steadily 
through the 1980s and at 
quicker rates through the 
1990s. But, on the whole, 
Russian infant mortality 
trends in recent decades have 
been weak and the country 
has a long way to go in order 
to regain its ranking among 
developed countries on this 
count. At present Russia is 
placed near the bottom of 
the distribution of developed 
countries by infant mortality 
(Figure 3.7) with indicators 
three times worse than in 
majority of these countries. 
It should also be mentioned 

that Russia still maintains an archaic definition of 
“live-birth” (despite formal adoption in 1993 the 
definition of life-birth recommended by WHo) , 
according to which a newborn child of 500-999 
grams, who is born alive, but dies before the age 
of 7 days, is not considered to be live-born and is 
not registered by the civilian registrar. If Russia 

really accepted the 
WHo definition of 
live-birth, the level 
of infant mortality in 
Russia would be even 
higher than official 
statistics suggest.3

But, despite all this, 
it should be under-
stood that current lev-
els of infant mortality 
in Russia are low by 
historical standards, 
and do not make the 
main contribution to 
the problem of Rus-
sian mortality.

Mortality of chil-
dren at ages from 1 
year to 15. trends in 
mortality children at 
age 1-5 are similar to 
trends in infant mor-

Figure 3.5.  Infant mortality rate in Russia, the European Union  
(EU-15), the USA, and Japan, per 1000. 
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Figure 3.4.  Difference between maximum life expectancy 

peaks before 1990 and after 2000, years
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Figure 3.6.  Infant mortality rate in several developed countries in 1964 and 2005, per 1000.
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Box 3.2.  Regional inequality in infant mortality 

Though infant mortality in Russia has been in steady decline through the last decade, there are significant regional 
differences (Figure 3.D). In 2006 the gap between maximum and minimum indicators in different regions was 26.6‰ 
(minimum in St. Petersburg (4.7‰), maximum in Ingushetia (31.3‰)). This is a wider gap than existed in the 1990s. 
While regions with lowest levels of infant mortality are catching up with developed countries, regions with high infant 
mortality are lagging further and further behind. 

Highest levels of infant mortality are in Siberia and the Far East, while the lowest are in the North-West and Central 
Federal districts. A total of 26 subjects of the Russian Federation registered a growth of infant mortality in the period from 
2005 to 2006. The biggest increase (6.3‰) was registered in Kalmykia.  

Picture 3.D.  Infant mortality rate in regions of Russia, 2006, per 1000 
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tality: the indicator stagnated in the 1970s, then slowly 
declined (Figure 3.7), but not sufficiently to prevent a 
widening gap with the majority of developed countries, 
where mortality among young children was declining 
much faster. According to WHo data for 2005, the in-
dicator for under-5 child death in Russia (14.1 per 1000) 
was 1.9 times higher than in Hungary or poland (the 
difference was only 1.1 times in 1980),  2.4 times higher 
than in great Britain (2 times in 1980), 2.8 times higher 
than in Austria (1.6 in 1980), 2.9 times higher than in 
Ireland (2.0), 3 times higher than in Spain (1.9) and 
greece (1.4), 3.4 times higher than in Finland (3.1), 3.7 
times higher than in Norway (2.9) and 4.6 times higher 
than in Iceland (2.8)4. 

The mortality rate among children aged 5-15 has 
been in steady decline (Figure 3.7). During the last forty 
years (1965 to 2006), mortality among 5-9 y.o. children 
halved and mortality among children of 10-14 y.o. de-
clined by about 40%.

 
3.3.2.  Mortality among working-

age people: overall long-term 
growth with occasional respites

very unfavorable mortality trends among the work-
ing-age population of (at ages from 15 to 60) are the 
central feature of Russia’s mortality crisis. The four de-
cades since 1964 have seen an overall decline of child 
mortality, albeit with interruptions, and the widening 
gap compared with other countries in this respect has 
been mainly due to faster declines in these countries 
than in Russia. But working-age mortality in Russia, 
and particularly its male component, has been pre-
dominantly increasing. Episodes, when working-age 
mortality decreased, were only short-term respites. 

Mortality among all age groups of men from 20 to 60 
and of women from 30 to 60 was increasing through the 

1970s. At the beginning of the 1980s there were signs of 
a mortality decline for all ages, which became more pro-
nounced after 1985, during anti-alcohol campaign. But 
growth trends resumed at the end of the decade, leading 
to a mortality peak in 1994. This peak, and the decline 
which followed, suggest a concentration in 1993-1994 
of deaths in risk groups, which were postponed from 
the previous period, and of premature deaths in groups, 
which would be at high risk later on.  This peak subsided, 
but the crisis endured, and the factors that were fuelling 
high mortality among people of working age continued 
to operate, as illustrated by the upward movement of all 
curves in the graph below (Figure 3.8).

Death rates have been in decline again since 2003, but 
this reduction is reminiscent of that seen in the 1980s, 
which failed to break the long-term trend. And besides 
the latest improvements still leave mortality levels much 
higher than at any time before its climb in the early-
1990s and already then much exceeded corresponding 
indicators for the developed countries. So it is wrong to 
pretend that we have even begun to resolve the mortal-
ity crisis.  

3.3.3.  Mortality of the elderly:  
Long-term stagnation 

A specific feature of the Russian mortality crisis is 
that it affects the most naturally vulnerable age groups 
to the least extent. This has already been seen with 
respect to child mortality. The other most vulnerable 
age group – the elderly – have not matched the de-
cline in mortality seen in recent decades among chil-
dren, but there has also been no increase in mortality 
among the elderly (Figure 3.9) excepted women older 
85 and men older 90 (the latter not shown in the fig-
ure). The trend in other age groups has been consid-
ered as fluctuation around a more or less stable level.

Figure 3.7.  Mortality among boys and girls at ages below 15, 1965-2006,  
age-sex specific death rate per 100,000
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3.4  Causes of death make  
the Russian mortality 
structure atypical

3.4.1.  Causes of death  
in the “Western”  
mortality structure,  
and the Russian anomaly 

The current age pattern of Russian mortality is the 
result of the differences in mortality trends in vari-
ous age groups, described above. This pattern differs 
greatly from the typical mortality pattern observed in 
all countries with high life expectancy. 

the Russian model of mortality combines rela-
tively low infant mortality – typical for countries 
that have high expectancies, – with adult mortal-
ity levels, which significantly exceed those seen in 
countries where overall life expectancy is much 
lower. Russia’s current level of infant mortality 

should entail that much more of its adult deaths 
occur after age 70, instead of which they occur at 
age 20-70. this anomalous age pattern of mortality 
is particularly typical for Russian men.   

the nature of Russian mortality can be bet-
ter understood by comparing age distribution of 
deaths in Russia and in countries with low mor-
tality. For this purpose data on deaths, by age 
and by causes, were collected for 13 countries 
(Austria, great Britain, germany, greece, Ire-
land, Spain, Luxemburg, Netherlands, the USA, 
Finland, Sweden and Japan) for the year 2005. An 
averaged table, formed on the basis of these data, 
will be conditionally referred to as the “Western 
model of mortality in 2005”.  Life expectancy for 
men in this model is 76.5 years and 82.5 years for 
women. 

Comparison of Russian and western life tables 
by causes of death show that general unfavorable 
characteristics of Russian mortality are insepara-
bly linked with its atypical structure by causes of 
death. In what does this atypical structure con-
sist? 

Figure 3.8.  Death rates among men and women aged 15-60 by 5-years age groups,  
1965-2006 per 100,000 

 78 

Men

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

1
9
6
5

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
5

1
9
8
0

1
9
8
5

1
9
9
0

1
9
9
5

2
0
0
0

2
0
0
5

 15 -  19  20 -  24  25 -  29  30 -  34  35 -  39  40 -  44

 45 -  49  50 -  54  55 -  59

Women

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1
9
6
5

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
5

1
9
8
0

1
9
8
5

1
9
9
0

1
9
9
5

2
0
0
0

2
0
0
5

 15 -  19  20 -  24  25 -  29  30 -  34  35 -  39

 40 -  44  45 -  49  50 -  54  55 -  59

Men

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000

1
9

6
5

1
9

7
0

1
9

7
5

1
9

8
0

1
9

8
5

1
9

9
0

1
9

9
5

2
0

0
0

2
0

0
5

 60 -  64  65 -  69  70 -  74  75 -  79  80 -  84  85 +

Women

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

1
9

6
5

1
9

7
0

1
9

7
5

1
9

8
0

1
9

8
5

1
9

9
0

1
9

9
5

2
0

0
0

2
0

0
5

 60 -  64  65 -  69  70 -  74  75 -  79  80 -  84  85 +

 78 

Men

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

1
9
6
5

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
5

1
9
8
0

1
9
8
5

1
9
9
0

1
9
9
5

2
0
0
0

2
0
0
5

 15 -  19  20 -  24  25 -  29  30 -  34  35 -  39  40 -  44

 45 -  49  50 -  54  55 -  59

Women

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1
9
6
5

1
9
7
0

1
9
7
5

1
9
8
0

1
9
8
5

1
9
9
0

1
9
9
5

2
0
0
0

2
0
0
5

 15 -  19  20 -  24  25 -  29  30 -  34  35 -  39

 40 -  44  45 -  49  50 -  54  55 -  59

Men

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000

1
9

6
5

1
9

7
0

1
9

7
5

1
9

8
0

1
9

8
5

1
9

9
0

1
9

9
5

2
0

0
0

2
0

0
5

 60 -  64  65 -  69  70 -  74  75 -  79  80 -  84  85 +

Women

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

1
9

6
5

1
9

7
0

1
9

7
5

1
9

8
0

1
9

8
5

1
9

9
0

1
9

9
5

2
0

0
0

2
0

0
5

 60 -  64  65 -  69  70 -  74  75 -  79  80 -  84  85 +

Figure 3.9.  Mortality among men and women at age 60 and older, 1965-2006,  
per 100000 78 
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3.4.2.  Post-neonatal mortality in 
Russia is too high

Although, as discussed above, Russian infant mor-
tality trends are more favorable than mortality trends 
at any other age, the archaic structure of causes of 
death, which are characteristic of the country’s over-
all mortality, also have impact on infant mortality. 

For many years (from 1970 to 2006) the general 
decline of infant mortality in Russia has been mainly 
due to elimination of causes of an exogenous nature. 
Mortality caused by diseases of the respiratory sys-
tem  has decreased 11-fold and provided 61% of the 
overall decrease, diseases of the digestive system have 
fallen 16-fold (8% of infant mortality decline), and 
infectious diseases by 3 times (7% of the overall im-

provement).  Still in 1980 more than half of all deaths 
at ages below 1 year were from these three groups of 
causes of death.  In 2006 this share had decreased 
to 12%. Meanwhile, decrease of perinatal mortality, 
which generally reflects defects in the system of ob-
stetric aid and considered all over the world as the im-
portant reserve of infant mortality decrease, is 18% of 
the total decrease in mortality. (in second place after 
respiratory diseases). During the period from 1970 to 
2006  in Russia mortality from this causes has been 
reduced by 37% but they  half of all infant deaths are 
now occurs by these causes.  Unfortunately, contribu-
tion of external causes remains noticeable though it 
also tends to reduction.

There has been even less success in dealing with 
congenital anomalies. In 1970-2006 mortality rates 

1970 1980 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
All causes 230.5 220.8 174 181.3 153.3 146.5 133.1 124.6 115.7 109.7 102.2
perinatal 70.1 57.6 80.1 78.6 67.7 66.4 61.6 57 51.7 49.1 47.3
Congenital
anomalies

30.8 34.6 37 41.8 35.5 34.4 31.3 30.2 28.5 26.9 24.5

Respiratory 
diseases

86 73.6 24.7 24.2 16.5 14.4 12.2 10.5 9.4 8.3 7.8

Infectious 
diseases

12.8 31.7 13.4 12.7 9.2 8 6.7 5.9 5.5 5 4.1

Diseases of 
digestive appar.

10.7 4.1 1.1 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7

External causes 10.5 10.4 7.1 10.1 9.7 9.2 8.2 8.6 8.1 7.6 6.6
other causes 9.6 8.8 10.6 12.8 13.8 13.1 12.3 11.5 11.7 12.1 11.1

Table 3.1. Causes of infant mortality in Russia, 1970-2006 (per 10,000 live-births)

Figure 3.10.  Dynamics of age distribution of infant mortality in Russia, 1964-2006, (%)
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(per 10,000 newborn) from congenital anomalies de-
clined by less than 20%, and they account for about 
a quarter of all infant deaths under 1 year of age  
(table 3.1). 

Though exogenous mortality decreased 9-fold in 
1970-2006, remaining exogenous causes still have 
to be dealt with, and this is clearly not happening in 
Russia as quickly as it needs to.  

Interrelation of child mortality in different periods 
of the first year of life confirms this. Reduction of in-
fant mortality usually leads to increasing concentra-
tion of mortality in the first month of life (neonatal 
mortality), when the child’s organism is most vulner-
able and death in case of disease is very hard to pre-
vent. As soon as a child has left this period of maxi-
mum risk behind, his chances of survival increase, 
and are greatly helped by the modern system of 
health care, which has excellent means at its disposal 
to defend the child’s life at this development stage. 
So reduction of infant mortality should be accompa-
nied by change in the interrelation between neonatal 
components (up to 28 days) and post-neonatal com-
ponents (from 28 days to 1 year): post-neonatal mor-
tality becomes more controllable and its contribution 
to general infant mortality gets smaller. 

As seen in Figure 3.10, this has been the case in 
Russia. transition from stagnation in the 1970s to a 
marked decline of infant mortality was associated with 

decline in the share of post-neonatal mortality, which 
continued at fairly rapid rates until the 1990s. 

However, in the 1990s decline in the share of 
post-neonatal mortality in the general infant mortal-
ity came to a halt, again in stark contrast with global 
trends. today Russia differs from the majority of Euro-
pean countries by having a large share of post-neona-
tal mortality in general infant mortality. But it should 
be noted that neonatal mortality in Russia is 2-3 times 
greater than in many countries of Western Europe too 
(Figure 3.11).

3.4.3.  People in Russia die earlier than 
people in the West, from all 
causes

What is the best thing to die of? This apparently ri-
diculous question has a very important meaning in de-
mography, and there is a simple answer to it: it is better 
to die of things, which cause death in later life. Increase 
of life expectancy is what happens when causes of death 
in early life are squeezed out by causes of death, which 
operate at more advanced ages. As a first approxima-
tion, we can say that the former causes are mainly ex-
ogenous and the latter mainly endogenous.

Change in the average age of death from each cause 
is part of this process. As medicine and development of 
health care advances, the age of death from all causes 

Figure 3.11.  Share of post-neonatal mortality in general infant mortality in 2005  
or in nearest available years
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Table 3.2.  Difference of average age of death in Russia and “Western model” countries5 

Causes of death
Average age of death, years

DifferenceRussia 2006 Western model, 
2005

Men
All causes 60.35 76.54 16.19
      of which (in inverse order of importance):
Neoplasms 65.13 75.37 10.24
Diseases of circulatory system 67.93 79.79 11.87
External causes 43.60 56.88 13.28
Diseases of the digestive system 54.99 73.33 18.34
Diseases of the respiratory system 60.26 82.38 22.11
other diseases 50.34 76.28 25.93
Infectious and parasitic diseases 44.17 72.21 28.04

Women
All causes 73.23 82.47 9.24
      of which (in inverse order of importance):
Diseases of circulatory system 77.95 85.80 7.85
Neoplasms 67.46 76.69 9.24
other diseases 68.68 83.34 14.66
Diseases of the digestive system 62.67 81.36 18.69
External causes 50.09 69.06 18.98
Diseases of the respiratory system 66.13 85.49 19.37
Infectious and parasitic diseases 43.07 79.28 36.21

Causes of death Average age of death, 
years

Causes of death Average age 
of death, years

Men
Russia 2006 Western model, 2005

1 Diseases of circulatory system 67.9 1 Diseases of the respiratory system 82.4
2 Neoplasms 65.1 2 Diseases of circulatory system 79.8
3 Diseases of the respiratory system 60.3 3 other diseases 76.3
4 Diseases of the digestive system 55.0 4 Neoplasms 75.4
5 other diseases 47.7 5 Diseases of the digestive system 73.3
6 Infectious and parasitic diseases 44.2 6 Infectious and parasitic diseases 72.2
7 External causes 43.6 7 External causes 56.9

Women
Russia 2006 Western model, 2005

1 Diseases of circulatory system 77.9 1 Diseases of circulatory system 85.8
2 other diseases 69.1 2 Diseases of the respiratory system 85.5
3 Neoplasms 67.4 3 other diseases 83.3
4 Diseases of the respiratory system 66.1 4 Diseases of the digestive system 81.4
5 Diseases of the digestive system 62.7 5 Infectious and parasitic diseases 79.3
6 External causes 50.1 6 Neoplasms 76.7
7 Infectious and parasitic diseases 43.2 7 External causes 69.1

Table 3.3.  Ranking of causes of death by average age of death
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rises. one of the main problems of Russian mortality is 
that, compared with world standards, successes in this 
direction have been very modest, and the age of death 
from all groups of causes, remains much lower than in 
more advanced countries (table 3.2). 

table 3.2 shows, firstly, that there is a huge differ-
ence in favor of the Western model in the average 
age of death from all groups of causes and, secondly, 
that the hierarchy of causes of death qua “prefera-
ble” (i.e. later-acting) causes is very different in Rus-
sia and the West (table 3.3).

In Russia men and women who die from cardio-
vascular diseases live the longest lives (although not as 
long as in the West countries). In the West countries 
cardio-vascular disease is the preferable cause for men 
only, while women tend to have a longer life span if 

they die from respiratory disorders. overall, though, 
circulatory diseases are the preferable cause of death. 

In Russia the second place for men and the third 
place for women, in terms of long life, is taken by 
death from cancer while in the “Western model” can-
cer rates fourth for men and sixth for women.

External causes are by far the youngest cause of 
death in the Western model, but in Russia the bot-
tom place in the list for women is taken by infectious 
diseases.

Average age of death from each cause, is deter-
mined by distribution of deaths from that cause 
across various ages. In Russia this distribution is 
shifted towards younger ages. Age distribution of 
deaths from diseases of respiratory diseases is an 
example. In the West it is one of the most “prefer-
able” causes of death, but in Russia one of the least 
“preferable”. Figure 3.12 shows the number of deaths 
from respiratory diseases in Russia and the West. 
In the West only 3.6% of men’s death and 2.8% of 
women’s deaths from these diseases happen before 

age 60 y.o., while the figures in Russia are 44.5% and 
30.7%, respectively.

Respiratory diseases are not an isolated case. In 
Russia all causes show a distribution shift towards 
young ages as compared with developed countries 
that have low mortality.

3.4.4.  Which causes of death  
need to be addressed first?

the second important feature of Russia’s atypical 
mortality structure is a very high share of deaths 
from causes with a relatively young age of death.  

this is less apparent from a direct comparison 
of the Russian and Western distributions of deaths 
by their causes, but is better shown by simple com-

parison of average ages of death from each cause, as 
represented in table 3.2. table 3.4 does not present 
clear grounds for saying that the Western distribu-
tion is better than the Russian distribution. 

the “Western model” features higher share of 
deaths caused by respiratory diseases. Is that a 
deficiency or an advantage of the Russian struc-
ture? there is no simple answer to this question. 
What is good for the West with its high average 
age of deaths from this cause that is not good for 
Russia where the average age of deaths caused by 
respiratory diseases is very low and where, there-
fore, keeping down the share of deaths from this 
cause is desirable. In the West respiratory diseases 
cause the deaths of 127 men per 1000, but only 14 
of them are at age younger 70 In Russia diseases of 
the respiratory system kill 51 per 1000 life lost, but 
34 of them are at age younger 70.  If the share of 
deaths from this cause in Russia was similar to that 
in the West, it would mean 85 deaths age below 70 
vs. 14 in the West.

Figure 3.12.  Life table number of deaths from respiratory diseases  
in Russia and in Western countries

Men

0

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4

0,5

0
-1

1
-4

5
-9

1
0

-1
4

1
5

-1
9

2
0

-2
4

2
5

-2
9

3
0

-3
4

3
5

-3
9

4
0

-4
4

4
5

-4
9

5
0

-5
4

5
5

-5
9

6
0

-6
4

6
5

-6
9

7
0

-7
4

7
5

-7
9

8
0

-8
4

8
5

+

Russia, 2006 West, 2005

Women

0

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4

0,5

0,6

0,7

0
-1

1
-4

5
-9

1
0
-1

4

1
5
-1

9

2
0
-2

4

2
5
-2

9

3
0
-3

4

3
5
-3

9

4
0
-4

4

4
5
-4

9

5
0
-5

4

5
5
-5

9

6
0
-6

4

6
5
-6

9

7
0
-7

4

7
5
-7

9

8
0
-8

4

8
5
+

Russia, 2006 West, 2005

Men

0

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4

0,5

0
-1

1
-4

5
-9

1
0

-1
4

1
5

-1
9

2
0

-2
4

2
5

-2
9

3
0

-3
4

3
5

-3
9

4
0

-4
4

4
5

-4
9

5
0

-5
4

5
5

-5
9

6
0

-6
4

6
5

-6
9

7
0

-7
4

7
5

-7
9

8
0

-8
4

8
5

+

Russia, 2006 West, 2005

Women

0

0,1

0,2

0,3

0,4

0,5

0,6

0,7

0
-1

1
-4

5
-9

1
0
-1

4

1
5
-1

9

2
0
-2

4

2
5
-2

9

3
0
-3

4

3
5
-3

9

4
0
-4

4

4
5
-4

9

5
0
-5

4

5
5
-5

9

6
0
-6

4

6
5
-6

9

7
0
-7

4

7
5
-7

9

8
0
-8

4

8
5
+

Russia, 2006 West, 2005

Russia Facing DemogRaphic challenges  63



Chapter 3. LoWER MoRtALIty: tHE CAtEgoRICAL IMpERAtIvE

The share of deaths from infectious diseases is al-
most equal in Russia and in the West: for men it is 23 
per 1000 and 21 per 1000, respectively. But in Russia 
22 of these 23 are dead at age below 70, while in the 
West that is only the case for 7 out of 21.   

The chances of dying from cardio-vascular diseases 
are much higher in Russia than in the Western model. 
But that also cannot be viewed as a deficiency of the 
Russia distribution of causes of death, since this cause 
has no competitors, causes with higher average age of 
death. In the West there is such a competitor: among 
men the average age of death from respiratory diseases 
is higher than that from diseases circulatory system, 
and among women it is about the same. Adding “other 
diseases”, which in the West are cases of death of mainly 
very old people, these three causes account for 604 and 
697 deaths in every 1000 men and women. This is what 
mainly determines the long life expectancy of Euro-
peans, Americans and Japanese. In Russia reduction 
of the share of deaths from cardio-vascular diseases 
would mean their crowding out by deaths from other 
causes with younger average age of death that would 
apparently entail reduction of life expectancy. 

So the difference between Russian and Western of 
death distributions by causes is related to the Russian 
distribution of causes of death by age incidence and 
cannot be considered outside this context.

Nevertheless, high contribution of certain causes 
to general mortality is very undesirable in any case. 
While all causes of death are capable of being forced 
up the age structure to some extent, this types of suc-
cess is particularly hard to achieve for causes, which 
are most dependent on exogenous factors – specifi-
cally, external causes of death such as accidents, sui-
cide, homicide, etc. Healthy individuals at all ages are 
vulnerable to these causes, so distribution of deaths 
as a result of them is least biased towards higher age 

groups. Although diseases of circulatory system have 
a young average age of death in Russia, the average 
age of deaths from external causes is much younger: 
by 24.3 years for men and by 27.9 years for wom-
en. out of 18.2% total share of death from external 
causes, 16% occurs at ages from 20 to 70, which is 
only 1.6 times less than the share of deaths from dis-
ease of circulatory system in these ages.

External causes account for an outrageously high 
share of mortality in Russia, particularly among men: 
their share in male mortality is almost three times 
higher than in the West (table. 3.4). This is the main 
negative feature of Russian distribution of causes 
of death. External causes are responsible for 18.2% 
of male deaths in Russia, while cancer claims only 
13.25% of men’s lives. In the West, external causes are 
4 times less probable than cancer as causes of death.

3.4.5.  Mortality  
age-and-cause groups  
and health care priorities

Complex analysis of mortality distribution by causes 
of death and by age of death from each cause is a neces-
sary condition for setting priorities in the health care 
system and society as a whole in order to address Rus-
sia’s mortality crisis. Such analysis should be used to 
define government targets and policy by state agencies 
in tackling mortality, and to ensure that efforts and re-
sources are concentrated on priority tasks.

Research carried out in the 1990s showed that un-
favorable mortality, and the huge gap between Russia 
and most developed countries in this respect, does 
not relates to all causes of death or to all ages, but 
is concentrated in particular causes and age groups6. 
As can be seen from table 3.5, the situation has not 
changed much since then. This table represents dif-

Table 3.4.  Probability of dying from main groups of causes of death in Russia  
and in the West

Men Women
Russia, 2006 West, 2005 Russia, 2006 West, 2005

All causes 1000 1000 1000 1000
          of which:
Infectious and parasitic diseases 23 21 7 20
Neoplasms 132 273 122 208
Diseases of circulatory system 496 337 671 382
Diseases of respiratory system 51 127 23 117
Diseases of the digestive system 43 37 35 38
other diseases 74 140 85 198
External causes 182 65 58 37

64  Russia Facing DemogRaphic challenges



Men Women
Russia, 2006 West, 2005 Russia, 2006 West, 2005

All causes 1000 1000 1000 1000
          of which:
Infectious and parasitic diseases 23 21 7 20
Neoplasms 132 273 122 208
Diseases of circulatory system 496 337 671 382
Diseases of respiratory system 51 127 23 117
Diseases of the digestive system 43 37 35 38
other diseases 74 140 85 198
External causes 182 65 58 37

Age
Infectious 
diseases

Neoplasms
Diseases of 
circulatory 

system

of which, 
ischemic heart 

disease 

Diseases of 
respiratory 

system

Diseases of 
the digestive 

system

External 
causes

All causes

0 34 4 1 0 73 -1 47 575
0-4 13 13 4 0 21 0 85 200
5-9 3 3 1 0 6 1 96 141

10-14 1 8 3 0 3 1 110 146
15-19 7 13 22 5 8 7 351 438
20-24 56 13 83 18 26 43 866 1157
25-29 199 22 278 71 81 140 1488 2412
30-34 244 29 496 146 144 228 1604 3010
35-39 237 41 748 288 189 270 1490 3228
40-44 225 85 1227 541 253 306 1595 3987
45-49 219 124 1820 920 319 296 1566 4633
50-54 189 237 2628 1453 377 291 1521 5547
55-59 120 315 3364 1937 344 273 1172 5785
60-64 53 -126 4048 2330 237 198 827 5292
65-69 -46 -819 4088 2336 -2 53 480 3494
total 1554 -39 18811 10045 2078 2106 13297 40045

Women 
0 31 4 -1 0 62 -1 43 424

0-4 11 11 3 0 17 1 57 147
5-9 3 4 1 0 4 0 51 87

10-14 1 5 0 0 2 1 48 73
15-19 4 8 14 2 4 5 113 161
20-24 27 13 21 3 11 18 169 282
25-29 63 30 66 12 26 56 256 547
30-34 61 48 124 28 45 100 286 723
35-39 48 70 207 50 52 127 297 866
40-44 37 86 326 102 54 151 306 1026
45-49 24 80 525 187 53 170 340 1252
50-54 18 111 905 363 52 223 380 1750
55-59 2 117 1639 753 20 292 367 2505
60-64 -27 -18 2554 1241 -61 224 314 2999
65-69 -65 -234 3899 1936 -187 147 233 3657
total 239 334 10283 4678 154 1512 3259 16499

over 1000 500-1000 300-500

100-300 50-100 below 50

Number of excess deaths

Table  3.5.  Excess deaths at ages before 70 y.o. in Russia compared with Western countries (per 
100,000 deaths from all causes and at all ages), Russia (2006), Western model (2005)
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ferences in numbers of deaths per 100,000 from main 
classes of causes (ischemic heart disease is separated 
out from the cardio-vascular diseases) up to age 70 
in Russia and in the Western model. Essentially, the 
table shows where Russia’s “excess mortality” is con-
centrated.

Uncolored boxes are zones of tranquility, where 
Russia shows no major differences compared with 
successful Western countries. Blue and green cells 
point to relatively mild problems. yellow cells are 
cause for concern, but red and brown  cells are what 
set the alarm bells ringing. Most of Russian mortality 
is focused here and the causal-age nexuses in these 
cells are what have to be addressed most urgently. 

The most salient problem is middle-age mortality 
from external causes, especially among men. Anoth-
er very significant share of excess deaths at relatively 
young ages is caused by cardio-vascular disease (par-
ticularly ischemic heart disease and disorders of cere-
bral circulation). If we could achieve a breakthrough 
in these two directions, the entire picture of Russian 
mortality would change. All current challenges for 
improvement of the health-care system would con-
tinue to exist (as they do in all countries) and some 
Russian specifics would still be visible. But the gap 
compared with other countries would be radically 
narrowed. 

3.5.  What prevents solution 
of the mortality crisis  
in Russia?

3.5.1.  Incompleteness of the 
epidemiological transition

Russia’s archaic mortality structure by causes of 
death reflects incompleteness of the country’s epide-
miological transition. This transition started long ago 
and Russia, like many other countries, successfully 
completed the first stage. But it has still not succeed-
ed in implementing the second stage, which began 
in the 1960s in the majority of developed countries 
and which those countries have now also successfully 
completed. Indeed, the Russian situation does not ac-
cord with traditional structure of the epidemiologi-
cal transition: the country’s unprecedented growth of 
violent death and death from circulatory disease at 
young ages is a reversal, compared with the progress 
in developed countries. It would be fair to say that, in 
Russia, the second stage of epidemiological transition 
has only affected children and, possibly, some small 
groups of the adult population.

Success of Western countries in reducing mortality 
during the second stage of epidemiological transition 
was due to correct analysis of its main specific causes.

While main efforts in the previous stage had been 
directed to combating mortality due to infectious and 
other acute diseases, efforts in the new stage were fo-
cused on reduction and redistribution towards older 
age mortality from circulatory diseases, cancer and 
other chronic illnesses, such as diabetes, stomach 
ulcers, diseases of the urinary system, etc., accompa-
nied by general reduction of mortality from external 
causes. Resources of the health care system were di-
rected accordingly. Understanding of the nature of 
the challenges in this second stage of epidemiological 
transition (sometimes called the “second epidemio-
logical revolution”) helped to define a new strategy of 
action. 

This strategy was understood very broadly: there 
had to be improvements in environmental protection, 
accident prevention, development of individual pro-
phylaxis, campaigns against dangerous and harmful 
habits, and changes in people’s way of life. Not all the 
required changes have been realized, even in the West, 
but much has been done. public health, and successes 
in delaying mortality until older ages have reached 
new levels.   

At this stage, the healthcare system and the gener-
al public have to change places. The initiative passes 
to the general public, because the main sources of 
risk to life and health are often no longer subject 
to direct influence by medicine: they come from 
diet, environment, habits, behavior and overall way 
of life. The new strategy for mortality reduction re-
quires people to take an active part in improving 
their environment, way of life and health instead 
of passively accepting measures proposed by the 
health care system (epidemiological control, mass 
vaccination, etc.).   

This has already happened to a large extent in 
Western countries, with corresponding changes in 
medical science, the system of health care, etc. Epide-
miology of non-infectious diseases and even of exter-
nal factors of mortality and morbidity  has developed. 
Requirements for professional qualification of medi-
cal personal have changed. It is no longer indispens-
able to be a “good clinician”, and it is even important 
to have a ” non-clinical mentality”, since a good clini-
cian may be excellent at dealing with individual pa-
tients, but inefficient in addressing public health is-
sues. The general public has become better informed 
about health risks and ways of averting them.

These measures have made early death an increas-
ingly rare and unusual event, and this progress, in 
turn, has focused public consciousness on the value 
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of life and good health, justifying increased expen-
diture on public health and even making people de-
mand such expenditure. 

Unfortunately, Russia is still at the beginning of 
the second stage of epidemiological transition. The 
emphasis is still on paternalistic efforts of the health 
care system, the medicalist approach continues to tri-
umph, placing main hopes in new types of treatments, 
development of new medical technology, etc. Mean-
while, there has been very little progress as regards 
self-preservative behavior by the general public, and 
this is the main obstacle to reduction of mortality. 

The clearest example of dependence between the 
level of mortality in Russia and lifestyle and mass 
behavior is, of course, hazardous drinking. Nothing 
better illustrates the connection between mortality 
and heavy drinking than trends in the death rate 
during the years of the government’s anti-alcohol 
campaign. over a period of three years (1985-1987) 
life expectancy for men increased by 3.1 years and 
almost returned to its maximum level of 1964, while 
the indicator for women rose by 1.3 years to a his-
torical maximum in Russia. The campaign was not 
continued, but the positive impact of reduced alco-
hol consumption is unmistakable. There is a sugges-
tion, which requires additional analysis and confir-
mation, that the latest decline of mortality, in 2004, 
was also the result of certain restrictions on alcohol 
consumption. 

In any case, experts are certain that the “alcohol 
factor” makes a very large contribution to the level 
of early deaths from circulatory diseases and external 
causes. This was conclusively proved by analysis of 
the part, which decline of these two causes played in 
overall mortality decline at the time of the anti-alco-
hol campaign and in resurgence of mortality when 
the campaign came to an end. Change of the mortal-

ity level from these two groups of causes determined 
total life expectancy dynamics at that time7 (Figure 
3.13). According to data of an epidemiological sur-
vey, carried out in a typical Russian city (Izhevsk), 
40% of deaths of men aged 25-54 are related to haz-
ardous drinking8.

Certainly, impact of alcohol on mortality from 
circulatory diseases and on overall mortality needs 
further investigation. For the moment, this issue is 
not being taken seriously by the Russian government 
or Russian science, and para-scientific literature has 
even thrown up such a term as “the myth of alcohol-
ization”9, claiming that : “the supposed main role of 
heavy drinking in Russia’s hyper-mortality epidemic 
is a myth, propagated by ignorance or ill design”10. 

overall, the situation with alcohol-related mor-
tality illustrates underestimation of new problems, 
which have arisen in the second stage of epidemio-
logical transition, when successes in combating mor-
tality and ill health (associated with behavior and life 
style of the greater part of the population) are proving 
much harder to achieve than previously. 

3.5.2.   Archaism of the Russian social 
structure 

There are major social reasons, which explain 
why Russia is underestimating its public health 
problems. The main point is that the epidemiologi-
cal transition is primarily a social – and not a medi-
cal – process, requiring a certain state of society, 
which has not yet been achieved in Russia.

Everywhere in the world the standard bearer for 
behavior stereotypes and associated values, favoring 
better health and longer life, is the middle class. The 
principles and values of new self-preservative be-
havior gradually came to maturity as the European 

Figure 3.13.  Contribution of major classes of causes of death to change of life expectancy  
during the anti-alcohol campaign, years 
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bourgeoisie took shape, and were 
transmitted to ever broader so-
cial strata, mainly in cities. When 
the time came, these strata were 
ready and willing to adopt new 
behavioral stereotypes and to in-
fluence behavior in other parts of 
society.

Analysis of social differentia-
tion of mortality in Russia shows 
that we also have strata, which 
are committed to life-preserving 
behavior on the model of the 
European middle classes. These 
are Russian social groups with 
higher levels of education, usu-
ally engaged in intellectual work 
(Russia’s “white collar workers”)  

A series of studies carried 
out recently gave assessments of 
mortality in these social strata. 
In particular, it was shown that 
the decline in life expectancy of adult Russians, both 
men and women, between 1970 and 1989 was mainly 
due to mortality dynamics among manual workers, 
while mortality trends for those in white-collar jobs 
had a positive contribution11. In periods of mortal-
ity growth, aggravation among persons with higher 
education was minimal, while in favorable periods 
their life expectancy was similar to that of less ed-
ucated groups. Analysis of the mortality structure 
by causes in 1989 depending on level of education 
showed that difference between the highest and the 
lowest educational strata was linked with the same 
causes of death, which have determined growth of 
mortality in Russia since 1965, and which represent 
the biggest differences between Russian mortality 
and that in developed countries12. A link between 
level of mortality and belonging to a certain social 
class is typical for children as well as adults (this is 
not surprising as health and mortality of children 
cannot fail to be closely connected with behavior of 
their parents13).

However, people with a middle-class life style are 
not as numerous in Russia as in the West and their 
self-preservative behavior has failed to convince the 
rest of the population. If the Russian middle classes 
were more numerous and if their behavior was imi-
tated, there could be a very large reduction of mor-
tality levels and increase of overall life expectancy in 
Russia. So continuation and completion of reforms 
for modernization of Russia’s social structure, de-
velopment of the middle classes, and creation of the 
liberal economic and political environment, which 

they require for survival, is a key requisite for solv-
ing Russia’s mortality problem and enabling the 
country to catch up with most developed countries.  

3.5.3.  Expenditure levels  
are inadequate

Another key factor, which is preventing comple-
tion of epidemiological transition in Russia, is inade-
quate spending on health protection and health care.

The achievements of Western countries would 
not have been possible if increase in the importance 
attached by people to healthy and long life had not 
been accompanied by redistribution of material re-
sources. It was understood that healthier and longer 
lives had to be paid for and spending on health rose 
in both absolute and relative terms. As discussed in 
more detail in Chapter 9 of the present Report, Russia 
has never benefited from such an increase in spend-
ing, and current spending on health care in Russia is 
incomparably less than in the majority of developed 
countries. Certainly, money is not a panacea, but cor-
relation between the level of spending and the level of 
mortality undoubtedly exists.  

Figure 3.15 shows correlation between per capita 
spending on health care in  various countries and 
the number of years gained as compared to the level 
е(0)=60 years for men and е(0)=70 years for women. 

The graphs on Figure 3.14 show that every year of 
life-expectancy increase must be paid for. The lower 
the spending, the less the increase. Life expectancy 
for men in Russia in 2005 was short of 60 years, while 
in 17 of 33 represented countries it exceeded this lev-

Figure 3.14.  Health care expenditure in USD by purchasing 
power parity PPP$ (left scale) and years gained 
life expectancy  over 60 years for men and over 
70 years for women, (right scale), 2005. 
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el by 15-20 years. But it is also true that Russia’s data 
look even worse than they should do at the current 
level of spending.  

In any case, it would be unrealistic to expect the 
same progress in health and mortality indicators as 
has been seen in countries, where spending on health 
exceeds that in Russia by several times. Soviet ex-
perience showed that extensive growth of some key 
characteristics of the health care system (increase of 
the number of medical personnel, number of places 
in hospitals, etc.) is inefficient and does not lead to 
growth of life expectancy unless supported by faster 
growth of spending to raise wages of medical person-
nel and to improve health infrastructure.

3.5.4.  The health system  
needs reform 

Low efficiency of the health care system reflects in-
sufficient financing and absence of modern strategy, but 
the system also suffers from poor management and or-
ganization, which fails to ensure feedback from society 
and efficient use of the financing, which is available. The 
issue of health care reform has been pending for many 
years, but there has been little progress in implementa-
tion, and many essential mechanisms for improvement 
of health and lowering of mortality are not in place

The key problem is lack of efficient feedback be-
tween those who provide finance, those who provide 
treatment and those who are treated. In the West these 
three parties work together to further health care de-
velopment based on the principal, “money follow the 
patient” and, to some extent, by participation of the 
consumer of medical services in payment for those 
services. At the same time, state guarantees of medical 
care are firmly in place, and the only issue to be re-
solved is the best way of structuring those guarantees.

Foreign experience offers plentiful material for se-
lecting and adapting new  models of medical provision 
and financing. various Western countries use different 
approaches, although long-term evolution has given 
rise to a number of common features. 

Medical care in most Western European countries 
is mainly (up to 90%) financed from the budget, i.e. 
by taxation. Financing from non-budgetary medical 
insurance funds, paid in by employees, employers 
and state subsidies, is prevalent in germany (78%), 
Italy (87%), France (71%), Sweden (91%), and also 
Japan (73%). In the USA, Israel and South Korea the 
share of private financing of medical care is high, in-
cluding voluntary medical insurance and direct pay-
ment for medical services by patients. All these sys-
tems are subject to criticism, but they are generally 
efficient and offer certain guarantees to those in need 
of medical care.  

In Russia at present there are no clear guarantees: 
health care guarantees under law have only declara-
tive nature. This is due to lack of financing and policy 
confusion. people who need medical care are increas-
ingly required to pay for it out of their own pockets. 
According to statistics, such payments now represent 
32% of overall (state and private) spending on health 
care14. And the state is failing to guarantee quality of 
the services, which people are increasingly expected 
to pay for. 

So there are two priorities at present: to increase 
the amounts spent on health care, and to make the 
whole system more socially and economically effi-
cient. These are among the most important tasks for 
Russian society in coming years and there is no time 
to waste in addressing them.

3.5.5.  Lack of scientifically grounded 
policy

In February 2008 the Russian Ministry of Health 
Care and Social Development announced creation of 
a special internet site for discussion of the concept 
of health care development up to the year 2020. The 
Ministry expressed hope that “representatives of the 
general public as well as medical specialists” will take 
part in the discussion. 

This is a very democratic approach, but there are 
some doubts about its efficacy. Such an approach is 
suitable for entirely new challenges, on which no work 
has yet been carried out. A “brain storm” with partici-
pation of non-experts then allows quick formulation 
of a rough plan of action, which  can be followed by 
expert investigation of difficulties, which are non ap-
parent to the untrained eye, and by proposal and test-
ing of solutions. At the latter stage a community of 
experts, which is alone capable of designing efficient 
mechanisms, will already be in place. Reduction of 
mortality is a no less complex problem than construc-
tion of a bridge or creation of a spacecraft. It would be 
strange for the bridge builders to ask advice from peo-
ple who are standing on the shore, even if these are the 
people, for whom this bridge is being constructed. 

Reduction of mortality is not a new challenge for 
Russia. In 40 years of negative trends, we should 
have progressed far beyond the initial stages of un-
derstanding the problem, and sufficient knowledge 
should already have been accumulated. There is no 
shortage of specialists to put forward a strategic con-
cept for breaking the trend. Which is not to deny, 
of course, that much can be gained from present-
ing the concept (or, possibly, several variants of the 
concept) for discussion by representatives of broad 
society – the issue here, after all, is not construction 
of a bridge, but solution of a complex social problem, 
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which cannot be achieved without active participa-
tion of the general public. 

But the approach chosen by the Ministry of 
Health Care and Social Development is best proof 
of the fact that we are, in fact, still only beginning 
to come to terms with the problem, and that the ex-
pert community is not ready to offer a solution. No 
serious preparations have been made and there does 
not seem to be an awareness that such preparations 
are necessary.

This is apparent from conceptual 
documents, which have been pro-
duced to date concerning the health-
care system. They are filled with for-
mulaic expressions, usually with use of 
the same verbs and verbal expressions 
– “to ameliorate”, “to promote”, “to im-
plement”, “to reduce through increase”, 
“to increase through reduction,” etc. 
They try to run through all the issues, 
but refuse to admit that the issues are 
changing and that it is useless to set 
new objectives without taking account 
of objectives attained to date and with-
out reviewing priorities. Reading these 
documents, there is usually nothing to 
indicate whether they were written in 
1960, 1980 or 2008 – they fail to reflect 
specifics of the problems and of the 
moment, for which they are intended. 
They could be written by any govern-
ment official, completely unacquainted 
with the essence of what is at stake. 
priorities are not defined at all or are 

defined in a cursory fashion, and it is often hard to see 
any reason why certain priorities have been discussed 
and others omitted. 

For example, the demographic policy concept ad-
opted in 2007 for the period until 2025 sets reduc-
tion of mortality in road traffic accidents as one of 
the main tasks,  and the importance of combating this 
particular cause of death has been cited repeatedly by 
officials. It is not clear why, of all the external causes 
of death, which need to be combated, the emphasis 

should have been placed 
on road accidents. They 
are undeniably a serious 
problem, but deaths due 
to road accidents were 
only about 9% of all Rus-
sian deaths from external 
causes in 2006 (13.55% if 
we take account of acci-
dents relating to all forms 
of transport). Worldwide, 
road accidents are indeed 
the largest cause of death 
from external causes, but 
that is not the case in Rus-
sia, because we have such 
high death rates from 
other external causes, 
such as alcohol poison-
ing, suicide and homi-

Figure 3.15.  Russian deaths from transport 
accidents and alcohol poisoning,  
1965-2006, 1000 persons

Figure 3.16.  Standardized death rate  
from road traffic accidents  
in several countries, 1970-2006 per 100,000 
population
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cide. In 1965-2006 over 1.5 million Russians were 
killed in road traffic accidents and the annual number 
of road deaths has increased by 2.3-2.4 times since the 
since the middle of the 1960s (Figure 3.15). They are 
also a major cause of incapacitation, since for every 
road death there are several people who have been left 
crippled after accidents on the road. 

In particular, it is unclear why mortality due to alco-
hol poisoning is not included in the list of priority tasks. 
The omission is strange because, in terms of number 
of victims, alcohol poisoning competes with mortality 
due to road accidents (Figure 3.15), but the omission is 
particularly strange when we take note that alcohol poi-
soning (which usually means consumption of deathful 
quantity of alcohol) is an indicator of the general alco-
holization of the population, which makes the greatest 
overall contribution to Russia’s (predominantly male) 
adult hyper-mortality – including mortality due to road 
traffic accidents. There is no mention whatsoever of al-
coholism among the ills to be combated for reduction of 
mortality. “Development of measures for reduction of 
alcohol consumption” is only mentioned as one of sev-
eral objectives for improvement of public health. 

It seems that ranking of priorities for an anti-mor-
tality policy has not yet been carried out – perhaps the 
task has not even been set. But if the priorities had been 
decided, the next requirement would be a reasoned 
programme of action. Supposing, then, that goals of an 
anti-mortality policy has been re-
viewed and reformulated and that 
alcoholization had been recognized 
as the main problem. Are we ready 
to design an action programme for 
tackling the problem?  

The anti-alcohol campaign of 
the 1980s had only short-term im-
pact because it was inadequately 
planned and failed to take account 
of deep-rooted patterns of behav-
ior. The scourge of alcoholism 
cannot be dealt with by impulsive 
actions on the part of government, 
by “taking people off guard” to 
achieve short-term improvement 
of demographic and social indica-
tors. Success depends on a reason-
able, coherent policy with respect 
to alcohol use, and on enlisting 
public support for this policy. But 
today we lack even the prereq-
uisites for formulation of such a 
policy. There is a not a single spe-
cialized center, which could take 
responsibility for designing policy 

measures to tackle this devastating social disease. In-
dividual researchers are doing their best to study and 
formulate aspects of a policy, but their isolated efforts 
are hopelessly inadequate for the task and only serve to 
emphasize the government’s inaction in face of what is 
essentially a national disaster. 

presumably, the huge task of reducing demographic  
havoc due to heavy drinking is simply too daunting, 
and reduction of mortality in road accidents is viewed 
as a more achievable aim. But even this requires a rea-
sonable and well-planned programme of action.

traffic accidents are acknowledged worldwide as a 
key mortality and public health problem. Their treat-
ment as “something that happens” is a thing of the past 
and efforts to reduce their incidence and ill effects are 
well-organized, structured and have been made the 
subject of serious scientific research, which nowadays 
receives more financial support than research into tu-
berculosis15. The work of many scientific centers and 
government organizations is nowadays directed to re-
duction of death and injury on roads. Relevant issues 
include road network planning, organization of traffic 
systems, vehicle safety design, rules of the road, polic-
ing, medical assistance in case of accidents and study 
of the “human factor”. 

This work has led to major decline of traffic trauma-
tism in countries with even higher traffic density than 
in Russia (Figure 3.16). But in Russia good intentions 

Figure 3.17.  Standardized death rate from road traffic 
accidents in Russia (2006) and in several 
other countries (2005), per 100,000 
population 
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have not led to effective action: mortality from road 
accidents has been twice higher than in EU countries 
(before EU expansion in 2004) (Figure 3.17).

There is a long history of initiatives by the Minis-
try of Internal Affairs, which has chief responsibility 
for Russian roads, to set up bodies for serious study 
of road safety issues (see Box 3.3), but nothing has 
ever come of these initiatives. There have not been 
any serious analytical works on road accidents in 
Russia, and there are no specialists in the field, let 
alone competent scientific communities. Even the 
study of available foreign experience requires spe-
cialists, since  successful initiatives in other coun-
tries cannot be recreated in Russia without prelimi-
nary analysis and adaptation to local conditions. 
good intentions for lowering mortality from road 
accidents are of no use unless they are translated 
into programmes of action. But there is nobody in 
Russia capable of working out such a programme, 
which, in any case would require some time to pre-
pare. one-off measures are inefficient and money 
spent on their implementation would  be ineffi-
ciently spent.

Russia lacks any serious research on key prob-
lems of mortality, and even lacks elementary data, 
which are usually provided by state statistics in oth-
er countries. This is partly due to ill-conceived pro-
visions of a law from 1997, “on civil acts”, by which 
information about educational background, family 
status and occupation of a deceased person was ex-
cluded from the death certificate, making analysis of 
mortality much more difficult.  

Comparison of Russian and foreign data is also 
difficult. In 1999 Russia began to register data on 
deaths using the 10th International Classification of 
Diseases (ICD-10). However, official data compila-
tion is still carried out using the short subset of ICD-
10 (less than 260 groups of causes of death), which 
complicates international comparison and analysis 
of mortality by causes. Use of the subset was justi-
fied at the initial stage of transition, since physicians 
were not prepared for description of death using the 
10,000 nosological units of the whole ICD-10.  But 
many post-Soviet countries have already progressed 
to the full list of causes concerning ICD-10. Russia 
has not yet done so.

Russian data that are usable for comparison with 
data of other countries are often lacking. For exam-
ple, since 1979 the European Bureau of WHo uses 
national data to calculate and publish a standard-
ized death rate from alcohol-related causes. While 
emphasizing that this is a very rough index, which 
does not enable precise estimate of mortality relat-
ed to alcohol consumption, WHo experts believe 
that “this simple pooling of alcohol related deaths 
can help to better  rank countries by alcohol related 
mortality and can be  used to better track trends in 
deaths associated  with alcohol than using separate 
causes”.

Not counting mini-states, such as Andorra, Mo-
naco and San-Marino, the European region of WHo 
includes 50 countries (with former USSR republics). 
In 2004, WHo published a death rate related to al-
cohol consumption for 36 countries. Data for most 

Box 3.3.   The history of traffic safety research in the USSR 

1954 A traffic safety department (5 people) was set up as part of the Scientific Research Institute of Criminal Law at 
the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the USSR 

1962 A traffic safety group was created in the rapid response communications department of the Scientific Research 
Institute of the Militia (part of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Russian Federal Republics).

1965 A traffic safety department was created as part of the Scientific Research Institute of the Militia (part of the 
Ministry of Public Order of the Russian Federal Republics).

1974 The Council of Ministers of the USSR ordered creation of the All-Russian Scientific Research Institute of Traffic 
Safety of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the USSR with its own laboratory, computer center, printing house and 
scientific library.

1985 The All-Russian Scientific Research Institute of Traffic Safety of the Ministry of Internal Affairs USSR was 
created. A scientific laboratory for work on problems of traffic safety was set up as part of the Institute.

1988 The Council of Ministers of the USSR ordered creation of the Scientific Research Centre of Traffic Safety 
(ARSRCTS) at the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the USSR (with rights of Institute).

1992 A Scientific Research Center of the State Auto-Vehicle Inspectorate was created to replace the ARCRITS. 

GAI.RU Information Portal, http://www.gai.ru/articles/?art=30
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other countries are available for earlier years. only 
3 countries – turkey, Montenegro and Russia – have 
never been included in the WHo data base. 

Road traffic accident mortality is another ex-
ample. WHo has published data for 2004 or some 
later year for 8 of 15 former republics of the USSR, 
and data for 2000-2003 for 5 republics. But there are 
no data later than 1998 for Russia and turkmeni-
stan. Whatever the reasons for these omissions, the 
outcome is impossibility of making  international 
comparisons in a sphere, where Russia is far behind 
other countries and where use of positive interna-
tional experience is very important.  

The list of examples could be continued, but 
enough has been said to make it clear that these are 
no isolated instances, but reflections of generally 
inadequate coverage, understanding and strategic 
thinking inside Russia about the issue of hyper-
mortality. There can be no escaping the conclusion 
that Russian society is not facing up to one its most 
serious problems.

*  *  *  *  *
The Russian mortality crisis is not an isolated phe-

nomenon. In the 1960-80s this crisis infected not 
only Russia but all former socialist countries of the 
Eastern Europe and European republics of the USSR, 
in more or less acute form. However, since the end of 
the 1980s many East European countries have seen 
steady growth of life expectancy. Their experience 
shows that the mortality crisis is tractable and tran-

sition from negative to consistently positive trends 
is achievable. In Russia, this turning point has not 
been reached. The reduction of mortality achieved in 
2005-2007 still left indicators at very high levels, far 
in excess of what is observed in developed countries. 
There is no justification for saying that the problem 
has even begun to be addressed. 

The Russian crisis has affected different sex and age 
groups to different degrees. very unfavorable mortal-
ity trends among the working population from 15 to 
60 y.o., and particularly among men, is the principal 
and most dangerous feature of the Russian mortality 
crisis. 

Unfortunately, Russia is still delaying implementa-
tion of the second stage of epidemiological transition 
and has failed to establish efficient control over mor-
tality from the causes, which become prominent at 
this stage. The most dangerous of them are diseases of 
circulatory system at young ages and external causes, 
particularly among men their share in male deaths is 
three times higher than in the West.

Seriousness of the Russian mortality crisis is so 
great and its consequences are so unfavorable that 
more vigorous efforts have to be made by Russian 
government and society to overcome it. There has 
to be a reorganization of the health care system and 
significant increase in financing of the system. There 
also has to be a review of the entire strategy for com-
bating mortality in order to make it suitable for tasks 
of the second stage of epidemiological transition and 
for today’s demographic challenges.
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Chapter 4

Internal MIgratIon: 
great Past,  
Modest Future*

4.1.  Internal migration 
contributes to uneven 
population distribution 
in Russia

Internal migration in Russia has always played an 
important role in redistribution of population across 
the country’s huge territory. In the 20th century mi-
gration by millions of people from the countryside to 
cities over a fairly short period of time changed the 
whole landscape of population distribution in Russia 
and turned a rural country into an urban one.

Centrifugal trends in interregional migration, 
which prevailed from tsarist times, were supported 
by urbanization processes (development of old and 
creation of new towns in remote districts). But from 
the second half of the 1960s the centrifugal move-
ment gradually gave way to a centripetal trend. East-

ern regions remained attractive for migrants but flow 
of migrants to regions in Central and North-West 
Russia also intensified, mainly to Moscow, Leningrad 
and their surrounding regions1. Western Siberia (pri-
marily Tyumen Region with its developing oil-and-
gas complex) was the second center of attraction for 
migrants. The Volga-Vyatka, Central-Chernozem 
and Ural economic regions were the main source of 
migrants during the 1960s-1980s2.

Since the end of the 1980s the Center and North-
West have remained the most attractive migrant 
destinations, but attractiveness of the South, Volga 
and trans-Ural zones (bordering Kazakhstan) has in-
creased (Table 4.1). This part of the country has tradi-
tionally been the main belt of population settlement, 
and has started to draw population from the sparsely 
populated periphery. Migration from outside Russia 
in the 1990s also tended to concentrate there. So the 
same regions proved attractive to internal and inter-
national migrants.

Federal districts 1991-2007

of which:

1991-1995 1996-2000 2001-2005 2006-2007
Russia 4222.6 1981.1 1351.5 477.3 412.7
of which, by districts: 
Center 2717.9 929.3 839.9 631.0 317.7
North-West 120.4 -35.2 57.0 55.5 43.1
South 1041.3 772.2 187.0 30.5 51.6
Volga 1195.6 758.0 407.7 8.7 21.2
Ural 265.6 34.7 160.0 34.7 36.2
Siberia -59.0 90.3 15.1 -144.2 -20.2
Far-East -1059.0 -568.2 -315.2 -138.9 -36.7

Table 4.1.  Migration-related increase of population by federal districts in 1991-2007, 
thou. persons 

Source: Rosstat, current statistics for 2003-2007, Rosstat estimates.
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The result has been a new polarization of Rus-
sia’s migration space. The whole territory of the 
European North, Eastern Siberia and the Far East 
have been losing population. This marks the end 
of a long-term colonization trend, which has lasted 
for many decades and even centuries. In those re-
gions, where migration-related outflow was most 
intense, the existing system of settlements has 
been transformed through disappearance of many 
villages and even small towns (so-called “urban-
type villages”).

There has been particularly rapid outflow of popu-
lation from territories with extreme climatic con-
ditions. Problems accompanying transition to the 
market economy (unemployment and degradation 
of social infrastructure) in many towns and villages 
of the Russian North showed that these areas had 
become, to an extent, overpopulated. Special allow-
ances and bonuses paid by the state to people who 
lived and worked in these regions were made worth-
less by galloping inflation, and there was no other 
economic motivation for moving there. The severe 
climate made it impossible for the local population to 
compensate income decline by means of small-scale 
farming. Outflow of population from regions beyond 
Lake Baikal and the southern part of the Russian Far 
East was intensified by army cutbacks.

Migration loss in eastern and northern regions 
peaked in the mid-1990s and has now declined.

The republics in the Southern Federal District have 
also lost population. The situation on labor markets 
in these republics was difficult even in Soviet times, 
forcing the local popu-
lation to seek jobs in 
various other parts of 
the country. Slavic pop-
ulations started to leave 
this region long before 
the military conflicts, 
which accompanied 
and followed the end 
of the USSR, although 
initially at a slow rate.

Outflows from the 
southern republics be-
came more marked at 
the start of the 1990s. 
Diasporas of Cauca-
sians grew rapidly in 
Krasnodar Territory 
and Stavropol Region, 
as well as in many re-
gions of Central Russia 
and the Volga.   

When, at the start of the current decade, exter-
nal migration creased to give major net additions, 
the migration balance in all federal districts, except 
the Central Federal District, approached zero (Fig-
ure 4.1). Decline of migration-related increase of the 
Russian population has been marked by increase in 
the share of total positive net migration, which ac-
crues to the Central Federal District. This District 
absorbed 36% of positive net-migration in Russia in 
1991-1995, a half of the total in the last 5 years of the 
century, and 83% of the total in 2001-2005. The rate 
of migratory growth of the Russian population began 
to accelerate again in 2006 and 2007, and the share 
of the Central District declined correspondingly (to 
75% and 66% in the respective years). 

Despite significant internal migration, most mi-
gration-related population growth in most regions 
has been due to inflows from former Soviet republics 
(Table 4.2). Decline of migration from these coun-
tries has reduced the overall effect from migration in 
compensating depopulation. In recent years many re-
gions, which previously drew internal migrants, have 
only been able compensate loss of residents moving 
to Moscow and other developing centers thanks to 
arrival of immigrants from other CIS countries.

As external migration declined (at least of that part 
of it, which is related to change of permanent place 
of residence) only a handful of regions continued to 
show migration-related growth in 2001-2006. These 
are the city of Moscow, Moscow Region, the city of St. 
Petersburg, Leningrad Region, Kaliningrad Region, 
Saratov Region, the Republic of Tatarstan, Krasnodar 

Figure 4.1.  Migration growth of population by federal 
districts,1990-2007, thou. persons
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Territory and Stavropol Region. In the Urals only 
Sverdlovsk Region has continued to attract a steady 
inflow of migrants, and no regions of Siberia and the 
Far East have seen migration-related growth in the 
period.

Over half of Russian regions that include cities of 
over a million inhabitants (7 out of 13) showed steady 
migration-related growth in 2001-2005. In 2006 
growth was observed in 10 such cities and in 2007 in 
11. Migrants, both internal and external, view large 
cities as offering more chances of employment, high-
er earnings and better overall opportunities.  

Many regional capitals are able to maintain their 
population levels thanks to inflow from the towns 
and rural districts of their regions and of neighbor-
ing regions. This is the case even in regions with large 
overall migration outflows (see Box 4.1).

Many small cities and towns in Russia have experi-
enced outflow of population in recent years. The only 
exceptions have been agglomeration-towns, some 
recreation-and-resort zones, and towns in oil-and-
gas production areas. Towns and rural districts main-
ly lose young people, who move to larger cities for 
reasons of education or employment. Towns, which 
lack a diversified labor market and large educational 
center, lose 20-30% of their young people. The local 
population ages prematurely as a result and there is 
negative impact on its reproductive potential.

Relocation of young people from towns to big 
cities is nothing new. But what makes the situa-
tion in the last one or two decades unique is that 
potential for migration from rural areas to towns 
is close to exhaustion. There are no sources of 
new inhabitants for small cities and towns. This 

was not the case at the start of the 1990s, when 
migration inflow of Russians and Russian speak-
ers from the former USSR republics was largely 
oriented to towns and rural areas, where the mi-
grants could more easily find housing.

Recent economic growth has raised demand for 
labor in large cities, which has intensified migra-
tion from towns, where the economic situation re-
mains relatively unfavorable. This is particularly 
true in settlements with undiversified economies. 
Of 1097 Russian towns and cities, about 500 de-
pend on a single industry, and this is also the case 
of at least 1200 of total 1864 urban-type villages. 
Total population of these single-industry towns 
and villages is at least 16 million, and another 400 
settlements with population up to 3000 (too small 
to have administrative status of “urban-type vil-
lages”) are also reliant on a single industry (not 
agriculture) and are therefore in the same situa-
tion4. Unless money is spent to diversify produc-
tion and develop small business, these commu-
nities will remain uncompetitive, with very low 
labor remuneration (even by Russian standards) 
and latent unemployment.   

Potential mobility of young population in 
small cities (towns) and rural areas is very 
high. According to data of a survey, carried out 
among final-year students of secondary schools 
in towns, 70% of girls and 54% of boys say that 
they intend to leave their towns5. A study of po-
tential migration in Tomsk Region found that 
people in rural areas with socio-economic prob-
lems are more disposed to leave, but that desire 
to migrate is below average in agricultural areas 

Table 4.2.  Migration growth (loss) due to external and internal migration in 1991-2007,  
thou. persons 

Federal districts

1991-2000 2001-2007

Total External Internal Total External Internal

Russia 3332.6 3332.6 0.0 890.0 890.0 0.0
of which, districts:
Center 1769.2 1150.8 618.4 948.7 377.4 571.3
North-West 21.8 170.4 -148.6 98.6 61.0 37.6

South 959.2 794.1 165.1 82.0 149.0 -67.0

Volga 1165.7 871.2 294.5 29.9 182.6 -152.7
Ural 194.7 268.4 -73.7 70.9 90.0 -19.1

Siberia 105.4 291.3 -185.9 -164.5 31.3 -195.8

Far East -883.4 -213.6 -669.8 -175.6 -1.2 -174.4
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Box 4.1. Irkutsk agglomeration and Irkutsk Region 

Census of population in 2002 corrected population of Irkutsk Region downwards by 128,000, representing 
departures to other regions, which had not been captured in current records (Figure 4A). But Irkutsk city and 
towns in the Irkutsk agglomeration were almost unaffected, since departures from the agglomeration were 
easily compensated by unrecorded migration from other towns and districts in the Region. Based on the cen-
sus results, Rosstat adjusted data on annual trends in population number and migration growth in the period 
between censuses. Irkutskstat (the regional statistics agency) carried out recalculation of population in towns 
and districts of the Region using the 
same method3. Changes of popula-
tion in towns and districts, which are 
part of Irkutsk agglomeration, and 
in other areas of the Region are in-
terconnected. In total, population of 
the agglomeration remained nearly 
changed during 1990-2005 (there 
was a marginal decline of 6700) 
while population of other towns 
and districts in Irkutsk Region fell by 
261,100 or 14.3%. So the Region’s 
population decline was all due to ar-
eas outside the agglomeration and 
migration played a significant role in 
the decline.  

According to recalculated data of 
the 2002 census, migration-related 
increase in the agglomeration was 
37,500, while migration-related 
loss in other towns of the Region 
was 186,300. There was positive net 
external (international) migration 
during the period, but the recalcu-
lation data do not allow estimate 
of its size (annual statistics, which 
is less than complete, suggest a mi-
gration-related increase of 12,300). 
The biggest part of this increase 
probably accrued to the urban ag-
glomeration. 

As can be seen in Figure 4.B, towns 
and districts outside the Irkutsk ag-
glomeration, were losing at least 
10,000 people annually through mi-
gration (up to 20,000 in some years). 
It is not clear what part of this loss 
has migrated to the agglomeration 
and what part has moved outside 
the Region, since residents of the ag-
glomeration were leaving to other 
Russian regions and migration from 
other parts of the Region compen-
sated this loss. 

Figure 4.B.  Migration by population of Irkutsk Region 
according to results of 2002 population census 
(until 2002) and calculations using current 
population accounting data  
(2003-2005 ), thou. persons
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Figure 4.A.  Population change in towns and districts of 
Irkutsk Region, inside and outside Irkutsk-
city agglomeration, by current statistical 
accounting and 2002 population census, 
thou. persons 
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in the southern part of the Region, close to the 
regional center6. Data of a survey carried out in 
rural areas of 10 Russian regions also show much 
inclination to migrate from rural areas7: 54% of 
respondents wanted their children to move out of 
the countryside.

Loss of young people complicates many chronic 
problems of towns and rural areas. Care of elderly 
people in small rural settlements is a particularly 
difficult challenge at a time when Russia’s popula-
tion is becoming increasingly sparse.  

Migration from the countryside to urban areas 
has made the Russian population highly mobile 
for some time. The movement was driven by in-
tensive urbanization in the first Soviet decades. 
Annual migration from rural areas to towns at the 
end of the 1960s and start of the 1970s exceeded 
1 million or 2% of the total population8. How-

ever, there was a sharp decline in migration from 
the countryside in the second half of the 1970s 
as population of the villages was already much 
depleted and rural population had become con-
centrated around large cities (greater prosperity 
and more diversified lifestyle makes people close 
to cities less inclined to migrate, compared with 
residents of peripheral areas9).

Since this time migration between urban set-
tlements of various size has exceeded rural-urban 
migration. 

4.2.  Western drift:  
Can it be stopped ?

“Western drift” is migratory movement from 
Eastern Russia to the Central, Volga and South-

Table 4.3.  Western drift in 1991-2007, thou. persons

Population growth (decline) from migration 
Years Net gain of 

European
Russia* 

from Asian 
Russia** 

Net gain of 
Urals from 
European 

Russia 

Net gain 
of Urals 

from Asian 
Russia

Net gain of 
Siberia from 

Urals and 
European 

Russia 

Net gain of 
Siberia from 
the Far East

Net gain 
of  Far East 
from Urals 
and Siberia

1991 69.5 -23.2 1 -13.6 4.4 -38.1
1992 90.9 -21.9 4.6 -18.5 10.9 -66.0
1993 97.9 -13.7 7.3 -30.3 12.3 -73.6
1994 137.5 -20.1 9.0 -36.7 18.9 -108.6
1995 118.4 -15.7 8.1 -31.3 17.2 -96.8

1991-1995 514.2 -94.6 30.1 -130.4 63.8 -383.1
1996 82.1 -5.8 8.9 -30.5 11.5 -66.2
1997 89.0 -4.9 9.9 -39.9 9.5 -63.6
1998 93.7 -12.4 7.7 -36.1 10.4 -63.3
1999 93.0 -20.0 5.6 -31.1 9.5 -57.0
2000 57.4 -4.5 6.1 -26.6 4.2 -36.6

1996-2000 415.2 -47.5 38.2 -164.2 45 -286.6
2001 53.8 -2.7 6.1 -28.6 2.5 -31.2
2002 57.5 -7.4 5.0 -29.1 1.4 -27.5
2003 56.7 -8.6 3.9 -28.0 0.3 -24.3
2004 51.9 -7.5 4.1 -27.3 0.8 -22.1
2005 54.2 -10.9 4.7 -26.9 1.3 -22.3

2001-2005 274.1 -37.1 23.9 -139.9 6.3 -127.3
2006 57.8 -8.9 4.5 -31.4 1.6 -23.5
2007 57.3 -7.1 5.6 -34.3 2.0 -23.5

* European Russia: Central, North-West, South, Volga.  ** Asian Russia: Urals, Siberia, the Far East.
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ern parts of the country, as residents of Siberia 
and the Russian Far East resettle west of the Urals. 
This drift has been the main feature of internal 
migration since the 1990s. Migration exchange 
between Asian and European Russia has been 
at high levels for the last 50 years, with various 
fluctuations. However, the situation in the last 15 
years is different, since departure from the East 
has not been compensated by an opposite flow of 
migrants from the West of Russia. 

Scale of the western drift is gradually declin-
ing and migration loss of eastern regions of the 
country is declining (Table  4.3). The trend seems 
to have peaked in the mid-1990s, and has not re-
sumed despite recent decline of immigration from 
FSU and Baltic countries, which should makes 
it easier for new arrivals from eastern Russia to 
establish themselves in the European part of the 
country.

Slowdown of the western drift mainly reflects 
exhaustion of migration potential in the Far East. 
There has recently been a decline in the Far East 
of both incoming migrants (119,600 in 2007 vs. 
484,000 in 1990 ) and outgoing migrants (135,500 
vs. 524,000 in 1990 ). 

Data of the 2002 census showed that popula-
tion in all regions of Asian Russia (except Altai 
Region) was less than suggested by annual sta-
tistics. So outflows to the European part of the 

country in 1989-2002 had been underestimated. 
This unaccounted migration could be up to 1 mil-
lion, which means that scale of the western drift 
would be twice higher than annual statistics show 
(1.3 million in 1991-2007).

Decline of the western drift will reduce popu-
lation depletion in the Far East and other Asian 
parts of Russia, but it will also entail a decline 
of migration replenishment from the East in the 
country’s European regions. 

Redistribution of population between regions 
of Siberia and the Far East is also decreasing. 
Western drift in recent years caused severe losses 
of population in many eastern regions, but some 
of them compensated the loss by north-to-south 
and east-west migration within Asian Russia. This 
was the case in the southern part of the Far East, 
and the trend was even stronger in western parts 
of Asian Russia. For example, in Novosibirsk re-
gion the inflow from the East outnumbered the 
outflow to the West by 4 times (Table 4.4).

Slowdown of the western drift has meant that 
many eastern regions, located on its path, are no 
longer able to compensate their losses by virtue of  
inflow from regions further eastwards. For exam-
ple, Amur Region and Buryatia have become net 
donors of migrants, Irkutsk Region compensated 
only a quarter of losses in 2001-2007 by inflow 
of migrants from the East (down from half in the 

* no compensation.  ** no loss in exchange with the West (net increase)

to the West from the 
East

% 
compensation 

of loss from 
western drift

to the West from the 
East

% 
compensation 

of loss from 
western drift

1991-2000 2001-2005
Primorsk 
Territory

94.6 20.2 21.4 30.5 1.8 5.9

Khabarovsk 
Region

82.9 15.7 18.9 13.3 11.0 82.7

Amur Region 56.0 9.5 17.0 14.8 0.5 3.4
Buryatia 39.6 7.1 17.9 20.9 …*
Irkutsk Region 66.9 33.0 49.3 29.6 7.8 26.4
Krasnoyarsk 
Territory 

132.3 24.8 18.7 29.2 9.1 31.2

Tomsk Region 23.1 5.5 23.8 5.7 3.1 54.4
Novosibirsk 
Region

10.0 42.6 by  4.26 
times

12.9 10.6 82.2

Sverdlovsk 
Region

25.9 24.0 92.7 0.0 9.0 …**

Table 4.4.  Western drift in several Asian regions of Russia, thou. persons
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1990s), and the situation in Krasnoyarsk Terri-
tory is only slightly better.

Even Novosibirsk Region has started to lose popu-
lation in inter-Russian migration due to slowdown of 
western drift, and growth due to migration in Sverd-
lovsk region has been marginal. 

Northern regions contin-
ue to lose their population. 
These losses peaked in the 
1990s, but have now dropped 
by half and stabilized at an-
nual levels of 40-50,000 (Fig-
ure 4.2).

Northern regions of the 
Far East (Magadan, Kam-
chatka, Republic of Sakha 
and the Chukotka Autono-
mous District), suffered the 
most intensive migration-
related loss of population in 
the 1990s, and have seen the 
sharpest declines of migra-
tion in recent years. 

At present there is no rea-
son to think that the western 
drift of population in Russia 
can be stopped or reversed. 
For decades migration to east-
ern regions was stimulated by the government, and 
the population there grew as a result. It is illusory to 
think that such trends could be revived by appropri-
ate management of migration processes and creation 
of new jobs in these regions. Ability of the state to 
manipulate population movements (and most other 
things) is much less now compared with the days of 
the planned economy. But, in any case, hopes for re-
versal of the western drift fail to take account of cur-
rent and future prospects associated with depopula-
tion and shrinkage of the population of working age. 

Unlike the situation in previous decades, Russia 
today has no spare population for migration east-
wards. Resources in rural areas and towns are prac-
tically exhausted, and any remaining potential for 
relocation of young people will be absorbed by large 
cities in European Russia. The cities of Siberia and 
the Far East cannot compete with cities in European 
Russia by economic potential, development of social 
infrastructure or climate. At the moment there is no 
center in Asian Russian, which compares as a draw 
for migrants either with Moscow and St. Petersburg 
(and their surrounding regions) or even with such 
places as Krasnodar Territory. There is no Russian 
city with more than a million inhabitants to the east 
of Novosibirsk.

4.3.  Moscow as the center of 
attraction for migrants

The western drift has been supplemented in recent 
years by movement of population from the South to 

the Center. Centripetal movement has been domi-
nant. Moscow and its region is the center of attrac-
tion, as much in the limits of the Central Federal 
District as for Russia as a whole. Attractiveness of 
Moscow has been restored and has even increased 
following the crisis of the 1990s (Figure 4.3). Migra-
tion adds 100-130,000 new population to the capital 
and its region every year, and most of the newcomers 
are interregional and not international migrants.

Moscow and Moscow Region accounted for 85% 
of net migration into the Central Federal District in 
2001-2005, and 73% in 2007. And these are only the 
official statistics. According to Moscow City govern-
ment, there were 1.227 million Russian citizens from 
other parts of the country temporarily registered in 
Moscow in 2007 and 1.712 million foreign citizens 
were registered in Moscow in the same year10.

There are many reasons why Moscow is so at-
tractive: quality of urban infrastructure, high wages, 
diversified labor market, good educational oppor-
tunities, etc. Migration to Moscow (and also to St. 
Petersburg) is an alternative to moving abroad for 
people with social and professional ambitions. Emi-
gration abroad from Moscow, which was a fairly in-
tense in the late 1980s and early 1990s, had almost 
ceased by the mid-1990s. 

Figure 4.2.  Net migration in regions of the Far North, thou. persons
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Without migration (at 
“zero” net migration), the 
population of Moscow today 
would be less by 2.5 million. 
According to Rosstat, ex-
cess of deaths over births in 
Moscow in 1989-2007 was 
951,000 and was more than 
80,000 each year in the mid-
1990s (Figure 4.4). Without 
census adjustments, popula-
tion of the capital would now 
be 300,000 less than in the 
late 1980s. Registered mi-
gration inflows to the capital 
have only outnumbered nat-
ural decrease of population 
since the end of the1990s.

Moscow is the key player 
in Russian migration. The 
smaller the number of mi-
grants who come to Russia, 
the larger the share of them who settle in Moscow. 
Most regions in the European part of the country can 
only compensate outflow of their population to big 
cities and, to some extent, compensate depopulation, 
when inflow of international immigrants is high. Low 
international immigration and decline of the western 
drift mean that migrant flows are only sufficient for 
large cities and a few attractive regions (all located in 
the Western part of the country).

As a strong center of attraction for internal migrants, 
three quarters of Moscow’s growth is from internal mi-
gration and only one quarter from international mi-
gration. These estimates are based on official statistics, 
but there is every reason to suppose that unregistered 
migration flows have similar proportions.

The main resource for migration to Moscow has 
historically been the provinces of Central Russia. 
In 1882 people from Moscow Province and the 
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Figure 4.4.  Migration and natural increase of population of Moscow, thou. persons

Figure  4.3.  Net migration in Moscow and other regions of the 
Central Federal District, thou. persons
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provinces of Yaroslavl, Ryazan, Tula, Vladimir, 
Smolensk, Tver and Kaluga accounted for 48.6% 
of the total number of migrants to the city, and in 
1926 the figure was little changed at 47.7%11. The 
geography of migration to Moscow has altered 
since then, but the city’s near neighbors are still 
the main source of migrants. In 2002 the share of 
people from regions neighboring Moscow in to-
tal migrants was 33.1%, while a further 6% came 
from other regions of the Central Federal Dis-
trict. These regions accounted for almost all daily 
and weekly commuters to Moscow (“pendulum 
migrants”). In 1985 the number of pendulum mi-
grants was 1 million. They have been numbered at 
3 million in recent years12, but this figure seems 
to be an overestimate.

The Central Federal District has consistently 
provided 40% of Moscow’s registered population 
growth due to internal migration in recent dec-
ades (Figures 4.5 and 4.6).

Registered migration to the city of Moscow 
today is marked by geographical selectivity. St. 
Petersburg dominates in migration exchange be-

tween Moscow and the North-West, Moscow Re-
gion in exchange between Moscow and central 
regions, Samara in exchange with the Volga, and 
Khanti-Mansy and Yamal-Nenets Autonomous 
Districts in exchange with Siberia.  So the main 
migrations are from highly urbanized and rich 
territories. The fact that newcomers are from 
relatively affluent regions is unsurprising, si nce 
resettlement to Moscow as a permanent residence 
requires purchase of a dwelling and Moscow 
housing prices now exceed levels in many world 
capitals. Most of the immigration to Moscow 
from CIS and Baltic countries is from the capitals 
of those countries13.

4.4.  Revival of “working 
away from home”:  
A long-term trend? 

After the Soviet Union’s collapse, internal mi-
gration in Russia shrank by half. This was people’s 
response to aggravation of the overall situation 
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in the country, the economic crisis and decline 
in living standards. Decline of internal mobility 
continued until 2002, since when it  stabilized at 
a fairly low annual level of 2 million,  compared 
with 4.7 million in 1989, when the decline start-
ed. This level of mobility is abnormally low for 
a country experiencing economic development 
and labor deficits on many regional markets. But 
decline of traditional forms of mobility has been 
accompanied by increase of other forms. 

Migration with permanent change of residence 
is being replaced by temporary forms of geo-
graphical mobility. Internal labor mobility, which 

developed in the post-perestroika period, proves 
this fact. Our estimates, based on household sur-
veys in 7 Russian cities in 2002, suggest that 3 
million people are involved in such movements 
inside Russia, which is comparable with labor im-
migration to Russia from CIS countries14.

As always, the main magnets for internal labor 
migration are large cities, which have increas-
ing demand for labor. These cities employ peo-
ple from smaller cities and towns and from ru-
ral areas, which have been negatively affected by 
economic crisis. On average 20% of households 
in towns include a labor migrant, and the figure 

 
Box 4.2. Two scenario of temporary labor migration

Temporary labor migration follows two scenarios:

a) Rotational. This is possible when the place of work is relative close to the permanent residence, so that 
workers can regularly visit their families and support them. Proximity of permanent residence is highly valued 
by migrants, many of whom have experience of working far from home. “It is very important for me to be close 
to my home because, if my family needs me, I don’t have to pay a lot for the journey” (Stavropol, migrant-
builder from Dagestan). “Previously I worked in Kambarka (Udmurtia), but it was very difficult because I could 
not afford the trip to see my family” (Ekaterinburg, migrant-builder from Chelyabinsk Region). A rotational 
system is very convenient for family men, who can, for example work 20 days without interruption and then  go 
home for 10 days. At work they try to earn as much as possible and willingly accept overtime. This is a conscious 
strategy combining heavy work in a large city with rest at home. Living conditions at the work place have little 
importance for such workers, who can obtain the services they need at home. “I like working this way, I don’t 
want a five-day week – you can’t have a proper rest in two days anyway.” (Ekaterinburg, migrant-builder from 
Chelyabinsk Region). A rotational worker is not isolated from his family and doesn’t have problems peculiar to 
workers who leave home for indefinite periods of time. 

Such workers often obtain medical services and social provision at their place of permanent residence. They 
do not register at the place of work, since they do not spend long uninterrupted periods there.  

b) Settled. In this scenario workers depart to their place of work for a long period of time and visit their families 
only a few times each year. Such workers usually live in dormitories or rented accommodation and may bring 
their families with them. They need medical and social services, and registration at an address where they 
work. They often aspire to move permanently to the place of work and are considering finding long-term 
accommodation.

As a rule, such labor migrants already have long experience of working away from home in various cities. 
Their main reason for migration is lack of earning potential where they come from and need to support or 
improve the lot of their families. “No one wants to stay in the village -- they are sick of it. And anyone who 
leaves never goes back. I will continue working in the city.” (Ekaterinburg, migrant-builder from Kurgan Region). 
“About 40 percent of men from our village work away (here and in Moscow).” (Stavropol, migrant-builder from 
Dagestan). 

40% of respondents in the study of migration mobility in large cities15 who said that they or their family 
members had been temporary labor migrants in the last two years had worked within the limits of their regions 
or in neighboring regions, and 60% had worked in distant regions. Many had gone to Moscow and Moscow 
Region.   
 

Z.A. Zaenchkovskaya, N.V. Mkrtchan.
Internal migration in Russia: Legal aspects,  Мoscow, 2007, p. 24-26
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is as high as 30% in towns dependent on a single 
industrial enterprise, which has ceased to oper-
ate. Most of these migrants are working elsewhere 
in Russia. So Russia is experiencing a revival of 
the practice of temporary labor migration (the 
old Russian term “otkhodnichesto” or “working 
away from home”), which now affects millions of 
households.

This practice has become possible thanks to 
transition to a market economy, and will remain 
a real occupational alternative for residents of 
stagnating settlements. Internal labor migration 
enables better use of resources inside the country 
and narrows down the niche for international im-
migration.

Temporary labor migration divides many peo-
ple between their permanent place of residence 
and a place of work, where they cannot or do not 
wish to live permanently. De facto, these people 
are new residents of large cities, but de jure they 
are not. 

Temporary labor migration is a widespread and 
convenient way for households to adapt to chang-
ing conditions. It is a fairly advantageous arrange-
ment, since one of the family members works in 
a large city and earns relatively good money, but 
spends the money in his or her native town where 
their real purchasing power is higher. These la-
bor migrants are often ready to work overtime 
in order to increase their earnings. Moving with 
their whole family to the place of work reduces 
the benefits. 

On the other hand, temporary migrant labor 
is a far-from-ideal solution for both workers and 
their families. Labor migrants are often employed 
in the unofficial economy with limited access to 
medical services, credits, etc., they may not be 
able to obtain same payment for same labor, and 
the migrant life-style often leads to family ten-
sions. 

Development of various forms of temporary la-
bor migration in modern Russia is reminiscent of 
the era which followed emancipation of the serfs 
in the 19th century, when the same phenomenon 
was also widespread. The outcome, after a certain 
period, was that migrants broke ties with their 
place of origin and settled permanently where 
they worked. The modern phenomenon of tem-
porary migrant labor is probably also a transitory 
stage. But it will only end when more advanced 
forms of mobility, enabling more frequent change 
in place of work and place of residence, become 
established in Russia. The question is whether 
Russian society is ready for such a development.  

4.5.  Are Russians prepared 
to change their place of 
residence for better jobs? 

A large part of unemployment in Russia at 
present is structural, reflecting regional dispro-
portions of labor supply and demand. Areas with 
workforce shortages (for example, the Central 
Federal District) exist alongside other areas (par-
ticularly the Southern Federal District) where 
there is oversupply of labor. The idea of balanc-
ing regional labor markets through migration has 
many supporters, but is far from being realized. 
Could this reflect insufficient mobility of Russian 
citizens? 

A population poll in large cities showed that 
the majority (88%) of unemployed respondents 
had not sought work outside their city, while 4% 
of respondents were looking for a job in other 
towns and cities of their region, and only 8% had 
made an effort to find a job in other regions.   

Unemployed persons, registered with the gov-
ernment employment service, do  not manifest 
readiness to move to other regions, even if favo-
rable conditions are available for doing so. The 
long-term unemployed (over 10 years) have less 
of a tendency to migrate than people in employ-
ment. Long unemployment is not an incentive to 
mobility, but tends to induce passivity. 

The above-mentioned migration study among 
residents of large cities showed that young people 
with high levels of education are more inclined to 
move. The main reason cited by respondents as 
justification for moving away was lack of a good 
job (Figure 4.7). 

Migration intentions depend upon living con-
ditions at the destination, including accommoda-
tion and a good job. People in search of a job had 
definite migration intentions: 22% were ready 
to move or were considering doing so. Answers 
to the question: “If you were offered a good job 
in another city with guaranteed accommoda-
tion, would you accept?” show that 31% of un-
employed respondents would move and a further 
17% would do so depending on the destination. 
However, 37% of respondents would not change 
their place of residence in any case. Students are 
more receptive to offers of a job and accommoda-
tion in a new place, but only a quarter of other job 
seekers were prepared to move on the conditions 
described (Table. 4.5).

Of those who have no intention to move, 17.5% 
would change their mind on condition of a guar-
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anteed job and accommodation, and another 15% 
would consider moving in such case (their de-
cision would depend on the destination) (Table 
4.6). Among unemployed people with no inten-
tion to move, almost half would not change their 
mind even on condition of a guaranteed job and 
accommodation. The implication is that econom-
ic instruments of migration management are use-
ful, but have serious limitations.

Results of the poll suggest that measures to 
encourage migration to specific regions and cit-
ies could stimulate mobility among the unem-
ployed, particularly in relatively poor regions of 
the country. But it should also be noted that many 
respondents make any move conditional on the 
destination.  

Mobility is closely connected with age. Change 
of age structure of the Russian population in the 

Figure 4.7.  Reasons for moving (%)

* respondents could name 3 reasons maximum 

Respondent group Definitely  yes; 
probably Yes

Depending 
where 

Probably 
Not; defi-
nitely Not

Don’t know Total

Students (technical col-
lege, institute, second-
ary school)

44.2 18.2 29.9 7.8 100.0

Housewife 19.4 19.4 55.6 5.6 100.0

On maternity leave, or 
nursing a sick person 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3 100.0

Unemployed registered 
with the employment 
service

26.3 10.5 36.8 26.3 100.0

Temporarily unem-
ployed, looking for job 26.5 17.0 36.1 20.4 100.0

All respondents 31.1 16.6 36.7 15.6 100.0

Table 4.5.  Migration intentions in case of guaranteed work and accommodation in the new 
place, by groups of unemployed, %
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last decade (growth of the number of young peo-
ple in the most mobile age group, from 15-24 
years old) favored increase of mobility in Russia. 
But this age group is now shrinking and progres-
sive ageing of the population will tend to reduce 
mobility.

All this emphasizes the importance of specific 
measures for maintaining and increasing terri-

torial mobility among Russians, without which 
many economic and social process will lose flex-
ibility and dynamism. There are many obstacles 
in modern Russia to growth of migration, both to 
permanent and temporary labor migration in its 
different forms.

Despite the growing deficit of skilled personnel, 
which is particularly acute in large cities, there 
is little awareness of the importance of balancing 
labor markets by use of migration. Official struc-
tures are taking almost no action in this direction 
and there are occasional calls for revival of meas-
ures that were used in the command economy 
(i.e. in absolutely different historical and demo-
graphic circumstances).  Such “antique” measures 
include limitations on right to work through a 
work registration system, and reanimation of the 
Soviet system, which assigned  graduates directly 
to a place of work. Basic institutional conditions 
to simplify mobility of people around the country 
are not in place. 

Factors, limiting mobility, include:
1. Obligatory system of registration at an ad-

dress in the administrative region where a person 
works. The system is very bureaucratic and com-

plicated by the need to obtain consent of the own-
er (tenant) of the dwelling, and by various special 
conditions, some of them linked to the antiquated  
system of payment for public utilities based on 
the number of people registered at premises, and 
not on volume of services actually consumed.

Registration at an address is often a condition 
for finding work. A person without registration 

means extra problems for the employer: compli-
cations over taxation and transfer of money to the 
State Pension Fund, etc. Lack of registration can 
slow down career development, since employers 
are not disposed to entrust critical work (includ-
ing work with large sums of money) to unregis-
tered employees. Absence of registration often 
serves as a pretext for low wages, and can lead to 
problems with law-enforcement agencies.  

2. Limitation on access to certain social servic-
es. Many social security systems are still linked to 
the place of permanent residence and permanent 
registration (health care services, social care, pen-
sion provision and, to a lesser extent, educational 
services).

3. Poor development of the housing market and 
high prices for housing in central regions are the 
main factor preventing permanent migration to 
these regions and ensuring dominance of tempo-
rary labor migration. Wages of qualified work-
ers in most sectors is sufficient for them to cover 
current needs of their families, but not to rent a 
dwelling for all members of the household in the 
region where they work. Availability of housing 
is particularly low in cities, which need migrant 

Table 4.6.  Answers to the question: “If you were offered a good job in another city  
with guaranteed accommodation, would you move?”, by groups with different  
current migration intentions, %

All persons 
job seekers

of whom:

intending 
to move, or 
considering 

moving

not wanting and 
not planning to 

move 

Never thought 
of it

Definitely yes 16.6 39.1 9.1 12.2

Probably yes 14.5 18.8 8.4 22.0

Depending where 16.6 14.1 15.4 20.7

Probably not 15.9 7.8 18.2 18.3

Definitely not 20.8 9.4 30.1 13.4

Don’t know 15.6 10.9 18.9 13.4

All respondents 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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labor. Only a small part of the population can af-
ford to buy an apartment and credit mechanisms 
are under-developed.  Temporary workers there-
fore live in various ad hoc premises – trailers, 
buildings under construction and dormitories. 
The worker’s family stays in the town or village, 
which is his permanent place of residence.  

Employers are only ready to compensate rent 
or help in acquisition of housing for a very lim-
ited circle of employees. And only the largest and 
most successful enterprises can afford to do so. 
Some enterprises pay wages “in kind”, for exam-
ple by paying the interest part of an employee’s 
mortgage credit. This is an additional factor lim-
iting mobility.

Formal indicators suggest that Russia matches 
western countries by affordability of housing16, 
which costs the equivalent of about 5 years aver-
age annual income. However, independent assess-
ments show different results. In various regions 
of the country, an apartment or one-family house 
costs 12-60 years of average income17. Migrant 
households are no better off than others. Indeed, 
since they usually work in less prestigious and 
lower paid jobs, the difference is not in their fa-
vor.

There is an almost complete lack of inexpen-
sive and accessible dwellings in Russian cities 
(cheap hotels, hostels, etc.), and development of 
this sector offers much potential for cooperation 
between business and government.  

4. Under-development of recruiters and em-
ployment agencies capable of search and selection 
of personnel in other regions. The few recruiters, 
which offer such a service, are specialized in highly 
sought-after specialists in non-mass professions. 
government employment offices offer no such 
service and are not popular among employers or 
job seekers due to unattractiveness of most of the 
vacancies, which they propose. In fact, despite a 
semblance of state control, the labor market lives 
a life of its own and there is no reliable mediator 
between the worker and the employer.

5. Racism is a key factor limiting mobility in 
Russia. It can be difficult for a person with a non-
Slavic name or appearance to find employment or 
rent accommodation, irrespective of his citizen-
ship. Sociological surveys18 show that Russian 
citizens from the North Caucasian republics most 
often face discrimination. People from the Cau-
casus are also more likely to be drawn into do-
mestic disputes, which can easily take on a racist 
character19. These factors are a serious obstacle 
to labor mobility of young people from the South-

ern Federal District, which is the only District in 
Russia with surplus labor. 

*  *  *  *  *

Internal migration in Russia is affected by vari-
ous interlinked factors 

By the end of the past century, migration had 
entered a new historical stage. The “Sturm und 
Drang” period, during which millions of peasants 
moved to the towns came to an end. That period 
had created Russia’s modern urbanized popu-
lation, with its new settlement distribution and 
mentality. Ending of that period coincided with 
speeding up of depopulation processes in Russia.

All this means that, however significant cur-
rent and future trends in internal migration may 
be, they are not capable of causing further radi-
cal changes in the country’s make-up and human 
space. The “great past” of internal migration will 
not have a sequel. 

government, which frequently resettled labor 
populations at its discretion during the Soviet 
decades, has not come properly to terms with the 
new situation. The Soviet model of management 
functioned (though not always efficiently) un-
der conditions of a planned economy with cheap 
labor and a workforce that had no effective civil 
rights. But it is inoperable in new conditions of 
depopulation, lack of labor resources and devel-
opment of a genuine market for labor. 

government needs to understand this, to face 
up to the new realities and learn to define and ad-
dress new tasks . What are the specific features of 
the new stage? 

On one hand, transition from planned to mar-
ket regulation of migration has been dogged from 
the outset by a state of crisis in economic and 
social life. Difficulties reforming Russia’s social-
economic space were reflected in internal migra-
tions. Movement to new permanent places of res-
idence and temporary migration to other regions 
were people’s response to development inequality 
between different regions and contrasts between 
local labor markets. Migration enabled some peo-
ple to satisfy their aspirations and others to resist 
impoverishment of their households (mostly suc-
cessfully). To this extent the modern process of 
internal migration represents people’s adaptation 
to new socio-economic realities.  

On the other hand, the scale of migration to 
new permanent places of residence declined in the 
1990s and has not resumed, so needs of regional 
economies and urban formations for redistribu-
tion of population and labor remain unsatisfied. 
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Russia has a problem of structural unemploy-
ment, and migration has not yet enabled self-reg-
ulation of local labor markets. So-called “poverty 
traps” exist, catching residents of depressive re-
gions who cannot afford to pay for travel and ini-
tial expenses of searching for a job and housing in 
a new region20. We have also shown that there are 
many obstacles in the way of would-be migrants.

The recent upsurge of temporary migrant la-
bor, dividing millions of Russian families between 
place of residence and place of work, should not 
be viewed as an acceptable and stable state of af-
fairs. This is essentially “latent” internal migra-
tion: a person works, lives, uses services, and pays 
taxes in a region, but remains unrecognized and 
invisible to statistics and government in that re-
gion, and in most cases without registration at an 
address there. The migrant way of life and lack of 
social control from the family encourages hard 
drinking and related problems. Migrants’ families 
are more likely to have problems bringing of chil-
dren. In any case a temporary worker is not always 
an adequate substitute for a permanent worker.

This is not to suggest that temporary labor mi-
gration has to be stopped. But it is necessary to 
extend freedom of choice and eliminate obstacles, 

which prevent relocation to a permanent place of 
residence, to reduce expenses related to migra-
tion, to develop flexible forms of work, etc. 

Appearance in Russian cities of large numbers 
of foreign migrants – “gastarbeiter” – is less ex-
traordinary than it appears. These migrants are 
the modern version of workers who used to be 
brought in from other parts of the Soviet Union 
to fill labor shortages in specific labor sectors 
in specific regions (so-called “limitchiki”), who 
also agreed to do jobs with low prestige that were 
undesirable for the local population. The main 
difference is that today’s gastarbeiter have less 
social protection and, due to ethno-cultural dif-
ferences, are viewed with more suspicion by local 
populations.

Internal and external migration are intercon-
nected and this link deserves serious attention. 
Demand for labor in large cities is the driving 
force for migration in modern Russia. It stimu-
lates migration both within regions and between 
different parts of the country. By meeting part of 
the demand for labor in fast-developing regions 
of markets European Russia, external migration 
puts limits on the western drift which is leading 
to depopulation of the Asian part of the country.

*  This and further chapters use the results of the research carried out by The Center for Migration Studies (Moscow) under the financial support of 
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation .
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Chapter 5

 IMMIGRATION: 
SALVATION 

OR A TROJAN HORSE? *

Just 20 years ago Russia, in contrast with most 
developed countries, had almost no experience of 
international migration. Nowadays, migration is a 
fact of life. 20 years is a very short period of time 
in historical terms, and the change has given rise to 
many real and imaginary problems in the economy, 
politics and all spheres of social life. 

Th e country was psychologically and organization-
ally ill prepared for such developments and adaptation 
has been more diffi  cult because much of the migra-
tion has been forced migration (including large-scale 
return of native Russians). Meanwhile, traditional 
migratory exchange between former republics of the 
USSR – educational migration, displacements related 
to military service, and labor migration – saw a sharp 
decline aft er Soviet break-up. Th ese aspects have 
overshadowed less evident but deeper transforma-
tions of migration processes, conditioned by, at least, 
three factors: Russia’s entry into a new stage of demo-
graphic development (depopulation); the appearance 

of a new geopolitical confi guration of the territory of 
the former USSR; and changes in the nature of  mi-
gration at a global level.

Today this transition period is almost over and 
the time has come to take stock of the new role of 
international migration and to evaluate the related 
challenges.

5.1.  Migration growth has 
compensated about half 
of natural population 
decrease in Russia

The mid-1990s were marked by an unprece-
dented upsurge of migratory population gains. Of 
total 6.2 million people, who migrated to Russia 
in 19 years after the population census of 1989, 
about 60% arrived in the 6-year period from 1993 
to 1998  (Figure 5.1). 

The volume of registered net migration de-
creased almost threefold at the end of 1990s 
and was under 100,000 per year in 2003-2004. 
A low point of 99,000 in 2003 was followed by 
steady growth from 2004 to a level of 240,000 
in 2007.    

The large flow of immigrants in 1993-1998 
did much to compensate Russia’s natural de-
crease of population, which started in 1992. 
Migration in these 6 years gave 3.6 out of 5.7 
million total migratory gain in 1992-2007, re-
plenishing nearly half (46%) of natural loss of 
population. This upsurge was less due to growth 
of new arrivals than to decrease of the number 
of people quitting Russia. The number of im-
migrants jumped to 1.2 million in 1994 due to 
clear economic advantages of Russia compared 
with other CIS countries, but declined rapidly 
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Figure 5.1.  Migration gain in Russia, 
1970-2007, thou. persons

Source: Federal Agency for Statistics of the Russian Federation
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after fighting broke out in Chechnya. 
However, it is important to remember that these 

figures only include people registered by Rosstat 
as taking up permanent residence in Russia and 
that such accounting depends to a great extent on 
rules for registration of arriving foreigners, which 
were in force at various times. Laws on citizenship 
and legal status of foreigners in Russia, enacted in 
the early 2000s, complicated the procedures for 
legal registration of immigrants and changed the 
rules for statistical accounting. Because of this, 
the level of registered immigration dropped to its 
lowest value (119,200 people in 2004). Numbers 
recovered somewhat afterwards, but this effect 
was probably more due to statisti-
cal corrections by Rosstat than to 
a real increase of immigration1.  

Obvious incompleteness of mi-
gration accounting makes it im-
possible to obtain a full picture 
of migration gains. Available data 
justify a more or less confident es-
timate that actual gain after 2000 
was at least 2 or 3 times greater 
than the official figure, which fails 
to include migrants who arrived 
on a temporary basis but with the 
intention to stay in Russia perma-
nently and who de facto became 
permanent residents (though not 
de jure, due to administrative ob-
stacles).

According to expert estimates, 
the total number of migrants in Rus-
sia at one time, including temporary 
labor migrants, was as high as 8 mil-
lion persons at the end of 2006. 

This estimate coincides with 
the number of foreign citizen ar-
rival notifications, received by the 
Migration Service in 2007: almost 
8 million people, including those 
who arrived on business, on a visit, 
and for short-term medical treat-
ment, were registered. This match 
either suggests some overestimate 
by experts of the real number of migrants or rep-
resents evidence that, despite some simplification 
of procedures, many migrants have not been reg-
istered. 

As shown in the diagram below, illegal immi-
gration has been estimated at 4-5 million persons, 
of whom about 30% had neither registration nor 
right to work. 

 Some of them were de facto permanent residents 
of Russia, living here with their families, but could 
not obtain temporary or permanent residence. A so-
ciological survey among Ukrainian labor migrants 
in Moscow, carried out by the Center for Migration 
Studies in 2002, found that half of these migrants 
had been living in Moscow for more than 3 years. 
As the diagram shows, labor migration is the main 
component of illegal immigration.

Trends in immigration, which goes unrecorded by 
statistical accounting, are unclear, but there are un-
mistakable signs of growth. One indication is rapid 
increase in lawful labor immigration. In 2006 the 
number of foreign citizens working legally in Rus-

sia exceeded 1 million (1,023,000) versus 702,500 in 
2005, 460,400 in 2004 and 380,000 in 2003. Growth 
of the Chinese work force in Russia was particularly 
rapid: from 94,100 in 2004 to 160,600 in 2005, and 
230,000 in 2006.

Migration gain is a result of interaction of two 
opposite processes: immigration and emigration 
(Figure 5.3).

Figure 5.2. Migration infl ows to Russia (start of 2008) 

* Number of labor migrants at the seasonal peak.

Immigration total 
~ 7,000,000-8,000,000*

(at one time)

Registered perma-
nent immigration 
200,000/per year

Offi cial (with right to 
work and registration) 

2,000,000

With registration, 
without right to work 

~ 70%

Without registration 
and without right to work 

~ 30%

Business immigra-
tion from the West 

min. 500,000

Illegal work Illegal stay

Unoffi cial 
~ 4,000,000-5,000,000*

Labor migration 
~ 6,000,000-7,000,000*
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Full scale inclusion of Russia in the system of 
international migration has created the grounds 
both for immigration into the country and for 
emigration from it. In the early 1990s the collapse 
of the USSR led to a sharp decline in the number 
of people moving to former USSR republics, and 
this was the main reason for the upsurge of mi-
gration gains, mentioned above. However, depar-
tures beyond the former USSR increased. 

Not all such departures are recorded. Estimat-
ed loss of Russian population due to departure 
beyond the territory of CIS countries had to-
taled about 3 million persons since the late 1980s, 
which is double the official statistic (1.4 million 

in 1989-2007, or a quarter of all those recorded 
as having left Russia). Emigration flows beyond 
the former USSR gradually caught up with flows 
to CIS countries and the two were almost level 
in 2003. However, both statistics have been on a 
downward trend in recent years. 

According to statistics, a sharp increase in 
emigration outside the former USSR in the early 
1990s was followed by a decline, and by 2006 these 
flows had returned to their level in the late 1980s. 
But this tends to understate the case: a significant 
share of emigrants is not registered as having quit 
their address in Russia and are therefore not re-
corded as emigrants. Overall, emigration from 
Russia is not viewed as a problem at present, but 
that is not to say that it will not become one in 
the future.  

Risks associated with emigration are usually 
presented in the context of the “brain drain” is-
sue. However, in a period of depopulation the 
mere fact of emigration losses becomes undesir-
able. And there are good reasons to suppose fur-
ther increase in rates of departure from Russia. 

At present, emigration beyond the former 
USSR still has an ethnic, selective nature. Par-
ticular ethnic groups (Jews, Germans, Greeks) 
are more disposed to leave because they have 
historical homelands to go to. But significance 
of this factor is gradually declining. Ethnic Rus-
sians, leaving independently or as part of mixed 
families, are an increasing share of total emigrant 

numbers. Half of emigrants who 
left in 2007 to Israel and Germany, 
two thirds of those who left to the 
USA and 55% of emigrants to oth-
er countries were Russians. Emi-
gration by Russians has obtained 
independent importance although 
it is constrained by limited op-
portunities and tougher entrance 
rules to all developed countries in 
recent years. 

Those who emigrate from Rus-
sia’s big cities are most likely to 
move outside the former USSR. 
According to a survey, carried out 
in 2005 by the Center for Migra-
tion Studies, one of every three 
residents of Kazan, who were 
considering or planning to move 
elsewhere, wanted to move to the 
“far abroad” (outside the former 
USSR). The figures were one in 
four for Nizhny Novgorod and 

Novosibirsk, and one in three for St. Petersburg.  
These cities are rated high in the resettlement hi-
erarchy and their residents see no point in trying 
to solve their problems by moving to another city 
in their native country. 

Emigration may receive a further impetus from 
the rapidly changing situation in East European 
and Baltic countries, which have lost a significant 
part of their labor forces since joining the Euro-
pean Union,. In order to replenish the loss, some 
of these countries (including the Czech Repub-
lic, Poland and Lithuania) intended to open their 
doors to workers from Russia, Ukraine and Belar-
us. Competition for labor resources with Ukraine 
is also possible in the more distant future. At 
present emigration loss from Ukraine is equal to 
that from Russian in absolute terms, and is much 
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higher in relative terms, while the demographic situ-
ation in Ukraine is worse. But Russians have always 
been willing to move to Ukraine and, if the political 
situation there stabilizes and the economy grows, mi-
gration from Russia to Ukraine may resume.

5.2.  Two types of 
immigration to Russia: 
Repatriation and 
economic migration

5.2.1.  Russians coming home 

Russia’s large-scale migration gains during the last 
15-20 years, particularly in the mid-90s, were diff er-
ent in kind from immigration to many developed 
countries, which host large numbers of foreigners. 

Migration fl ows to Russia in this period have con-
sisted mainly of returning Russians and other eth-

nic groups with homelands in Russia – people who 
themselves left  Russia at some earlier time or whose 
parents or forebears left  the country. Another, rela-
tively small part of the infl ow consists of russian-
ized Ukrainians, Belorussians, Armenians, Geor-
gians, Germans, Jews and so on. Th is “repatriation 
migration” of the 1990s was not an absolutely new 
phenomenon, but followed the pattern of the 1960s, 
when Russians and Russian-speakers moved out of 
Transcaucasia, and of the mid-1970s, when they left  
Central Asia and Kazakhstan. In the 1990s the repa-
triation sharply increased and aff ected all post-Soviet 
non-Slavic countries, including Moldova and the 
Baltic states. Th is immigration consists essentially of 
returning Russians. 

Statistics prove this. Two thirds of Russia’s mi-
gration gain in 1989-2007 consists of Russians, and 
about 12% consists of other ethnic groups originating 
from Russia (dominated by Tatars). So almost 80% 
of the gain was provided by repatriation migration. 

Table 5.1.   Net migration of Russians from CIS and Baltic countries, 1989-2007 *

* Including Trans-Dniestr
** Excluding Uzbekistan

Source:  Federal Agency for Statistics of the Russian Federation; Population of Russia 2005. Thirteenth Annual Demographic 
Report. Мoscow, 2007, p. 199.

Countries Number of 
Russians in 1989, 
thou. persons

Net migration of 
Russians in 1989-
2007, 
thou. persons

Loss of Russian 
population in 
1989-2007 
in % to 1989

Number of 
Russians as 
reported by 
national censuses 

Belarus 1342 8.3 0.6 1142 (1999)
Moldova 562 75.3 13.4 412* (2004)
Ukraine 11356 378.0 3.3 8334 (2001)

Azerbaijan 392 198.4 50.6 142 (1999)
Armenia 52 35.9 69.0 15 (2001)
Georgia 341 166.2 48.7 68 (2002)

Kirgizia 917 272.1 29.7 603 (1999)
Tajikistan 388 239.2 61.6 68 (2000)
Turkmenistan 334 108.9 32.6 299 (1995)
Uzbekistan 1653 551.0 33.3 •

Kazakhstan 6228 1340.3 21.5 4480 (1999)

Baltic States 1725 203.6 11.8 1274 (2000, 2001)

Total 25290 3577.2 14.1 16837**
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Most of the registered immigrants already had Rus-
sian citizenship (75% of those who arrived from CIS 
and Baltic countries and 71.1% of those who arrived 
from other countries in 2007).

Th e return of several million people originating 
from Russia has had very favorable overall impact on 
Russia’s demographic situation. Potential of such im-
migration is not yet exhausted, but it should not be 
overestimated. Millions of Russians still live outside 
Russia, but, for various reasons (migration to Russia, 
natural loss, change of ethnic identifi cation, etc.) their 
numbers are shrinking. According to data of popula-
tion censuses, carried out at the turn of the century 
in post-Soviet countries, of 25.3 million ethnic Rus-
sians, living in these countries in 1989, only 17 mil-
lion were left  by 2000 (Table 5.1), and their numbers 
have declined even further since then.

A large part of Russians in ex-Soviet republics 
are in Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan, where they 
have put down deep roots and cannot be viewed as a 
highly mobile resource for future immigration. Mass 
departure of Russians from the Baltic States is also 
improbable. Sociological research reports signifi cant 
potential for Russian repatriation from Kazakhstan, 
Uzbekistan and Kirgizia (estimated at 4 million per-
sons) and some of this potential will certainly be real-
ized. But, in general, the period of mass homecoming 
to Russia is over.

Th is is borne out by low effi  cacy of ongoing state 
programme to promote voluntary return by Rus-
sians in the period from 2006 to 2012. By the end of 
2007 there were 26,400 people taking part in the pro-
gramme, 4355 application forms had been accepted 
and 526 decisions had been taken to issue certifi cates 
allowing 1271 people to move to Russia.  In fact, 363 
certifi cates were issued for 915 persons, and the ac-
tual number of people who moved to Russia was 682 
compared with a target for 2007 of 23,000 persons. 
Th is result, though preliminary, is a clear sign of de-
cline in motivation to move back to Russia..

5.2.2. Economic migration 

Return immigration is mainly driven by social, 
political and cultural motives, but another type of 
immigration of an absolutely diff erent nature is cur-
rently gaining in importance. Th is type of immigra-
tion, typical for the majority of developed countries, 
is of a standard nature: people from poor and over-
populated countries, which are experiencing demo-
graphic booms, leave for more prosperous coun-
tries, which are experiencing depopulation. Th is 
is economic migration, driven by desire for better 
living standards. 

Th is type of migration is not new for Russia. It de-
veloped when the USSR was still in existence, and was 
treated as domestic rather than international, and as a 
desirable cross-fl ow of population from “labor-exces-
sive” to “labor-defi cient” regions of one and the same 
country. Some measures were even taken to encourage 
movement of labor from Central Asia to European Rus-
sia and some other Russian regions, but uncontrolled 
migration from overpopulated republics occurred ir-
respective of these measures. For example, the number 
of Moldovans in Russia increased by 69% between the 
population censuses of 1979 and 1989, while popula-
tion in Moldova itself rose by only 10.5%. Th e same 
statistic for Georgians and Armenians was 46% (10.3% 
and 13.2% respectively in their own republics), 2.2 
times for Azerbaijanis (24% in Azerbaijan), 1.8 times 
for Uzbeks and Turkmen (34%), 2.9 times for Kirgiz 
(33%) and 2.1 for Tajiks (46%).

Collapse of the USSR was followed by widening 
economic inequalities between former Soviet repub-
lics, which had been kept level in the framework of a 
single state. Naturally, this inequity led to increase of 
labor migration to Russia from these republics.   

Offi  cial statistics show that 17.5% of migration gain 
since the 1989 census has consisted of titular nationali-
ties from ex-Soviet republics, but the 2002 population 
census suggests that a much greater number of CIS na-
tives have in fact entered Russia.  Th e census suggests that 
the number of Tajiks in Russia had increased by 82,000 
in 2002 compared with 1989, and annual statistics for 
the next three years (until 2005) shows further infl ow of 
36,700; respective data for Azerbaijanis and Armenians 
are:  286,000 vs. 92,000 and 598,000 vs. 373,000. 

A shift  from repatriation to economic migration 
is evident from decline in the share of Russians in 
total migration gain received by Russia from as a 
result of migration exchange with CIS and Baltic 
countries: from 81% in 1989-1992, to 64% in 1993-
2000, 59% in 2001-2004, 54% in 2005, 44% in 2006, 
and 32% in 2007.

It is important to bear in mind that all the fi g-
ures cited above refer to registered migration, and 
that economic migrants represent the greater part 
of illegal immigrants. Th is suggests that economic 
migration, which is typical for all developed coun-
tries, now also dominates overall migration vol-
umes in Russia. Russia, as a host country, becomes 
more similar to developed countries in this respect. 
Russia is now a destination for migrants from CIS 
countries, but also from states in South-East Asia 
and the Middle East, as well as acting as a transit 
route for international migration. Th e future of Rus-
sian international migration is clearly to be defi ned 
in terms of economic (labor) migration.
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5.3.  The number of labor 
migrants in Russia is 
rising rapidly

Th e number of 
labor migrants, of-
fi cially working in 
Russia, has seen 
steady growth since 
the late 1990s. In 
2006 their number 
exceeded 1 million 
persons. Registered 
labor migration 
fl ows intensifi ed in 
2007, aft er adoption 
of a new, more liber-
al law. A total of 2.26 
million migrants 
obtained the right 
to work in Russia in 
2007, which is double the number in 2006, and there 
were 1.717 million foreigners working legally under 
contract in 2007 (Figure 5.4).

However, increase of labor migration, registered 
by statistics, is not primarily an indicator of general 
growth of migration. What it indicates, fi rst and 
foremost, is a shift  in the balance between regulated 
and unregulated immigration components in favor 
of the former (Figure 5.5).

Estimates of the number of illegal (or illegally 
working) immigrants in Russia fl uctuate between 5 
and 15 million persons. Assessments of illegal migra-
tion based on studies report 3-4 million persons in 
the early 2000s, rising to 5-7 million by 2005-2007. 
Seasonal variations can reduce numbers by 1.5-2 
times in the off -season2.

It is hard to assess labor migration fl ows at present, 
since the unregistered component is very large and 
its development trend is unclear. Most probably, fast 
growth of such immigration, which marked the fi rst 
half of the 2000s (almost unnoticed by statistics but 

clear to any observer), has now given way to smooth-
er increases.

Growth of labor migration, albeit at lower rates, 
reflects increasing Russian demand for foreign 
workers, due to shrinkage of the country’s own 
labor resources, and growing supply from main 
donor-countries, which have rapidly growing and 
highly mobile populations. However, total growth 
of labor migration is definitely not as rapid as 
increase of its regulated component, shown in 
Figure 5.4.

Immigrants come to Russia from more than 
100 countries worldwide. However, the flow from 
CIS countries is dominant and growing,  while the 
share of main “far-abroad” donors (China, Turkey 
and Vietnam) is declining.  This can be explained 

by liberalization of labor migration 
rules, which now allow visa-free entry 
to Russia for migrants from CIS coun-
tries.2 According to official data, the 
share of CIS countries in legal migra-
tion flows increased from 53% in 2006 
to 67% in 2007. Their share of real flows 
may be even higher, as they are believed 
to account for the majority of so-called 
“illegals”.

Contribution of diff erent CIS countries 
to total fl ows has altered, with a major shift  
in favor of the Central Asian states. In 2006 
Ukraine ranked fi rst among CIS countries 
by numbers of migrants to Russia, and the 
total number of migrants from Uzbekistan 
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and Tajikistan was only just higher than the number 
from Ukraine, but in 2007 each of these Central Asian 
countries separately overtook Ukraine (Figure 5.6)4.

Estimates including unregulated migration sug-
gest that Ukraine gives Russia at least 1 million la-
bor migrants, and Moldova up to 500,000, but fl ows 
from these countries are gradually shift ing from 
Russia to Europe. Trans-Caucasian countries give 
maximum 1.5 million immigrants to Russia, and 
rapidly growing migration from Central Asia gives 
1.5-2 million (of which 500,000 from Tajikistan, the 
same number from Kirgizia, and over 700,000 from 
Uzbekistan)5.

According to available data, labor migration to 
Russia continues to be male dominated. A sample 
survey shows that 70% of migrants are men, and 
official statistics suggest that the share of men is as 
high as 84%. But there are grounds to believe that 
female migration is much underestimated both by 
official statistics and by sociological surveys. Typ-
ical occupations of women-migrants (informal 
household and entertainment personal services, 
sex-services, etc.), often make them “invisible” 
both for official statistics and for researchers. But 
Russia is developing in line with global economic 
trends and service industries provide 2/3 of work 
places in modern economies, so increase in the 
number of women migrants can be expected in 
the future.

Observations report decline of educational levels 
among labor migrants. At the beginning of the current 
decade, almost half of labor migrants had higher edu-
cation, but that had declined to 13% by 20066. Half of 

migrants arriving in Russia have 
no professional training and are 
only suited for unskilled labor. 
Migrants with low educational 
level and no professional train-
ing are the least adaptive and the 
most problematic group on the 
labor market. As economic mi-
gration increasingly outweighs 
repatriation migration, the for-
mer is drawing in more popula-
tion cohorts from donor coun-
tries and its structure is changing. 
Main structural changes are: 

• from residents of large cities 
to residents of small towns and 
rural areas  – over 70% of mi-
grants come to Russia from small 
towns and villages in their home 
countries;

• from more educated to less 
educated migrants – the level of education and profes-
sional training of ,migrants is decreasing and 50% of 
migrants have no professional education;

• from more prosperous to less prosperous social 
strata – the majority of migrants consider themselves 
as belonging to the poor (38%) and very poor (46%) in 
their home countries;

• from migrants culturally close to Russians to mi-
grants with larger cultural distance  –  the share of 
Muslim countries of Central Asia in the structure of 
migration fl ow is increasing (to 41% in 2007); mi-
grants have limited knowledge of the Russian language 
(10-15% of migrants have poor knowledge of Russian, 
and 20-40% (depending on region of origin) have in-
adequate knowledge). 

Russia therefore now has to deal with a qualitatively 
diff erent type of immigration as compared with the 
beginning of the current decade. Culturally remote 
and less adaptive immigrants present serious chal-
lenges for migration policy, which has to take account 
of these changes.

5.4.  Russia needs economic 
immigration

Supply from CIS countries to the Russian labor 
market is one aspect of migration. Th e other aspect 
is the level of demand in the Russian economy for 
foreign labor Economic migration to Russia is in-
creasingly important because Russia needs it: such 
migration has an ever greater role in the country’s 
demographic, economic and cultural development. 

Figure 5.6.  Share of main donor-countries in structure of labor 
migration to Russia, 2006 and 2007, %
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Source: Federal Migration Agency of the Russian Federation.
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Russia has been increasingly aff ected since the mil-
lennium by a demographic defi cit, which is becoming 
ever more acute due to shrinkage of the population 
(since1992) and shrinkage in the share of the popu-
lation of working age (since 2007).  Immigration is 
essential to compensate the country’s own dwindling 
demographic and labor potential, without which eco-
nomic growth and maintenance of current geopoliti-
cal status will be impossible. Migration is one of the 
most important factors for successful future develop-
ment of the country and immigration policy is a key 
state priority.  

Th e signifi cance of migration will increase in com-
ing decades. As mentioned in Chapter 1, natural de-
crease of the Russian population, as predicted by the 
medium forecast of Rosstat, will exceed 11 million 
persons in 2008-2025. Loss of working age popula-
tion will be even greater. If Rosstat’s medium forecast 
is realized, population of working age will shrink by 
8 million persons up to 2015, and by 14 million up to 
2025. Th e biggest decline of working-age population 
will be between 2011 and 2017, when the average an-
nual loss will exceed 1 million. So labor will be one 
of the most defi cient resources in Russia in the near 
future7. Th e government’s economic growth targets 
will not be achievable without mass involvement of 
labor migrants, even assuming labor productivity 
increases. According to calculations, Russia must at-
tract about 15 million workers in order to cover its 
labor shortage. 

Indeed, labor migration has already become a ne-
cessity for successful operation of the Russian econo-
my. Migrants have occupied specifi c niches in many 
Russian regions, particularly in large cities with rap-
idly growing economies, and these niches will con-
tinue to deepen and expand. In these regions foreign 
labor has become a structural feature, without which 

the economy cannot operate. 
At present most labor migrants have temporary em-

ployment in the private sector of the Russian economy. 
Th e role of immigrants in diff erent sectors of the econ-
omy varies. According to offi  cial data, 40% of con-
struction workers are migrants, 20% of retail workers, 
10% of those employed in the service industry, and 7% 
apiece in agriculture and production (Table 5.2). 

Retail trade was the only sector, which saw ma-
jor changes in 2007: the number of foreign workers 
in retail declined due to limitations on their hiring, 
which were brought in at the start of the year.

Th e biggest immigrant contribution is in con-
struction, where the offi  cially reported share of for-
eign workers exceeds the average by 4 times. Share of 
the legal foreign work force in construction was 13% 
in 2007 compared with average 3.2% in the whole 
economy (the fi gures in Moscow were 19% and 7.6%, 
respectively). Migrant labor is increasingly notice-
able in retail, transport, road building, housing and 
utilities infrastructure, as well as private and social 
services in the country’s biggest cities. Large shares 
of foreign labor should also be expected to appear in 
other employment sectors, which are traditionally 
popular among immigrants in the host countries of 
Europe, America and Asia (textile industry, raw ma-
terials extraction, home helps, etc.). 

The market for domestic workers (baby-sitters, 
nurses, housemaids) is increasingly apparent in 
Russia today due to expansion of the middle class, 
mostly in Moscow and other large cities. The larg-
est and lowest-priced section of this market is 
taken mainly by immigrants (mostly from Ukraine 
and Belarus), and is already well-structured in 
Moscow, with accepted rates of payment and spe-
cialized agencies, which find personnel and offer 
other services.

Table 5.2.  Distribution of foreign labor in Russia by employment profi le, %

Source: Federal Migration Service of the Russian Federation

2006 2007
Total 100 100

including:
construction 41 40
trade 27 19
processing industry 7 7
agriculture 7 7
service industry … 5
transport 4 4
mineral extraction … 2
other types of economic activity 13 16
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Actual structure of immigrant employment may 
diff er from offi  cial estimates due to uneven distribu-
tion of informal and shadow employment in diff erent 
spheres of the economy. Th e service industry, includ-
ing nursing, entertainment and other fi elds of activity 
with high shares of informal labor, is least represented 
in offi  cial statistics. And services are the most labor-
intensive sector of the economy. Russia, in line with 
global trends, is experiencing rapid growth of the 
service industry, so increase of demand for foreign 
labor can be expected in the near future. Th e opinion 
(frequently aired) that “Russia needs only qualifi ed 
migrants” is, in fact, inaccurate.

Migrant labor has an important role on world 
markets, and this is true of both non-qualified 
and qualified labor (managers, scientists, hi-tech 
workers, IT-specialists, etc.). Russia also has high-
ly qualified immigration, but mechanisms for at-
tracting skilled workers still leave much to be de-
sired. Such immigration will, no doubt, develop 
as demand for employees increases. The Russian 
government is working on this problem and spe-
cific managerial solutions and programmes for at-
tracting highly qualified personnel are being put in 
place (including a point-rating system for migrant 
assessment and selection, extension of the list of 
priority professions, in which quotas are not nec-
essary, and involvement of migrants in the profes-
sional education system). 

Including the shadow component of labor migra-
tion, which is as high as 5 million at the seasonal 
peak, the average share of foreigners in the Russian 
workforce at present is about 10%. Th is matches the 

share of foreign workers in Germany and Austria.
So the Russian economy will become more and 

more dependent on foreign labor in the future. Th e 
unfolding economic crisis may slow down demand 
on the labor market for some time and create an il-
lusion that foreign labor is not needed.  But any such 
decline of demand will have a temporary nature and 
be followed by even more intensive use of foreign 
labor in the post-crisis period.

5.5.  Migration is governed by 
economic laws

Labor migration is not just essential for Russia 
– it is also inevitable. Cross-fl ow of work force be-
tween labor markets in diff erent countries is always 
an objective refl ection of varied potential of national 
economies (Table 5.3). Diff erence between levels of 
demographic and economic development, and be-
tween living standards in Russia and the main donor-
countries (CIS and South-East Asian countries) will 
continue to generate labor migration to Russia for a 
long time to come.

Most modern theories are agreed that migration is 
benefi cial for both host and donor countries. Studies 
in the West suggest that migration has practically no 
negative impact levels on unemployment and labor 
remuneration in host countries8. American scien-
tists, using a neo-classical approach based on gain 
and loss assessment, say that total gains, which coun-
tries can obtain from liberalization of migration will 
be 25 times greater than the gain from international 
trade and fi nance liberalization9. 

Source: Commonwealth of Independent States in 2006. Statistics Annual. Interstate Statistical Committee of CIS countries. 
Moscow, 2007, p. 134. 

Monthly nominal wage in CIS 
countries  (US dollars; 2006)*

GDP per capita (US dollars, 
2005)**

Azerbaijan 166.8 5.0
Armenia 149.8 4.9
Belarus 271.2 7.9
Georgia … 3.4
Kazakhstan 323.5 7.9
Kirgizia 81.4 1.9
Moldova 129.2 2.1
Russia 391.1 10.8
Tajikistan 35.2 1.46
Uzbekistan … 2.1
Ukraine 206.2 6.8

Table 5.3.  Wages and GDP per capita in CIS countries  
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Doubts are sometimes cast on positive eff ects of 
migration. In his speech at the Session of the UN Gen-
eral Assembly, “High-level Dialogue on International 
Migration and Development”, held in New York on 
September 14-15, 2006, the Director of the Russian 
Federal Migration Service, K.O. Romodanovsky, said 
that economic losses in the form of unpaid taxes due 
to illegal migration are more than USD 8 billion per 
year and that migrants from CIS countries export 
over USD 10 billion from Russia annually, by-passing 
the system of state control. Th e volume of registered 
money transfers by CIS workers in 2005 was above 
USD 3 billion. Advantages obtained by Russia from 
migration are mentioned more rarely (in reports by 
experts, stating that migrants produce at least 8-10% 
of Russian GDP)10.

Signifi cant gains for the economies of host countries 
are due, primarily, to relative cheapness of foreign la-
bor. Indeed, demand for “cheap labor” is a more com-
plex economic phenomenon than it is usually thought 
to be. It may be explained by unfair competition and 
desire of businessmen to maximize their profi ts, but it 
is also a reaction to unfavorable economic conditions 
for small and medium business, in which migrants are 
mostly employed.   

Willingness of the migrant to work on an informal 
basis for low wages is what gives him a competitive 
advantage over local workers. Th is willingness also 
refl ects the unfavorable economic situation in donor 
countries where, even if they could 
fi nd a job, the migrants would receive 
much lower wages than in Russia.   

Labor migration to Russia from CIS 
countries has strong incentives associ-
ated with the state of aff airs in those 
countries. According to surveys by the 
International Organization for Migra-
tion in 2006, about half of all polled 
migrants did not have steady jobs in 
their native country (they were either 
unemployed or had temporary jobs).  

Despite their young age, more than 
a half of migrants have own family and children; about 
a half are the only breadwinners in their family. On 
average, every migrant has 3 dependent persons. Be-
fore they came to Russia half of migrants from CIS 
countries belonged to the group of the very poor, lack-
ing suffi  cient income for daily needs (food, clothing, 
etc.). Despair and lack of any way of supporting their 
family in the home country made them willing to ac-
cept exploitative and (oft en) slavish labor conditions 
in Russia.

According to surveys by the International Organiza-
tion for Migration in June-September 2006, the average 

wage of a migrant in Russia was 11,000 rubles per month 
(about USD 420). Th at is equal to the average monthly 
wage in Russia (10,900 rubles according to Rosstat data 
as of September 2006), so it appears to be generous. But 
it should be remembered that migrants work, on aver-
age, 60 hours per week (20 hours more than Russians), 
and that 1/3 of migrants work 70 hours and more, i.e. 10 
hours per day without days-off . 

Most migrants are in jobs with no prestige, which are 
unattractive to natives: low-paid employment involving 
heavy work, with a seasonal or temporary character in 
shadow spheres of the economy. But it is wrong to pre-
tend that migrants do not compete with native workers 
at all. Such competition exists in some spheres. Readi-
ness to work for low wages and forego social guarantees 
are the competitive strength of migrants. So there is no 
simple answer to the problem of competition between 
migrants and native workers. None of the polar points 
of view:

• “migrants are squeezing native workers out of the 
labor market”; and

• “migrants and native workers do not cross paths on 
the labor market” 

stands up to strict examination. Th e picture is more 
complex. Half of polled migrants say that local workers 
make no claims to the jobs, which they do.  In regions 
and employment spheres where migrants labor has 
been long and intensively used (for example, Moscow), 
the market has been divided and competition between 

migrants and local workers is less acute (Figure 5.7).  
Competition between migrants and local workers, 

and between the migrants themselves, depends, in par-
ticular, on existing segregation of labor remuneration 
by ethnic origin. Employers, who use foreign migrant 
labor in Moscow, describe the following relative wage 
ladder11:

As well as making a direct contribution to Russia’s 
economy, labor migration to Russia serves as a stabiliz-
ing factor throughout the CIS, supporting social stabil-
ity and contributing to economic growth and formation 
of a middle class in donor countries.

100 rub. 

Muscovite 80-90 rub.

Russian 
citizen from 
other regions

70-80 rub.

Ukrainian,

Belorussian 50 rub.

Moldavian

30-40 rub.

Tajik, Uzbek
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5.6.  In the shadow 
of a migrant economy

High share of the informal and shadow economy 
is a specifi c feature in Russia.  Th e unregistered econ-
omy is estimated to account for 20-25% of GDP. Th e 
share in sectors employing migrants (construction, 
trade, services) is much higher – up to 60% of sec-
toral GDP12. 

Th e informal and shadow economy always has 
high demands for cheap and legally unprotected la-
bor. To the extent that migrants meet this demand, 
the unregistered component of migration tends to 
increase. As a rule, such demand refl ects the de-
sire of employers to save on wages, taxes and social 
expenses, but it also refl ects their need for fl exibil-
ity, variation of work volumes (for 
example, in seasonal businesses), 
and desire to avoid multiple inspec-
tions by government authorities. 
Th ese motivations lead to typical 
features of migrant employment: 
confi scation by the employer of 
the migrant’s passport in order to 
increase power over him; payment 
“on completion of the work”, mean-
ing uncertain work terms with no 
guarantee of remuneration; limi-
tation of freedom of movement; 
absence of social guarantees, etc. 
Shadow employment arrangements 
and numerous violations of migrant 
rights are typical both for “illegal” 
migrants and for migrants, working 

in the Russian Federation on a law-
ful basis (see Box 5.1).

According to data of sociologi-
cal surveys, about 80% of migrants 
work without any written labor 
agreement and therefore receive 
labor remuneration in cash with-
out proper documentation or pay-
ment of social and income taxes. 
Only 17% of migrants have rights 
to paid holiday and only 15% are 
paid when they are sick.

Th e huge scale of shadow em-
ployment of migrants is a peculiar 
feature of Russia, and represents a 
serious challenge for development 
of the economy and growth of mi-
gration. Migration policy has taken 
the fi rst steps to overcome obstacles, 
which prevent legalization of mi-

grants, but the task of eliminating shadow employ-
ment among migrants has not been tackled. Because 
they want to keep at least a part of their business 
off  the offi  cial radar, employers do not sign employ-
ment agreements with workers and pay wages “in 
an envelope”. As reported by the Federal Migration 
Agency in 2007, notifi cation of new hires from em-
ployers were received for only of 47% work permits, 
issued to residents of CIS countries. So, even among 
legal labor migrants with rights to work, more than 
a half are employed in the shadow sector (under 
conditions where the employer is unwilling to “de-
clare” his worker, and therefore does not send a no-
tifi cation of the new hire to the Federal Migration 
Agency and Rostrud). According to the 2006 survey 
by the International Organization for Migration, 

Picture 5.7.  Answers of labor migrants from CIS countries to the 
question whether they experience competition with 
local workers for employment (inner circle shows 
Moscow, outer circle shows the average for pilot 
regions of the Russian Federation), % 

Source: Survey by the International Organization for Migration, 2006.
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Box 5.1.  Spread of shadow practices and violation of rights 
of legal and illegal migrants in Russia

According to data of a survey by the International Organization for Migration, carried out in 2006, about 
half of all legal migrants (having all required permits) and nearly all illegal migrants are employed in the 
shadow sector of the economy. Rights violation, such as confi scation of passports, limitation of freedom of 
movement, incomplete wage payment, forced labor, etc., are most common among illegal migrants, but 
also occur among legal migrants.

So legal status does not guarantee that a migrant will be employed in the registered economy. This 
reduces motivation for migrants to legalize their status, stimulating illegal immigration. 

Flagrant violation of labor and other rights of migrants, including practices of slavery and human 
traffi  cking, are most common among illegal migrants, working in the least transparent spheres of the 
economy: construction, the service industry, etc.. 

Situation of migrants Fully legal * Fully illegal *

Have a written contract, % of employed 51 3

Wages in undocumented cash, % 52 90

Number of working hours per week (hours) 61 64

Wage per month (USD) 499 336

Have medical insurance, % 50 6

May be dismissed at any time, % 40 76

Passport confi scated / and used to keep the worker, % 8 / 8 27 / 19

Forced to work extra hours without payment, % 24 43

Forced to do a part of overall work for no payment, % 13 17

Forced to work entirely without payment, % 6 4

Forced to work “fl at out”, % 24 29

Forced to work in harmful conditions, % 22 14

Limited freedom of movement, % 7 19

Complete isolation, no freedom of movement, % 9 9

Experienced physical abuse at work, % 6 11

Experienced psychological abuse (threats, blackmail, deception) ,% 10 23

Sought assistance , % 9 6

Will seek police help if employment terms amount to slavery, % 38 9

*  “Fully legal migrants”, are those with registration in the Russian Federation and a work permit; “Fully illegal migrants”, are those 
without registration and without work permits.

Source:  Polling of labor migrants by the International Organization for Migration in 2006 (published in: Prevention of slavery 
and human traffi  cking in the Russian Federation. Final scientifi c report on the EU project, realized by the IOM in the Russian 
Federation. Moscow, 2008, p. 54-55).
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77% of all migrant workers are in this situation and 
the fi gure is 97% for illegal migrant workers (those 
without work permits). 

Very few migrants, either legal or illegal, have 
recourse to law and the system of rights protection. 
Widespread nature of shadow employment means 
that judicial and extra-judicial mechanisms for 
protection of migrant rights and recourse in case 
of their violation, work inefficiently. 

Migrants carry out most of their social transac-
tions through informal links, relatives and friends, 
and through widely-developed shadow mediation 
in the sphere of migration and employment of mi-
grants. Th e shadow economy has its own infrastruc-
ture, including mechanisms for labor force provision 
to shadow business. Such intermediaries off er vari-
ous services: legalization, search for employers/work-
ers, rent of dwellings, etc. 

In the years since labor migration began, migrants 
have created fl exible and widespread networks that 
can be used by coming generations of migrants to 
help them enter, earn money and arrange permanent 
residence in Russia. Th ese networks are not necessar-
ily well organized. Unlike traditional diasporas, they 
have an informal character, but they fi ll the vacuum 
created by lack of offi  cial agencies and oft en oper-
ate more effi  ciently than offi  cial structures. Today, 
over 70% of migrants fi nd work through relatives 
and friends, i.e. through informal migrant networks. 
Th e institution of private intermediaries continues to 
develop and currently serves about 15% of migrant 
fl ows.  Most such intermediaries act on an informal 
basis, with all the associated consequences. 

Government channels for labor migration and of-
fi cial public services “serve” at most 10% of migra-
tion fl ows in total. Th e limited nature of offi  cial infra-
structure for labor migration forces migrants to turn 
to informal resources and shadow intermediaries, in-
creasing migration risks. A widespread and effi  cient 
network of agencies, able to off er migrants the servic-
es they need, has to be created in order to overcome 
concentration of such services in the informal (and 
therefore non-law-governed) shadow sector.  

5.7.  Is Russian society ready 
to accept immigrants?

Existence of millions of illegal migrants, legal vul-
nerability of (both legal and illegal) migrants, and 
related shadow practices are all evidence of a seri-
ous mismatch between a new large scale economic 
and social phenomenon, on one hand, and institu-
tional answers to it from the state and society, on the 

other hand. Th is mismatch is not unique to Russia. 
Many countries are now at a stage where they must 
adapt to a historically new and inevitable level of 
international migration. 

Russia is clearly far from fi nding adequate an-
swers to migration-related challenges. Th is is obvi-
ous from the migrant-phobia, which has infected 
public opinion. Several aspects of the impact of 
public opinion on migration processes deserve to 
be emphasized.  

First, migrants experience the attitude of native 
inhabitants towards them every day at fi rst hand, 
in everyday situations from specifi c people, at their 
work place and where they live. Spread of so-called 
“household xenophobia” makes existence more dif-
fi cult for migrants and slows down the integration 
process.

Secondly, the “false mirror” of public opinion 
serves as a political tool and is used by politicians 
and people in authority to justify their political 
positions and managerial actions. Anti-migrant 
attitudes in society are used by politicians in for-
mulation of their political programmes and thus 
fi lter into national politics and legislation, which, in 
turn, has impact on the condition of migrants. Of-
fi cials, who take managerial decisions at local level, 
are also afraid of “unpopular” measures. State offi  -
cials are themselves a specifi c class in Russian soci-
ety and may have liberal or conservative positions 
with regard to migration; many of them genuinely 
subscribe to the previously dominant view that im-
migration is a potential threat to Russia and must 
be strictly limited.  Th is is why new liberal Russian 
legislation in the immigration sphere is not always 
supported by local offi  cials, and tends to get bogged 
down and stifl ed by unnecessary administrative ob-
stacles, complicating the processes of employment 
and legalization for migrants. 

Th irdly, negative attitudes among the local popu-
lation, though not always overt, fuel the ideology of 
double standards and social indiff erence towards 
“outsiders”. Society remains indiff erent to rights 
violation, exploitation, and slavery, believing that 
migrants have themselves to blame for such affl  ic-
tions. As well as being very hard for migrants, this 
approach is also harmful for development of Rus-
sian society. Social inertia and double standards is 
propagated to the detriment of civil action to pro-
tect human rights.   

Finally, the negative social attitude towards mi-
grants encourages corruption and arbitrary practice 
among law-enforcers and other offi  cial organiza-
tions. Society gives its silent consent to excesses by 
offi  cials against migrants.  
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5.7.1.  Russian public opinion is 
infected with migrant phobia

No government policy can be based solely on good 
intentions of enlightened political leaders. Is has to 
be based on (at least minimum) public consent, on 
agreement between the main political forces on main 
lines of action. Achievement of such consensus in 
modern Russia is very diffi  cult due to large-scale 
and increasing levels of prejudice against migrants. 
According to the data of an all-Russian survey of 
public opinion, carried out by the Levada Center in 

2007, only 12% of respondents said that they have a 
positive or sympathetic attitude towards immigrants, 
while 22% said that their attitude to migrants is nega-
tive (15%) or very negative (7%), i.e. essentially hos-
tile. In surveys by t    he All-Russian Center for Public 
Opinion Study, 69% of respondents in 2006 and 68% 
in 2008 said that they view large infl ux of foreigners 
to Russia as a rather negative phenomenon. Th e share 
of such respondents in Moscow and St. Petersburg in 
2008 was 75%13 .

Long-term monitoring by the Levada Center 
shows similar results (Table. 5.4). 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Defi nitely positive 10 8 6 7 6 6 6

Rather positive 17 20 16 15 15 16 14

Neutral 32 39 44 42 39 42 45

Rather negative 23 22 22 20 25 24 21

Defi nitely negative 15 8 9 12 13 11 12

Cannot say 3 3 3 5 2 1 2

Table 5.4.  What is your attitude to increasing presence of workers from CIS countries 
at Russian building sites?

Source: ODIHR/OSCE-IOM survey, 2005, N=500

%

1. Immigrants are unhygienic and spread disease 47

2. Increase of crime levels, threat to security 46

3. Sale of inferior-quality goods and food 47

4. Dumping eff ect on labor remuneration due to consent of immigrants to work for 
the lowest wage 

40

5. Immigrants charge high prices for goods at markets  39

6. Immigrants compete for jobs with local population and increase unemployment 36

7. Immigrants don’t respect our culture and norms of behavior 34

8. Immigrants encourage corruption among the authorities 28

9. Immigrants are disrespectful towards Russian women 24

10. Immigrants import a diff erent culture and way of life 18

11. Immigrants spread prostitution and undermine people’s morals 11

Table 5.5.  What negative aspects do you associate with immigration? 

Source: Monitoring by the Levada Center,  N=1600
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Data of surveys by the International Organiza-
tion for Migration and the Offi  ce for Democratic In-
stitutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) of the OSCE 
show that 45% of local people in 3 Russian pilot cit-
ies are concerned about the number of migrants in 
their city, see nothing positive in their presence and 
consider migrants to be superfl uous in their city15. 
People tend to focus, fi rst and foremost, on nega-
tive aspects of migration, such as inferior quality 
of products sold and services off ered by immigrant 
employees, issues of hygiene and health care, aggra-
vation of crime levels. Surveys found that 30-40% 
of local people emphasize negative economic con-
sequences of migration: monopoly prices for goods, 
competition on the labor market, dumping prices 
for labor, etc. Up to 1/3 of locals emphasize cultural 
diff erence of migrants: disrespect for Russian cul-

tural traditions, propagation of alien culture, etc. 
(Table 5.5).

According to the OSCE-IOM survey, 60% (!) of 
respondents in pilot Russian cities are sure that mi-
grants increase the terrorism threat. Th e survey data, 
refl ecting the opinion of residents of large cities with 
a tense situation in the sphere of immigration, con-
cur with data of the All-Russian representative sur-
vey, carried by the Levada Center (Table 5.6).

Despite such negative attitudes towards mi-
grants, a high share of Russians uses their services 
(particularly shopping at food markets where CIS 
citizens often work). Migrants frequently work 
in housing services, cleaning staircases of apart-
ment-buildings and maintaining the surrounding 
area; they are also hired to carry out construc-
tion and repair works, and services to households 

%

Th e markets are full of them 37

Th ey behave in an uninhibited  manner, as if they are the masters, and don’t observe 
our traditions 36

Th ey are involved in crime 28

Th ey take jobs and accept low wages 21

Th ey are hostile toward Russians 21

Nothing makes me antagonistic 27

Cannot say 3

Source: Levada-Center, 2006, April; N=1600

Table 5.6.  Is there something that makes you personally antagonistic towards migrants 
from CIS countries? If so, what is it?

%

I buy food from them at markets/shops 39.8

I buy goods from them at markets/shops 26.2

Migrants clean our apartment building or the nearby territory 5.3

I hired workers for repair or construction work 4.4

I hired migrants to help in the household: cleaning, baby-sitting, 
nursing, gardening, etc. 

1.1

I rent a fl at to migrants 0.8

I used other services off ered by migrants 1.3

I never used their services 50.5

Table 5.7.  Have you personally had experience of dealing with labor migrants, 
and of using their services? If yes, what services?

Source: Levada Center, All-Russian survey La Strada Ukraine, 2007, N=2011
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(Table 5.7). In large cities, as shown by the Inter-
national Organization for Migration survey, the 
share of population, using the services of migrants 
exceeds that in the table above and is as high as 
70% or more. However, people often fail to real-
ize that these services are provided by migrants.  
In large cities attitude to migrants is sometimes 
worse than in other places. According to the al-
ready mentioned survey of the All-Russian Center 
of Public Opinion Study 2008, as many as 68% of 
respondents in the all-Russian sampling expressed 
negative attitudes towards large number of mi-
grants coming to Russia. But in Moscow and St. 
Petersburg this figure was 75%. 

5.7.2.  Migrantophobic mythology  

Negative attitude of local populations towards mi-
grants is not something new, and is observed to a 
lesser or greater degree in all countries, which experi-
ence immigration. Th is attitude refl ects real problems, 
which are bound to arise when foreign components 
have to be integrated into an existing society. But, for 
various reasons and deliberately or unconsciously, se-
verity of the problems is oft en grossly exaggerated by 
society and policy makers, embellished with ground-
less and constantly replicated myths, which do noth-
ing to further solution of the problems. 

Policies on the labor market are an example of this. 
Although Western research has shown that impact 
of migrants on levels of unemployment and labor re-
muneration of local workers is very small and incon-
sistent, public opinion continues to support the idea 
– oft en propagated by trade unions – of serious com-
petition between local workers and migrants for jobs. 

Nearly all host countries implement policies 
to protect local workers from competition with 
migrants. Russian legislation also contains such 
norms, giving local workers priority on the labor 
market. Instruments include quotas, granting of 
work permits (for legal immigrants) only in case 
a vacancy cannot be filled by a local worker, maxi-
mum permissible shares of foreign workers in 
certain spheres of economy, and higher levels of 
income tax for non-residents. These measures are 
probably a necessary element of migration policy, 
but they should be balanced and should not force 
migrant labor into the shadow economy. In partic-
ular, very high rates of income tax (30%), charged 
on wages of foreign workers employed in Russia 
for more than 183 days, is a heavy burden for em-
ployers who use migrant labor, and encourages 
them to employ migrants on an informal basis. 
Maximum permissible shares of foreign workers in 

retail trade, which effectively prohibit employment 
of migrants on markets (outside shops), has not led 
to greater employment of local people in this sub-
sector, but has encouraged shadow activity,  hiring 
of “dummies”, and “emergency” receipt of tempo-
rary stay and residence permits. And instead of re-
versing this inefficient measure, when its negative 
results become obvious, the government extended 
its period of operation through 2008.   

Having adopted a liberal regime for labor migra-
tion, Russia needs to refi ne the instruments, designed 
to ensure priority for local workers on the labor mar-
ket. A golden mean would stimulate employers to 
hire local workers without forcing huge numbers 
of immigrants outside the limits of the legal frame-
work. 

Supposed contribution of migrants to the spread 
of diseases and aggravation of crime are exaggerated 
problems. According to surveys, almost half of the in-
habitants of large cities believe that migrants spread 
diseases and contribute to crime. Th ese two points 
are repeatedly cited by various political forces to jus-
tify the notion that immigrants represent a threat to 
society. 

Newspaper headlines such as, “Every tenth mi-
grant in Russia suff ers from tuberculosis” or “What 
diseases do migrants carry in Moscow?” are typical 
of the way in which the issue is presented. According 
to offi  cial data, 1 in every 125 of those migrants who 
have been examined was found to have tuberculosis, 
and not 1 in 10 as reported in newspapers. And 165 
out of 88,150 migrants who were examined in Mos-
cow in 7 months of 2007 were found to be suff ering 
from AIDS (every 534th migrant). 

Statistics suggest that health problems among mi-
grants are serious, but not as threatening as presented 
by mass media and some politicians. Th is problem 
can and must be solved by professional methods 
without encouraging an upsurge of social anxiety. 

Th e second scare-story, which has been used to 
create an unattractive image of migrants in collec-
tive consciousness, concerns level of crime among 
foreigners.  

In fact, as reported by the Ministry of Internal Af-
fairs of the Russian Federation, in 2007, crimes com-
mitted by foreigners were only 1.4% of total registered 
crimes in Russia and 2.8% of investigated crimes. 

 Also, the number of crimes, committed in 2007 
by foreign citizens, decreased by 5.4% compared with 
the previous year. 

Absolute decline in the number of crimes com-
mitted by foreign citizens in 2007, despite continu-
ing growth in the number of migrants in the Russian 
Federation, is a strong argument against suggestions 
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Box 5.2.  Are migrants a source of diseases? 

Offi  cial data of the Russian Federation Migration Agency 
Administration in Moscow for 7 months of 2007:

*  З During 7 months of 2007 in Moscow 73,660 migrants underwent comprehensive medical checks, and 
2722 of them were found to carry dangerous infections.

* Of 88,150 migrants tested for AIDS, 165 were positive (including 7 children). 
* Of 78,319 foreigners, tested for tuberculosis, 387 (including 21 children) were positive. 
* No cases of leprosy were detected among migrants. 
* 2158 of 88,150 migrants who were examined were found to suff er from syphilis. 
* 88,111 foreigners were examined for drug abuse, and 12 were judged to be drug addicts. 

Figure 5.9.  Number of crimes committed by foreigners in the Russian Federation 
in 1991-2007.

Source: Russian Ministry of Internal Affairs 

 
Box 5.3.  Crimes against migrants

According to a report by the Director of the Moscow Bureau of Human Rights, Alexander Broda, there 
were at least 126 attacks in January-May 2008 on grounds of xenophobia, as a results of which 72 people 
were killed and at least 137 injured. The number of deaths exceeds the total for 2007. 

Moscow and Moscow Region rank highest for racist crimes (35 killed, at least 80 injured); followed by St. 
Petersburg (16 killed, 19 injured), Sverdlovsk Region (3 killed, 4 injured), Ulyanovsk Region (2 killed) and 
Voronezh (1 killed, 11 injured).

Migrants from the following countries are targeted in racist attacks: Uzbeks (12 killed, 10 injured), Kirgiz 
(9 killed, 5 injured), Tajiks (6 killed, 23 injured), Azerbaijanis (6 killed, 7 injured) and Russians (5 killed, 28 
injured).

According to Human Rights activists, there are up to 70,000 skinheads and members of other radical 
nationalistic organizations in Russia, who are mostly responsible for attacks on natives of the North 
Caucasus and Central Asia as well as representatives of other youth sub-cultures and sexual minorities.

NEWSru.com May 27, 2008
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that migrants are disposed towards crime. It is also 
indirect evidence for the effi  ciency of a new, more 
liberal migration policy, which simplifi es legalization 
of migrants and thus reduces probability that immi-
grants will become involved in crime. 

Th e number of crimes against migrants, as report-
ed by the Ministry of Internal Aff airs, increased by 
2.4% in 2007 to 15,985 crimes, which is indirect evi-
dence of increasing xenophobia in Russian society. 
While crimes by migrants are mostly theft , crimes 
against migrants are usually grievous. Th e number of 
murders of foreigners in Moscow and other large cit-
ies is constantly increasing. 

In is important to note that migrants, even legal 
migrants, have very limited access to justice and 
protection of their rights, and try to avoid contact 
with law-enforcement bodies. So crimes, commit-
ted against foreign citizens, are very latent and tend 
to be recorded less oft en than crimes against Rus-
sian citizens. 

Th e problem of cultural diff erence between mi-
grants and the native population is also much exag-
gerated. Of course, language barriers, and diff erent 
cultural and religious traditions create certain dif-
fi culties in communication, work and everyday life. 
But these diffi  culties can be overcome and there are 
many examples in world history and Russian history, 
when socio-cultural and ethno-religious diff erences 
have been no obstacle to development of a multicul-
tural society.

In a certain sense, Russia is better placed than 
many other host countries in Europe. Today, most 
labor migrants (67% in 2007) arrive from repub-
lics of the former USSR, which have a common 
past with Russia. So Russia’s migratory influx is 
culturally closer to the native population than is 
the case in other host countries, even though non-
Slavic republics (such as those in Central Asia) are 
increasing their cultural distance from Russia, as 
the “Soviet” generation gives way to a new gen-
eration, which does not associate itself with the 
cultural-historic unity of the “Soviet people” .

It remains true in any case that problems arising 
from cultural distance must be assessed in a timely 
and accurate fashion, and that policies must be de-
signed, which can attenuate these problems so far as 
possible.

It is also interesting that migrants themselves usu-
ally take a more positive view of their relations with 
the local population and do not feel the level of xeno-
phobia, which is registered by sociological surveys. 
Th ese points to exaggerated mythologisation of the 
xenophobia problem, but it may also indicate a large 

degree of exclusion, by virtue of which migrants do 
not perceive how much they are resented. 

Th ere is also a direct link between migrants’ living 
standards and attitude of local people towards them. 
Th e better the conditions in which the migrants live 
and work, the less negative the attitude of the local 
population is likely to be. 

Increasingly unfavorable attitudes towards mi-
grants show that real weight of the migration issue 
and its importance for Russia’s future are underes-
timated at all levels of Russian society. A negative 
social climate, manifestations of everyday xeno-
phobia, and an ideology of double standards sig-
nificantly aggravate the situation of migrants and 
force them into certain behavior patterns. Social 
exclusion and resulting desire of migrants to sepa-
rate themselves from the society around them lead 
to new problems, both for migrants and for the 
host society. Migrants try to minimize their con-
tacts with official bodies, which generally employ 
ordinary Russian citizens who are affected by the 
anti-migrant mood. So a sense of fear, distrust and 
dislike takes root among migrant communities, 
with negative psychological impact on individuals 
and groups, leading to deviant behavior (alcohol-
ism, drug-addiction, criminality, etc.). These ten-
dencies are not characteristic of labor migration as 
such: migrants come to Russia to work, and that is 
their priority aim. 

 Everything, which interferes with this aim, in-
cluding deviant behavior by the migrants themselves, 
is provoked by negative factors, such as hostile public 
opinion and administrative barriers to legalization. 

5.8.  Migration policy: 
Protectionism 
or restrictions?

Change in migration processes has been ac-
companied by changes to migration policy. In 
the 1990s, attention was focused on influx of dis-
placed persons, while other types of migration 
received little attention from government. Free 
migration across borders acted as an important 
shock-absorber during the comprehensive crisis 
which affected former countries of the USSR af-
ter the Soviet collapse, but it also entailed rapid 
growth in numbers of migrants with undefined 
status. This in turn led to widespread informal 
employment of migrants and, as a consequence, 
tax shortfalls, forced labor, fraudulent recruiting 
and human trafficking, drug trafficking, corrup-
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tion, etc. The result was a swing in the other di-
rection, with strict limitations on migration. Such 
reaction was encouraged by concerns of the Rus-
sian population, which had become used to living 
in a closed society.

A complex procedure for legal registration of 
migrants, brought in as part of the new approach, 
created serious obstacles for legal residence and 
employment of foreign citizens. These effect of 
these complications was the opposite of what was 
intended. They led to greater increase of illegal 
migration, formation of mafia networks, and 

corruption among officials dealing with migra-
tion. Legal migration sharply declined, contrary 
to Russia’s own interests in the context of demo-
graphic crisis. Inadequacy of this migration pol-
icy and need to simplify legalization of migrants 
became increasingly evident. 

A decisive step towards liberalization of mi-
gration policy was made in 2007. This step is as 
important for Russia as the law on freedom of 
arrival and departure, passed in the early 1990s, 
which finally destroyed the “iron curtain”. The 
new policy, based on liberal principals, is unpar-

 Box 5.4.  Main changes to migration legislation

Old procedure New procedure

Registration at place of stay /Migration accounting
(all immigrants)

Requiring permission Requiring notifi cation 

On issue of a permit by the police On notifi cation by hosts
No permit is required

At a residential address At a residential address, enterprise or intermediary 
agency

Registration at a police station Notifi cation to the Federal Migration Agency, in 
person or by post 

Complex procedure, requiring: 
—   Written consent of all persons, permanently 

living at the residential address, who must ac-
company the  migrant to the police station;

—   Observance of  norms for living space per per-
son (determined by local legislation in some 
regions) 

Простая процедура, предполагающая лишь 
поиск мигрантом принимающей стороны и 
отправку уведомления

Work permit (visa-free migrants)

Employment permit is granted to an employer Employment permit (work card) is granted to the 
migrant personally 

Employer notifi es the migration agency of a for-
eign worker employment 

Long multi-stage procedure Simple procedure

Quotas

Only for visa migrants Separately for visa-free and visa migrants
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alleled in the history of Russia from Tsarist timers 
to the present.

The changes greatly simplify of rules for regis-
tration of foreign citizens at their residence address 
in Russia and rules governing their employment. 
So they affect issues which were the key stumbling 
block for legalization of migrants. The new ap-
proach to migration regulation is set out in a new 
law, “On migration accounting of foreign citizens 
and persons without citizenship in the Russian 
Federation”, and in a new version of the law, “On 
legal status of foreign citizens in the Russian Fed-
eration”, both enacted on January 15, 2007.

For foreigners on a temporary stay in Russia – the 
case of most migrants – the need to apply for permis-
sion to reside at a specifi c address has been replaced 
by simple notifi cation of the address, where they are 

staying. Th e list of required documents for registration 
at an address has been shortened (only a passport and 
migration card stamped at the border crossing are now 
required) and registration by post is allowed. 

The procedure of employment for migrants 
has also undergone major changes. Previously, a 
permit for employment of foreign labor had to be 
granted to an employer. This made migrants de-
pendent on the employer and encouraged illegal 
employment practices. Now, a work card is grant-
ed to the worker himself, so that migrants can 
seek freely for a job and employers are free to hire 
foreign citizens with work cards. So dependence 
of the worker on the employer is eliminated and 
conditions for free movement of foreign labor on 
the market are in place, although the freedom is 
limited by the employment profile of the worker 

48% 52%

Before

Unregistered Registered 15%

85%

Now

Unregistered

Registered

Figure 5.10.  Registered migrants 

Source:  Programme of the International Organization for Migration and OSCE for monitoring 
of new migration legislation in Russia.

Figure 5.11.  Migrants with work permits 

Source:  * Data of the Center for Migration Research; 
** IOM and OSCE programmes for monitoring new migration legislation in Russia
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and is only valid in the subject of the Federation 
(administrative region), which issued the card. 

For the moment these new employment provi-
sions only concern CIS labor migrants, who are in 
Russia on a visa-free basis, as they are viewed as 
Russia’s priority immigration flow (Box 5.4).

The first year’s experience of the new legisla-
tion was highly positive. 

First, fairly reliable data on total numbers of 
migrants, including labor migrants, were obtained 
for the first time. A total of 8 million arrivals for 
temporary stay were registered in 2007 and 2.3 
million work cards were issued.   

The second and most important result of the 
new policy was a rise in levels of legitimacy of 
temporary labor migrants and improved protec-
tion of their rights. The situation has changed 
fundamentally. Previously, unregistered migrants 
were almost a half (46%) of the total, but this share 
has now decreased by three times (to 15%). Most 
migrants (85%) registered their presence and thus 
became legal (Figure 5.10). 

There has also been a radical change as regards 
rights of migrants to work. In 2007, according to 
IOM and OSCE monitoring data, three quarters of 
labor migrants obtained work permits. That com-
pares with only 15-25% of migrants (the figures 
vary between researchers) who were employed 
by employers on a legal basis before 2007 (Figure 
5.11). The tax base in the immigrant employment 
sphere has doubled in size.

However, extension of migrant rights on the la-
bor market does not guarantee that migrants will 
be able to find work in the registered (official) 
economy. The new procedure for work permit is-
suance underlines the dual nature of Russian labor 
markets and the huge potential, which they offer 
for illegal business. About 40% of migrants with 
work permits have been employed illegally in or-
der to avoid payment of taxes. So an absolutely le-
gal migrant nevertheless becomes an illegal work-
er. He may not be aware of this himself if he has 
signed a contract, which is in fact false.

These facts have been used to justify scathing 
criticism of the new migration policy and calls for 
a return to the old procedure, as if patent inade-
quacy of the old system had never been proved15.

While experts have been calling for elimination 
of residual limitations of migrant mobility, actual 
migration practices have take a step backwards 
towards tight control over migrant employment. 
Quotas for foreign labor are being used as a tool 
for such control, despite the fact that calculation 
of quotas in conditions of the modern Russian la-

bor market – under-researched, rapidly changing, 
and with a large shadow component – is very dif-
ficult and offers no obvious method. The existing 
mechanism of quota assignment is very complex 
and multi-stage. Small enterprises cannot meet 
its requirements and there is no applicable quota 
procedure for employment of foreign assistants 
by the self-employed. In these conditions, efforts 
to control labor migration slow down economic 
development and indirectly stimulate illegal em-
ployment. A quota of 1.8 million foreign work-
ers in 2008 was exhausted within 6 months (as 
early as April in several regions). The Ministry 
of Public Health and Social Development believes 
that the quota should be doubled. But, until such 
a decision is taken, employers have to slow down 
their business development or resort to illegal 
employment.

The overall danger is that focus of efforts on 
control and elimination of illegal migration de-
flects attention from strategic tasks of migration 
policy. This mistake represents a serious threat 
for Russia’s future

Although the country has now moved in the 
direction of a proper immigration policy, prog-
ress to date has been largely declarative. Russia 
has reformed the system for introduction of mi-
grants into the legal framework, but it still lacks 
an overall migration policy: unlike all developed 
countries, Russia has not calculated how many 
immigrants it will need (albeit only in the coming 
decade), and has no programme of action to en-
sure the necessary immigration flows and proper 
hosting of these flows.

Russia has declared that it will use a selec-
tive policy based on professional qualification 
of migrants, but nothing has been done to cre-
ate a system for selection and for assessment of 
the potential of various donor countries. Indeed, 
there are many grounds to believe that the re-
quired number of qualified migrants will not be 
available, since Russia must compete for highly 
qualified migrants with developed European 
countries, which have much more attractive 
economic conditions. So the popular question: 
“Which migrants does Russia need?” should be 
supplemented by another, no less pertinent ques-
tion: “Which migrants need Russia?” Lack of 
migrant supply on the international labor mar-
ket will surely force Russia to make additional 
investments in selection and professional (re-)
education of migrants. 

There is another, equally important question: 
does Russia want temporary migrants or migrants 
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who move to the country permanently, and what 
should be the proportion between the two groups? 
Russia has urgent need both for replenishment of 
labor resources and for permanent population, so 
a naturalization corridor for migrants, who stay 
in Russian for a long period of time, and for for-
eign students, seems rational. Present legislation 
emphasizes labor migration for periods up to one 
year. Longer programmes, envisaging receipt of 
long-term work permits and residence permits 
are difficult to organize. 

Alternative ways of reducing the need for for-
eign workers (for example, by moving production 
to countries with a cheap labor force) are not being 
considered at all. 

Although many key issues of migration policy are 
still unresolved, it is important to pursue the path of 
a protectionist immigration policy and to prevent the 
retrograde movement, which advocates of previous 
approaches are calling for.  

Th ere is an important political consequence of a 
liberal migration policy, namely that it creates the 
prerequisites for strengthening of Russia’s position in 
CIS countries, creating the basis for qualitatively dif-
ferent and more constructive relationships. 

*  *  *  *  *

Migration is undoubtedly one of the most impor-
tant factors for Russia’s future development. Popula-
tion numbers and structure, rates of economic de-
velopment, living standards, regional development 
proportions, size of the country and its integrity all 
depend on success in attracting of required quantity 
of immigrants. All these factors make  immigration 
an objective necessity. But immigration – like a Tro-
jan horse – is also fraught with serious risks, which 
include possible negative economic eff ects and a 
threat of social and cultural destabilization. Migra-
tion policy must therefore include protectionist and 
risk-prevention aspects. 

*  This and further chapters use the results of the research carried out by The Center for Migration Studies (Moscow) under the fi nancial support of 
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation .
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Chapter 6

 Demographic 
challenges anD 

economic growth
 

6.1.  Economic growth and 
human capital 

The rapid economic growth of the last 10 years has 
provided the first opportunity to articulate a long-
term development trajectory for Russia – an objec-
tive which looked unrealistic in previous conditions. 
The Concept for Socio-Economic Development of 
the Russian Federation up to 2020 envisages Rus-
sia attaining levels of prosperity similar to those of 
developed countries (per capita GDP equal to USD 
30,000). We estimate that attainment of this goal is 
possible, assuming average annual economic growth 
of about 7% throughout the period. 

It is perfectly feasible for a country with PPP GDP 
of USD 10-15,000 per capita to maintain sustainable 
annual growth at a rate of 7%. Since 1950 as many as 
13 countries have succeeded in maintaining such rates 
of growth for no less than 25 years, including Brazil, 
Hong Kong, Malaysia, Taiwan, Thailand, Singapore, 
South Korea and Japan1. However, never in history 
has a country been able to achieve growth rates of 

7% annually for 15 successive years while suffering 
annual shrinkage of the working-age population by 
1%, which is expected to be the case for Russia, ac-
cording to available forecast estimates (see Chapter 1, 
Section 1.2.2). 

The World Bank Report for 2006 contains estimates 
of contribution by various assets to growth of public 
wealth in a large number of the world’s countries2. 
One of the principal conclusions from the Report is 
that higher levels of economic development are cor-
related with lower shares of natural resources in total 
public wealth. In poor countries, the share of natural 
resources is, on average, as high as 26%; in countries 
with medium levels of development it is about 13%, 
and it is about 2% in developed countries (Figure 6.1). 
Lower share of natural resources is always accompa-
nied by growing share of intangible assets, consisting 
mainly of various human capital components.

Viewed in this context, Russia’s situation looks very 
unfavorable. The share of natural resources & raw ma-
terials in its wealth is far in excess not only of devel-
oped countries, but of most of the poorest countries 
of the world. The share of intangible assets in Russia’s 
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Figure 6.1.  Sources of public wealth depending on economic development levels 
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public wealth is about four 
times lower than the aver-
age for the world’s poor 
countries, not to mention 
developed countries. Rus-
sia’s closest peers, measured 
by contribution of intan-
gible assets to public wealth 
are Guyana, Moldavia, Ven-
ezuela, Gabon, Syria, alge-
ria, nigeria and Congo (see 
Figure 6.2).

Russia is in the top 15% 
most developed countries 
of the world measured by 
the educational component 
of the UnDP Human De-
velopment Index3, but it is 
among the 15% least suc-
cessful countries in contri-
bution of human capital to national wealth. 

It would be natural to suppose that low share of in-
tangible assets is due to the large share of resource rent 
in the Russian economy. However, there are developed 
countries, whose economies are also reliant on large-
scale production of raw materials. In norway, the con-
tribution of natural resources to national wealth is 12%, 
which is 6 times more than the average for developed 
countries. nevertheless, the contribution of intangible 
assets to norway’s national wealth is 4 times higher 
than in the Russian Federation (see Figure 6.3).

all else being equal, increase by 2020 of the con-
tribution from human capital to creation of wealth in 
Russia, even to the level of countries with medium 
levels of development, will add about 3 percentage 
points of economic growth annually. This is equal 
to the difference between growth rates in innovative 
(best) and inertial (worst) scenarios. 

However, improvement of the contribution 
from human capital to public wealth in Russia 
is largely complicated by adverse demographic 
changes and resulting difficulties on the labor 
market. The vector and rate of macro-economic 
trends are always largely dependent on the situ-
ation on the labor market, and the labor market, 
in turn, mediates impact of macro-economic de-
velopment on public wealth and development of 
most social processes. 

Shrinkage of the population of working age 
causes reduction of supply and structural distor-
tions on the labor market, and this eventually be-
comes a major negative factor, hindering increase 
in the contribution from human capital to public 
wealth and making optimistic scenario for eco-
nomic growth harder to attain. 

Source:  Where is the Wealth of Nations: Measuring Capital for the 21st Century. 
The World Bank. Washington DC, 2006.
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Figure 6.2.  Balance between sources of public wealth  
in countries where contribution of intangible assets  
to economic development is similar to Russia

Figure 6.3.  Sources of wealth in Russia and Norway 

 

Source:  Where is the Wealth of Nations: Measuring Capital for the 21st Century. The 
World Bank. Washington DC, 2006

112  Russia Facing DemogRaphic challenges



6.2.  Demographic challenges 
and the labor market

according to demographic forecasts, Russia will face 
a large decline in its able-bodied population aged 15-72 
years in the near future. Th e decline will be particularly 
noticeable in the next 5-7 years. Th at will be followed 
by further reduction at slower rates, but there will be no 
return to previous able-bodied population levels. 

Decline in numbers of people of able-bodied age is 
complicated by mounting structural disproportions 
on the labor market. Th e nature of these dispropor-
tions can be shown using the Southern Federal Dis-
trict as an example (see Box 6.1). 

Structural disproportions are also associated with 
ageing of the able-bodied part of the population 
(aged 15-72 years). Th is will be manifest, initially, in 
dwindling of population under 30 years old and con-
current growth in those of 30-39 y.o. and 60-72 y.o. 

 

469 

-397 

-345 

273 

2 071 
2 468 

2 563 2 908 

3 506 3 233 

Estimated job-market supply and demand , as per expected 

education levels in 2025, thou. individuals 

10 998 10 998 

2 858 
2 389 

supply demand 

Job market balance*, as per expected education 

levels in 2025, thou. individuals 

Higher 

Secondary 

Elementary 

Unskilled 

● If the present vocational training distribution 

remains the same, the job market will suffer a 

deficit of specialists with secondary and 

elementary vocational education (about 0.7 

million individuals). 

● This will be combined with a roughly equal 

excess of specialists with higher education and 

individuals with no vocational education (about 

0.7 million individuals). 

Higher Secondary vocational 

Elementary 

vocational 

Unskilled 

Source:  Росстат; Минобразования; US Census; http://www.euklems.net/; аналитика ООО «Strategy Partners»; 
*разница между спросом и предложением 

Box 6.1.   Structural disproportions on the labor market of the 
Southern Federal District, by professions and skills

A study carried for purposes of economic strategy design in the Southern Federal District (SFD) revealed that 
disproportionate vocational training distribution will create another impediment to development of the District, 
alongside general supply shortages on the labor market. Such disproportions have already begun to have an 
eff ect, and the situation will become more acute in future if the present skill distribution remains the same. 
Current obstacles to an effi  cient allocation of labor in most SFD regions are shortage of skilled workforce, as well 
as loss of highly-skilled workers, engineers and technicians at many industrial facilities, particularly those in the 
processing sector, during the years of stagnation in the economy. Restoration of lost human resources requires 
considerable eff orts and time. 

Regions of the SFD, like the rest of Russia, are suff ering the consequences of serious contradictions between 
actual needs of the labor market and the current system of professional training of skilled workers and specialists. 
The current distribution of various specialist groups who are completing their vocational education does not 
match future needs of the economy. If the current supply structure of the education system remains the same in 
future, there will be a mounting defi cit of human resources with vocational education (skilled workers) and an 
excess of unskilled personnel and specialists with higher education (Figure 6.A). 

Figure 6.А.   Structural disproportions on the labor market in the SFD, as per 
education levels 
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(Figure 6.4). after 2020, there will be growth in the 
number of people aged 40-72. Since highest employ-
ment levels are typical for 25-54 y.o. (especially 30-
49 y.o.) (Figure 6.5), it is clear that, initially, and even 
without any efforts to improve employment rates, 
the number of people in employment will decrease 
more slowly than total population in able-bodied 
age groups. But what has greatest importance for the 
current state of the labor market and its future pros-
pects is reduction in numbers of people aged 30-49, 

since they represent the largest and most productive 
part of the labor force, armed with experience, work-
ing skills and superior levels of qualification. 

ageing of the able-bodied population will also 
entail a growing share of senior-age group employ-
ees with outdated professional competences and 
skills, creating the necessity for an efficient system 
of mass continuous education, which is regrettably 
rudimentary in Russia at present (for more details, 
see Chapter 8).
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Figure 6.4.   Forecasted structure of able-bodied population for 2010-2050, start of year, %

Figure 6.5.   Employment rates for men and women by age groups,  
% of total population of respective age & gender groups 

Source: Данные среднего варианта долгосрочного демографического прогноза ИДЕМ ГУ-ВШЭ

Sources:   Labor and employment in Russia. 2007. Rosstat statistical compendium. Moscow, 2007, p. 64; 
Economic activity of Russian population. 2006. Rosstat statistical compendium. Moscow, 2006, p. 47.
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There are several reasons why shrinkage and age-
ing of the able-bodied population is likely to cause a 
slow-down of per capita GDP growth:

1. assuming no change in labor productivity 
growth and levels of economic activity, shrinkage 
of the able-bodied population will entail lower total 
GDP growth rates and, since the able-bodied share 
of the overall population will decline, it will also en-
tail lower rates of GDP growth per capita. The lat-
ter could dwindle by about 0.8 percentage points per 
year due to this factor, even disregarding probable 
increase of birth rates in the next few years, which 
will further reduce the able-bodied share of total 
population until 2025-2030. all other things being 
equal, this is equivalent to reduction of per capita 
GDP by 10% by 2020 (representing USD 3000 in 
2007 prices) compared with what would be achieved 
if the able-bodied share remained stable. If, on the 
other hand, the optimistic demographic forecast by 
the Institute of Demography at the State University 
– Higher School of Economics is fulfilled, improved 
birth rates and accelerated longevity growth will 
cause average annual per-capita GDP rates to decline 
by 1 percentage point. If so, absolute per capita GDP 
by 2020 will be 13% or nearly USD 4000 lower than 
it would be if the able-bodied share of population re-
mained stable. 

2. Decline in the able-bodied share of the pop-
ulation also entails large growth of social spending as 
a percentage of GDP due to the growing demograph-
ic burden per working individual. This problem will 
be particularly acute if the optimistic demographic 
forecast comes true (see Chapter 7 for more details). 
Growing demographic pressure will intensify tax 
pressure and become a destabilizing factor for public 
finances, thus tending to slow down rates of econom-
ic growth. 

3. Insufficient input of new labor is an obstacle 
to investment flows for creation of new production 
capacity and for technological innovation. There are 
at least three reasons for this: 

3.1. Lack of new workers makes creation of new 
jobs dependent on liquidation of existing jobs; if such 
liquidation does not happen for any reason, creation 
of the new jobs is impeded; 

3.2. new skills have to be imparted through re-
training of seasoned human resources with outdated 
skills instead of being taught to younger generation 
of employees, who have obtained up-to-date educa-
tion; such re-training does not always produce the 
desired outcomes; 

3.3. as the economy approaches the global produc-
tivity frontier, innovations are increasingly important 
as drivers of per capita GDP growth rates. Theoretical 

findings obtained using a number of endogenous eco-
nomic growth models show that intensity of innova-
tions is closely related to growth of economically active 
population and improvement of its education levels4. 
In that context, reduction of the Russian able-bodied 
population, with a fairly high starting level of educa-
tion, could slow down growth of innovative activity 
and overall economic growth rates. 

4. The growing share of senior-aged population 
will tend to reduce savings, since net contribution of 
older people to total growth of household savings is 
usually negative. Typically, pensioners are spenders 
of previously accrued savings rather than creators 
of new savings5. This will narrow domestic financial 
base for investments.

6.3.   How to reduce tension 
on the labor market

There is little doubt that during the next 10-15 de-
mographic trends will make a predominantly nega-
tive impact on the Russian labor market. Therefore 
it will be important to mobilize all the existing re-
serves, which can at least partially alleviate shortages 
and tensions due to reduction and ageing of the able-
bodied population. 

The main reserves available for this purpose are: 
•  Health improvement and mortality reduction 
•  Raising levels of economic activity among young 

and middle age groups 
•  Raising employment rates among pensioners 
•  Raising employment rates among the disabled 
•  Extension of normal working time 
•  Inter-sectoral relocation of labor and growth of 

labor productivity 
•  Interregional labor mobility 
•  International labor migration

6.3.1.   Health improvement and 
mortality reduction

Improvement of health and reduction of mortal-
ity can boost supply on the labor market in three 
ways.

First, by extending life expectancy of working 
age groups. If working age limits are taken to be 
from 20 y.o. to 60 y.o., then, ideally, an individual 
has potential working life of 40 man-years when 
he crosses the first threshold. However, not all 20 
y.o. individuals are lucky enough to survive to the 
upper age limit, so that a part of labor resources 
is lost. Based on mortality levels in 2000, Sweden 
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uses 97.4% of the labor potential of its people aged 
20, France uses 96.3% and the USa 95.3%, but the 
Russian rate is only 86.8%. If Russia could reduce 
mortality to French levels, potential working life 
of every 1000 Russians at the start of their career 
would grow from 34,730 to 38,520 man-years, or 
by 11%. In other words, 11% decline of able-bodied 
population would be counter-balanced by reduced 
mortality. 

The second way is by extension of the share of 
their lives, during which people are in good health. 
Far from everybody, who lives to the upper able-
bodied age limit, actually retains his/her ability to 
work. as estimated by WHO, usual span of life in 
good-health was 9.4% lower 
for Russian men and 10.7% 
lower for women than total ex-
pected life span. This is a fur-
ther limiting factor on supply 
to the labor market. 

Finally, better health and 
mortality rates raise the upper 
able-bodied age limit. Present-
day Russian mortality levels 
make such extension impos-
sible, since too many people 
would have to work until their 
dying day. In most developed 
countries, the upper able-bod-
ied age limit is 65 years and a 
65 y.o. man usually lives longer 
after retirement than a Russian 
man of 60 years. For instance, 
the expected life span for a 60 
y.o. man in Russia was 13.2 

years, compared with 15.7 years for 
a 65 y.o. man in the USa, 16.7 years 
in France and 17.4 years in Japan. 
If reduction of mortality in Russia 
extends expected life span to levels 
typical for the majority of devel-
oped countries, then raising of re-
tirement age will become feasible. 

6.3.2.   Increasing levels 
of economic 
activity in young 
and middle age 
groups 

One of the principal reserves 
for boosting supply on the labor 
market is expansion of economic 

activity in various age groups of the working-age 
population.

In november 2006, as reported by the Rosstat Pop-
ulation Employment Study (PES), the economically 
inactive population included 83.5% of men and 87.6% 
of women aged 15-19 years, as well as 33.9% of men 
and 43.5% of women aged 20-24 years. So only 12.7% 
of men and 8.2% of women aged 15-19 years and 
57.0% and 48.3% of men and women, respectively, 
aged 20-24 years, were in employment (Figure 6.6). 

as reported in the study, “Parents and children, 
men and women in family and society” (it’s a Russian 
title of Generations and Gender Survey – RusGGS 
further)6, the absolute majority of inactive men aged 
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Figure 6.6.   Employment and unemployment among young 
people, November 2006, % of total population  
of respective age & gender groups 

Figure 6.7.   Share of informal employment among non-
pensioners, by age groups, in 2004 and 2007,  
% of total employment in each age group 

Source:   Labor and employment in Russia. 2007. Rosstat statistical 
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18-24 years are students (94% of inactive males aged 
18-19 and 84% of those aged 20-24). among eco-
nomically inactive women, students only predomi-
nate at ages 18-19, when 87% of inactive females are 
students of higher- and other education facilities. 
at ages of 20-24 years, the share of students among 
economically inactive women dwindles to 46%, 
while 27% and 24%, respectively, are housewives 
and women on leave from work due to pregnancy 
and childcare. among economically inactive women 
aged 25-29, 47% are on various leave connected with 
childbirth or childcare, while 45% say that they are 
housewives. 

absence from the labor market among young 
age groups is often a sign of barriers to market en-
try. Firstly, analysis of statistics shows that, although 
average unemployment rates for economically active 
age groups have been on the decline in recent years, 
rates among young people have only fluctuated at 
roughly the same level. Secondly, it is known that 
informal employment rates are much higher among 
young age groups. The RusGGS findings show that, in 
2004-2007, the share of people employed under ver-
bal agreements grew in the 18-19 y.o. age group and 
failed to decline among 20-24 y.o. employees (Figure 
6.7). If shadow employment is taken to include both 
employment based on verbal agreements and jobs 
with actual salary rates different from those payable 
under the relevant contract7, more than one in three 
employees aged 18-24 (34%) and more than one in 
four (28%) aged 25-29 are in shadow employment. 

as estimated by the World Bank, in the long term 
the best way of minimizing decline of the labor force 
in Russia is through higher employment rates for 
individuals aged 40-59 years8. Findings suggest that 
improved employment rates for senior age groups (60 
years and older) also offer much 
potential. 

But while more intensive 
employment of people aged 40 
and over can lead to the greatest 
quantitative growth of employ-
ment in the next few years, it is 
obviously not the way to solve 
the problem of labor force age-
ing. Indeed, employment rates 
in these age groups (particularly 
those aged 40-59) have been im-
proving over recent years with-
out any special efforts, while 
share of young people aged 15-
24 years in the overall labor force 
(particularly the formal employ-
ment) has continued to decline 

(Figure 6.2). In 2000-2006, the share of individuals 
aged 20-24 in the overall population of able-bodied 
age (15-72 years) grew, but share of these individu-
als in total employment decreased. Meanwhile, as the 
overall population ages, it becomes increasingly im-
portant to widen the distance between the beginning 
and the end of working life. Extension of the period, 
during which an average individual stays in the labor 
market, can be achieved by encouraging later retire-
ment and removing obstacles to entry or return to 
the labor market in young age groups. 

6.3.3.  Increasing employment among 
pensioners

Greater employment rates for pensioners are one 
way of increasing supply on the labor market. But 
how great is the potential? 

at the start of 2007, Russia had more than 38 mil-
lion pensioners, including 29.6 million old-age pen-
sioners. Some of them have stayed in employment, 
and official data show that pensioners’ employment 
rates have been growing since 2002. at present up 
to 9.4 million of them, or about every fourth pen-
sioner, are working (Figure 6.8). This is primarily 
due to legislative abolition since 2002 of pension-
ers’ employment restrictions, but also to economic 
growth of the 2000s, which has caused an increasing 
shortage of manpower resources, boosting demand 
for senior-age employees. as a result, pensioners’ 
employment rates grew by nearly 10 p.p. or 1.6 times 
over 6 years. at the beginning of 2007 the number of 
formally employed pensioners was the highest since 
1990. added to non-registered, random employ-
ment, which can be accounted using sample surveys 
data, the estimated share of employed pensioners is 

Source:  Pension fund statistics – Form 94, “Pension”

Figure 6.8.  Share of working pensioners in all pensioners,  
end of year, %
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even higher at 22% in 2004 and 26% 
in 2007.9

The share of working pension-
ers in the total employed population 
aged 18 years and above grew from 
13% in 2004 to 17% in 2007.10 So 
roughly every sixth employee was a 
pensioner. 

not all pensioners are above the 
working-age limit officially applicable 
in Russia (55 y.o. for women and 60 
y.o. for men). This refers particularly 
to people who are entitled to pensions 
at ages below normal retirement age. 
The share of these people who con-
tinue to work is very high (69.5%) 
and has grown further, particularly 
in recent years. But many people who 
receive work-related old-age pen-
sions also work on into their “retirement” (28.2% in 
late 2006). So a considerable number of pensioners, 
including the majority of those who are in working-
age groups, do not equate receipt of a pension with 
loss of ability to work or of labor-earned income. 

Clearly, one of the reasons for continuing to work 
after retirement is that pensions are too small. For-
mally, the present-day pension system is, on the 
whole, successful in preventing poverty (especially 
in its extreme forms) in most traditional pension-
ers’ groups, i.e. those, who receive old-age labor pen-
sions. analysis of pensioners’ poverty, based on the 
nOBUS data, showed that scale and depth of poverty 
among pensioners of retirement age, including those 
living alone11, is less than in households without pen-
sioners, or where pensioners are of working age or 
below working age, i.e. orphaned children, disabled 
children or young disabled people. nevertheless, dif-
ferences in pension benefits remain slight12 and the 
average pension is close to the minimum subsistence 
level for a pensioner, so most pensioners’ households, 
though not poor by official standards, have incomes 
not much above the poverty threshold. 

Furthermore, average salaries are growing more rap-
idly than average pensions, so decline in income, which 
people face when they retire, is increasingly large. 

Increasing numbers of pensioners therefore prefer to 
postpone the time, when their income will be limited 
to social security (pension) payments, and employ-
ment is a major factor, by which they can supplement 
their income levels. 

Increased access of pensioners to earnings com-
pensates inadequacy of the pension system for pre-
venting poverty risks among the elderly, but also 
partly compensates failures of other segments of the 

social security system. Study of inter-generation fi-
nancial transfers shows that elderly parents are the 
most common source of money transfers to children 
and grandchildren.13

However, studies of the connection between pen-
sioners’ employment rates and their income levels, 
using RusGGS and RLMS, found that, on the whole, 
pensioners’ employment rates are not dependent on 
levels of pensions and on levels of income in the pen-
sioners’ households.14 In particular, it was found that, 
contrary to expectations, pensioners who are far from 
poor are the most disposed to work. 

The economic motivation for staying in employ-
ment is clear, but employment among pensioners de-
clines with age, for obvious reasons. 

Statistical data and findings of various studies 
show that employment among pensioners is highest 
in working-age groups (40-54 years – some jobs give 
entitlement to retirement and receipt of a pension 
at these early ages). after normal retirement age is 
reached, economic activity usually declines signifi-
cantly; however, the most dramatic cut in pensioners’ 
employment rates is usually at the age of 60 for wom-
en and 65 for men. This cut-off is particularly notice-
able among women because a large share of women 
postpones their actual exit from labor market until 
later than the age when they start to receive a pension 
(55): their actual retirement age is around the gener-
ally normal pension age for men, which is 60 years. 

as result, the gap between total number of pen-
sioners and total number of those who have actually 
left the labor market is greatest in the last five years 
after retirement (Figure 6.9). This shows that the ma-
jority of those entitled to pensions at a relatively early 
age and a large share of individuals who collect pen-
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sion on standard terms are still capable of working at 
the time when they become official pensioners. 

according to findings of the second wave of Rus-
GGS survey (2007), more than 60% of pensioners 
(about half of men and three quarters of women), 
remain employed for the first year after drawing 
pensions. Male employment levels remain almost 
unchanged in the second year, when every fifth fe-
male employee quits the labor market. The share of 
those who have actually retired increases over time, 
with women quitting employment more rapidly than 
men. nevertheless, women retain higher levels of 
employment than men throughout the first 5 years 
after drawing pensions (Figure 6.10). The main cut-
off point is 10 years after becoming a pensioner, fol-
lowing which there is a dramatic decline in the share 
of working pensioners. Most of them do not resume 
employment after this time.

The employment behavior model applicable to 
Russian pensioners can be described as follows: they 
work for so as long as their physical capabilities and 
health allow, often in the same job, which they did 
before reaching pensionable age, and when they do 
quit the labor market, it is without return. Statistics 
suggest that average time needed to find a job in-
creases with age, so tendency of pensioners to stay 
in their original job may be partially due to barriers 
they encounter when seeking new jobs. Such bar-
riers may reflect both subjective mental attitudes – 
employers expect relatively lower productivity from 
senior-aged employees, – and objectively lower qual-
ity of their human capital.

One of the principal barriers is health of pension-
ers. This is a key factor limiting employment rates 
among senior-age groups: any sharp deterioration of 
health not only provokes earlier collecting a pension, 
but also exit from the labor market. This factor large-
ly restricts possibilities of increasing of pensioners’ 
employment. 

However, impact of health problems 
(except their severest manifestations) on 
ability to work and on productivity dif-
fers between groups of pensioners. More 
educated pensioners tend to have better 
health, and they are more likely to be em-
ployed even when their health is poor or 
very poor. So improvement of education 
levels among pensioners, which has been a 
development of recent years, makes a con-
tribution to improvement of their employ-
ment rates.

Per-sector pensioner employment dis-
tribution is clearly biased in favor of in-
tellectual occupations. Education, science 

and culture rank highest. according to the RusGGS, 
the share of pensioners employed in education was 
18-19% of all working pensioners in 2004-2007. 
about 4-5% of employed pensioners are in the sci-
ence and culture sectors. Pensioners are also promi-
nent in health care and social services (about 14-16% 
of all working pensioners). Schemes allowing early 
pension entitlement in education (among school 
teachers) and health care professionals largely ex-
plain the high concentration of working pensioners 
in these sectors. addition of pensioners working 
in government administration and social services 
leads to the result that about 40% of all employed 
pensioners are in jobs, which require high levels of 
education. about 18-19% of employed pensioners 
are in mechanical engineering and heavy industry. 
Pensioner employment rates in all other sectors are 
much lower.

There are good reasons why pensioners stay on in 
their jobs in the education, science and health sec-
tors. The risk of diminishing professional capacity 
is less in these sectors than in transport, construc-
tion, or industry, and health requirements are lower. 
On the contrary, levels of knowledge, experience 
and professional competence usually grow with age. 
nevertheless, the present situation looks contradic-
tory in the context of labor market policy. Keeping 
pensioners in these public sectors is a good way of 
tackling shortage of manpower, but recruiting of 
young people to the low-paid public sector jobs re-
mains a problem, and reforms are still pending in 
education, science and health. 

Overall, average education levels in new cohorts 
approaching retirement age are rising, and increas-
ing employment among senior-age groups is pos-
sible, provided there is a restructuring of the labor 
market in favor of services, information technology 
and other intellectual occupations.
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pensioners, by duration of formal 
retirement 

Source: RusGGS, 2004 
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It seems that shortage of jobs with flexible work-
ing-hours and part-time jobs is a major barrier to 
extension of employment among senior age groups 
in Russia. Firstly, health problems among senior-age 
groups create obstacles to employment outside the 
home and to full-time employment. Secondly, full-
time jobs make it hard to combine work with fam-
ily responsibilities, such as care of grandchildren, on 
which pensioners may place higher value.

Pensioners’ employment has much potential for 
increasing supply on the labor market. If we assume 
that the share of employed pensioners in total popu-
lation of respective age groups stays the same as in 
2007, then expected changes in the total popula-

tion of various age groups in the coming 10-15 years 
should give an increase of employed pensioners by 
1.5-3 million individuals, to a total of 11-12 million. 
Most of them will be aged 50-64. 

all other things being equal, the labor force partic-
ipation of pensioners will be enhanced by improve-
ment of education levels in new pensioner cohorts. 
as mentioned above, higher or secondary vocational 
education is a significant precondition for continua-
tion of employment of pensioners. nevertheless, un-
less life-long learning programmes are put in place, 
levels of qualification of senior-age employees will 
fail to match market needs, while use of pensioners 
to fill jobs, which do not require high standards of 

Table 6.2.  Dependence between the share of employed pensioners and their pension 
entitlement while continuing to work, by income groups 

Source: Kovrova I. “Shaping a Pension System: Distributive and Incentive Effects of the Russian Pension Reforms”,  
                     Ph.D. dissertation, University of Turin, 2007

Potential wage The share of pension payable to an employed pensioner,  
assuming various pensioner employment rates, %

90 80 70 60 50
The lower 50%  
(the lower 5 deciles)

71 47 29 17 9

51-89%  
(6th – 9th deciles)

51 21 8 3 1

The upper 10% 17 5 0 0 0

 

Box 6.2.  Half of European men retire before they are 61, and half 
of women before they are 60 years old 

Although average life spans in developed countries started to grow rapidly in the 1960s, many countries 
have reduced the standard retirement age. In OECD, life expectancy rose from 68.5 years in 1958 to 75.6 
years in 1993. In the same period, the average retirement age in men declined from 64.5 to 62.2 years and 
from 61.8 to 60.7 years for women. 

However, since the early 1990s, in order to keep the pension system sustainable in conditions of rapid 
population ageing, about 30 OECD countries have taken steps to modify the system, including lengthening 
of working life. 7 countries enacted gradual increase of retirement age for both men and women, and 
another 5 raised the retirement age for women (previously lower than for men). As a result of these reforms, 
most OECD countries will have 65 years as their standard retirement age, although, in the United Kingdom, 
Germany, Denmark, Iceland and USA, the age has already been raised to 67 years and will remain unchanged 
in coming years. France, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia are the only countries, which intend to 
leave their retirement age unchanged (below 65 years). In another 4 countries, women are entitled to retire 
and receive full pensions earlier than the age of 65, which is applicable for men. 

Today, the official retirement age for men, when they are entitled to full pensions, is 65-66 years 
(depending on employment sectors) in 14 European Union countries, 65-67 years in Denmark and 61-67 
years in Sweden. 6 other EU countries have retirement ages of 62-63 years, and in France, Czech Republic 
and Malta, the age is even lower at 60, 61.5 and 61 years, respectively.

In almost half of Europe-25 countries, the officially applicable retirement age for women is the same 
as for men. In the remaining 12, it is lower: one year less in Belgium and Malta, 1.5-2.5 years less in Latvia, 
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Lithuania and Slovenia and 3.5 years less in Estonia. In the Czech Republic, it is 1.5-6.5 years lower: women 
there can retire from the age of 55-60 years. In 5 EU countries (Greece, Italy, Austria, Poland and United 
Kingdom), where the officially applicable retirement age for men is 65 years, the age is 5 years lower for 
women.

However, the age, at which most men and women actually quit the labor market and retire, is very 
dissimilar between countries and usually lower than the official retirement age. 

Median factual retirement age for women in Europe-25, as of 2005, according to findings of a selective 
labor force study, was 59.4 years, which is 16 months below median retirement age for men (60.7 years). 
Median retirement age for women in different countries varied between 55.2 years in Poland and Slovenia 
and 63.3 years in Sweden, while median retirement age for men was between 57 years in Poland and 65 
years in Estonia and Cyprus. Median age at which people factually retired in most EU countries was below 
the official age. 

Men and women gradually quit the labor market over a period of about 8 years. A relatively small number 
of men and women opt for reduced working hours on the threshold of retirement. 
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Figure 6.B.  Employment rates in European Union population aged 45 years and older (ЕС-27), 
according to findings of labor force study for 2007, %

Figure 6.C.  Partial employment rates in the European Union,  
aged 40 years and older (ЕU-27), according to labor force study findings for 2007,  
% of total employment rates
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qualification, is inconsistent with objectives for im-
proving labor productivity. 

On the other hand, changes in the pension system 
might have the opposite effect, encouraging pension-
ers to quit the labor market. as long as pension ben-
efits grow more slowly than wage and are not much 
higher than the minimal subsistence level, pension-
ers will be largely motivated to stay in employment. 
But if efforts to raise pensions prove successful, some 
pensioners who now work in order to make ends 
meet will quit the labor market. 

So there are risks that a larger population of em-
ployed pensioners will fail to alleviate labor market 
problems, and spread of early retirement when the 
overall population is ageing will, of course, create se-
rious problems for the pension system. The problem, 
also, is that, so long as it is permissible to receive a 
pension while also receiving wage, various incentive 
schemes to encourage voluntary postponement of 
the age of pension entitlement will either fail to work 
or will require very high-rate indemnification to em-
ployees, who have chosen to postpone applying for 
a pension. The question then arises of what is pref-
erable: imposition of pensioner employment restric-
tions, which will encourage people to postpone their 
retirement, or raising of the normal retirement age?

What are the potential effects of a restriction on 
rights of pensioners to work? Will it help to resolve so-
cial and employment problems engendered by ageing 
of the population?

Potential wage is of major importance for a pen-
sioner’s decision whether or not to remain in his or 
her employment. Pensioners who can obtain the high-
est wages are most likely to stay on the labor market.15 
Restriction of pensions to pensioners who continue 
to work will have least impact on highly paid workers 
and most impact on those in low-paid jobs. So, to pre-
vent limitations on pensions leading to decline (below 
a specific threshold) of the share of working pension-
ers, there will have to be wage-differentiated pension 
benefits restrictions (Table 6.2). In other words, it is 
better to restrict the total income levels of a working 
pensioner rather than the level of his pension. 

So adjustment of the income limitation threshold 
for working pensioners can limit the number of pen-
sioners who quit the labor market and provide incen-
tives for more qualified people to stay in the labor mar-
ket. Combined with tools serving to encourage large 
growth of pension capital (real and nominal) thanks to 
voluntary postponement of retirement, such a policy 
help to deal with problems of the labor market and of 
the pension system. 

However, calculations show that restrictions on 
income of working pensioners will augment risks of 

poverty, particularly in households which include 
people who have taken early retirement, people who 
have retired at the standard age and disability pen-
sion recipients.16 So pensioner employment restric-
tions are hazardous in two ways: they can reduce 
employment rates in senior-age groups and increase 
poverty rates among pensioners, potentially increas-
ing the need for social assistance programs. 

as result, under the conditions of population age-
ing the most efficient approach is likely to be obtained 
from a policy which keeps pensioners working, while 
gradually raising the age at which people qualify for a 
pension. Despite the obviously challenging nature of 
such an approach, there is no way of avoiding chang-
es in the pension age in Russia in the near future. 

There are good reasons for such an increase even if 
there is no improvement in mortality rates. First, there 
is the existing gap in life expectancy between men and 
women. Second, the age at which young people enter 
the labor market is rising due to longer duration of 
education and to obstacles, which make it harder for 
young people to enter the formal labor market (levels 
of unemployment and informal employment among 
young people are growing). Third, jobs requiring hard 
manual work represent a declining share of the labor 
market, so physical limitations are less of a problem 
for older people on the labor market. 

There are many ways of raising retirement age 
while mitigating adverse effects, such as higher rates 
of unemployment or disability in senior-age groups. 
approaches include: reform of early retirement prac-
tices; change in the expected pension payment pe-
riod, used to calculate the insurance part of employ-
ment pensions, to make the period reflect changes in 
expected life span; and, finally, leveling of standard 
retirement age for men and women to 60-62 years for 
both sexes (at a rate of 4 months annually).  

6.3.4.  Increase of employment rates 
among the disabled 

Official estimates suggest that total disability rates 
in Russia are approximately the same as in developed 
countries. But employment rates among disabled 
people are much lower in Russia than the OECD 
average, where about 50-70% of disabled people of 
working age have jobs; in Russia, according to vari-
ous estimates for 2002-2007, employment rates are 
about 11-15% for all disabled and 24-32% for dis-
abled individuals of working age. 

The disabled in Russia face serious obstacles to 
improvement of their participation in paid employ-
ment. This is shown, among other things, by Labor 
force surveys (LFS) data on the duration of unem-
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ployment. Disabled people consistently take longer 
to find a job than all other unemployed groups, and 
this indicator has been growing since 2004. In 2006, 
64% of disabled people who were unemployed need-
ed more than 12 months to find a job.17 Duration of 
completed unemployment of disabled people regis-
tered at the state employment service is almost twice 
less; however, the numbers of disabled who seek help 
from the employment service, although growing, re-
mains very small (slightly more than 200,000 indi-
viduals in 2006).18 Moreover, as shown by the nO-
BUS study, chances of obtaining paid work are lower 
not only for disabled people, but also for members of 
their household, who are not disabled.

as shown by Table 6.3, there has been some 
growth in disabled employment during recent years, 
although the trend among several sub-categories of 
the disabled has been towards decline. Factors deter-
mining employment among the disabled have differ-
ent impacts. First, there are macro-economic factors, 
such as increase of vacancies and labor force deficit 
(already apparent, through still only structural). Sec-
ond, there are tax, social policy and employment pol-
icy tools, including: higher social security payments 
for the disabled; changeover from in-kind benefits 
and discounts to cash benefits; cuts in funds avail-
able to support employment programmes; enactment 
of the Russian Tax Code, which abolished (in 2002) 
preferences for all-Russian organizations of disabled 
people, and (in 2004) preferences for employers, who 
use low-paid disabled workers in excess of specified 
quotas. 

On the whole, employment rates of disabled peo-
ple in Russia remain low. 

Integration on the labor market is particularly dif-
ficult for young disabled people, although Russia has 
about 1 million disabled people of 15-35 y.o. Early 
disability proves an almost insuperable obstacle to 
employment income. Other factors keeping disabled 
people of working age off the labor market are: rela-
tively low education levels; low salaries (even dis-
abled people with relatively high levels of education 
do not get the same wage as people who are not dis-
abled); physical inaccessibility and lack of provision 
for disabled people at places of work (limiting them 
to employment at home or at specialized facilities)19, 
insufficient flexibility of the labor market and lack of 
part-time jobs.20 

Unlike in OECD countries, average salaries of dis-
abled people in Russia for the same work and same 
hours are lower than those of people without disabil-
ity, and differentiation is also less. Certainly, not all 
differences in salaries reflect discriminative practices 
against the disabled: salary differences are partly due 
to lower labor productivity among the disabled, which, 
in turn, reflect significantly lower education levels. 
However, whatever the reason for lower salaries paid 
to the disabled, it contributes to their poverty and vul-
nerability and, all other things being equal, reduces 
their employment motivation.  as shown by polls of 
disabled people, many of them prefer to rely on social 
payments and benefits rather than employment.21

It is in the interests of Russian society to improve 
employment rates among the disabled. If Russia could 
raise disabled employment rates to the current aver-
age OECD rate, it would boost its employed popula-
tion by about 3.6 million individuals, without needing 
to change demographic or migration parameters.

Table 6.3.  Shares of employed disabled people in total disabled (by groups), %

Sources:  Estimates using data of Form 94 “Pension”, information from the government project,  
“Social Protection for Disabled People in 2006-2010”, and findings of surveys as follows:  
NOBUS (2003) and “Parents and children, men and women in family and society” (RusGGS 2004 and 2007). 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
all disabled people  
with restricted ability to work, of which

10.5 11.4 12.0 12.9 13.8

people with 3rd level disability 2.8 3.1 4.4 4.8 5.7
people with 2nd level disability 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.5 9.5
people with 1st level disability 35.4 36.0 34.8 32.9 31.8
disabled children 5.1 4.2 2.9 2.4 2.1

Total disabled in receipt of pensions,  
of which

17.9 19.1 20.2 21.6 22.5

people receiving employment pensions 
by reason of disability

17.9 19.1 20.3 21.7 22.5

people receiving disability pensions as 
part of government provision

19.8 19.6 19.2 18.7 18.6
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Such an initiative is also in the interests of the dis-
abled. International practice shows that, although 
income support to the disabled from disability ben-
efits and other social security payments is at very 
high levels in some countries, unemployed disabled 
people are almost twice poorer than those who are 
employed.22 In OECD, almost half of incomes of the 
disabled are salaries, and differences in salary to dis-
abled and non-disabled people are minimal in most 
OECD countries.23 The principal difference is be-
tween those who have jobs and those who do not.

Russian public policy in respect of the disabled 
people is based on their division into categories, mak-
ing some disabled people more vulnerable and at risk 
of poverty. Social benefits, programmes and services, 
which are available to the disabled, depend on the 
circumstances, which caused their disability. War in-
valids from World War II and other military invalids 
are in the best position, while disabled children and 
people, who have been disabled since childhood, are 
in the worst position.

For disabled people of working age groups, it is 
very valuable to have access to sources of income 
other than social security transfers, mainly wages. 

So the interests of society and of the disabled would 
be served by more active public policy to improve the 
human capital of disabled people and to create con-
ditions for their supportive employment at ordinary 
enterprises. 

6.3.5.  Structural adjustments 
compensating loss of human 
resources  

Extension of working hours. according to Rosstat 
data, work time per employee at mid-size and large 
enterprises was at a peak (1852 hours annually) at the 
beginning of the transition period. afterwards, the rate 

went into decline until 1997, when it was 1690 hours. 
Growth resumed after 1997 to a level of 1763 hours by 
2004,  at which the indicator has remained stable in sub-
sequent years.24 

This work time indicator is approximately equal to 
that in the OECD, and there is no reason to expect fur-
ther growth (at least, in the formal sector of the econo-
my) during the next decade. any growth is held back by 
increase in the years spent in education and rigid legal 
restrictions (in the formal sector) on permissible annual 
over-time (not more than 120 hours). However, this 
does not preclude increase of hours worked (sectorally 
and regionally and at specific industries and locations, 
where there is a labor shortage) as a way of offsetting 
shortage of labor supply.

Inter-sector re-location of labor and growth of labor 
productivity. Higher labor productivity is the key pre-
condition for maintaining high rates of Russian eco-
nomic growth in a context of labor shortages. One way 
of achieving this is through well planned inter-sector 
re-distribution of available human resources – for in-
stance, their relocation from the budget-funded sectors 
(mainly from public social services), which is presently 
characterized by low productivity, to the highly produc-
tive and rapidly growing sectors of business services and 
processing. 

at present public sector has large excessive employ-
ment rates, which could be eliminated through reloca-
tion in favor of more productive sectors. according to 
a World Bank study, this situation is typical not only 
for Russia, but also for the majority of other transition 
countries.25

Only three developed countries – norway, Belgium 
and the netherlands (three of the smallest and best-
developed countries in Western Europe) – are ahead of 
Russia by the share of total employees working in the 
civilian public sector (Figure 6.11). But, even in an opti-
mistic scenario, Russia will not be able to attain income 
levels now enjoyed by those countries before 2020, and 

Source:  Calculations by experts of the Center for Strategic Developments (CSD) using database of the International Labor 
Organization.
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such high employment rates in the public sector are un-
affordable for Russia today. High rates of employment 
in the public sector are only maintained by retention of 
a large number of low-quality jobs: jobs, which are low 
paid, low skilled and non productive. This inevitably en-
tails wasteful and non-efficient use of human resources 
in the public sector.

Reforms, which improve efficiency of public sector, 
and increase funding for such sectors in conditions of 
rapid economic growth should ensure better quality of 
jobs (higher salaries, better skills and higher productiv-
ity). Overall number of public jobs will be cut, freeing 
human resources for other sectors of the economy with-
out any loss in volume and quality of social services, 
which the public sector provides.

If Russia can reduce the share of public sectors in to-
tal employment from 22% to 17%, which is the level in 
the United Kingdom (that country follows Russia in the 
order of public employment shares seen in Figure 6.11), 
it will free about 3 million individuals for employment 
in other parts of the economy.

Inter-sector – and even intra-sector – re-distribution 
of human resources has much potential for reducing the 
gap between supply and demand in the labor market. 
In conditions of dwindling supply and growing mobility 
of human resources, the majority of released employ-
ees can take better-quality jobs that are created at other 
firms as economic growth proceeds. This is already hap-
pening: according to a World Bank study, as early as the 
beginning of this decade, re-distribution of employees 
between companies was providing more than 50% of 
growth in labor productivity reported in Russia.26 Re-
distribution of human resources in favor of more pro-
ductive firms enabled the Russian economy to support 
high rates of labor productivity growth without overall 
increase of job numbers.

Further such re-distribution is inevitable in the fu-
ture. as shown by a study of Russian economic compet-
itiveness in 2006 by the World Bank and Higher School 
of Economics, 35-40% of Russian manufacturing com-
panies are making uncompetitive products and tending 
towards further decline in competitiveness – they are 
“outsiders”.27 Their eventual re-structuring is inevitable, 
and it will release a large share of employees to help off-
set the labor market deficit. 

However, processes of job creation and job liquida-
tion do not always coincide in time and space. There are 
numerous administrative barriers to re-structuring of 
inefficient businesses. as shown in the “Doing Business” 
study by the World Bank, average time required in Russia 
to close down a business (3.8 years) is over 2.5 more than 
the average in high-income OECD countries, and preser-
vation of value in the course of re-structuring in Russia is 
almost 3 times lower than in those countries.28

It may also happen that large-scale re-structuring 
of businesses is not accompanied by creation of a suf-
ficient number of new jobs in the same region, and it 
may not be possible for employees to move to other re-
gions, where there is particularly high demand for labor. 
Large-scale re-training of the severed employees is then 
needed, but actual capacity for such re-training remains 
inadequate. Obstacles to labor force release are particu-
larly great, when they concern re-structuring of large 
industrial facilities that provide a large share of jobs in 
local employment markets. 

Transition from resource-based to innovation-based 
growth model should provide another powerful driver 
for productivity growth. The government’s Concept for 
Long-Term Socio-Economic Development of Russia 
up to 2020 states that  innovation should be the main 
economic growth factor in all sectors, and that labor 
productivity in sectors of key importance for national 
competitiveness should rise by 3-5 times. The share 
of industrial companies where innovation is practised 
should rise to 40 50% (from 8.5% in 2007), and the 
share of innovative products in total manufactured out-
puts should increase from 5.5% to 25 35%.

Interregional labor mobility. another way of reduc-
ing tensions on the national labor market is relocation 
of labor supply between local markets with varying con-
ditions. 

according to Rosstat, in 2008 19 (out of 80) Russia’s 
members of the Federation had more than 50% of the 
country’s total unemployed population (as estimated 
by the International Labor Organization), and differen-
tials in unemployment rates between the wealthiest and 
poorest regions is more than 100-fold. The unemployed 
fail to seek jobs in other regions due to interregional 
barriers to labor migration, particularly under-develop-
ment of housing markets.

The Center for Economic and Financial Research 
(CEFIR) estimated the potential for development of 
Russian interregional mobility using a gravity model, 
which was developed for this purpose in collaboration 
with the Center for Strategic Research as part of the 
project “Strategic audit of the Russian Federation”.29 
The simulations suggest that the domestic migration 
ratio (domestic migrants as a share of total popula-
tion) will continue to decline until 2010. In 2011-2020, 
however, rapid growth of the ratio (from 0.7 to 3.1%) is 
probable. This development will be due to growing de-
mand for housing, supported by rapid growth of house-
hold incomes, which will help to  remove barriers on 
the housing market and make housing in most regions 
more accessible for newcomers. 

Greater labor mobility will help to reduce unem-
ployment rates in regions with excess labor supply 
and raise employment rates in regions with labor 
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shortages. The potential outcome 
will be employment growth by 
about 2 millions employees, with-
out any additional growth in the 
working-age population. 

However, realization of this 
potential could be limited by 
intractable structural obstacles, 
such as mismatch between ac-
tual skill mix of labor migrants 
and the structure of demand 
in recipient regions. For exam-
ple, donor regions may release 
workers from industrial facili-
ties, while new jobs in recipient 
regions are likely to be created in 
services.

6.3.6.  International 
labor migration

International labor migration offers considerable op-
portunities for offsetting human resource losses in Rus-
sia but full-scale use of this potential is unlikely to be 
feasible. as mentioned in Chapter 5, about 15 million 
working-age individuals are needed to cover Russia’s 
human resource deficit. But the same Chapter shows the 
obstacles to any large-scale immigration to Russia: ar-
rival of a large immigrant population would create a risk 
of social conflict. The official Concept for Demographic 
Policy up to 2025 says that annual immigration should 
be at least 200,000 individuals by 2106 and more than 
300,000 annually by 2025. For purposes of our analysis, 
we used conservative estimates of 250,000 average net 
annual immigrants. That would provide no more than 3 
million extra people of working age by 2020. 

However, for better compatibility this number 
should be controlled for the longer than average work-
ing hours. Majority of immigrants (80% at present) 
are employed in the informal economy, where there 
is no compliance with legal restrictions on working 
hours. as a result, immigrants are working, on aver-
age, 60 hours per month more than Russian citizens.30 
assuming that, in future, a large part of migrants will 
continue to be employed in the informal sector, with 
longer-than-average working hours, one job taken by 
the immigrant will be equivalent on in terms of work-
ing hours to 1.3 additional employees in the formal 
sector. So, taking account of the working-hours factor, 
external migration by 2020 could augment existing 
human resources by over 4 million employees. 

People with low professional skills are predominant 
among job-seeking migrants from the CIS. But, as 
shown by studies in the Southern Federal District, the 

main deficit is of highly-skilled workers and mid-level 
technicians. So it will be necessary to develop special-
ized training formats for foreign immigrants, and it 
will be more rational to develop some of them outside 
Russia, in the countries of origin of migrants, using 
Russian assistance. Such training will be more suc-
cessful if underpinned by the widespread practice of 
organized migrant recruitment by large Russian com-
panies, based on multi-year contracts and professional 
training with assistance from employers. 

However, such practices could be complicated due 
to preference by the migrants from CIS for short-term 
employment. as reported by the World Bank (Figure 
6.12), preference for short-term migration is particu-
larly marked in Tajikistan and Kirgizia. More than 70% 
of labor migrants from those countries “leave home 
temporarily and come back before long”. according to 
opinion polls, the majority of them have no intention 
of staying in Russia permanently. Investments in pro-
fessional training of such migrants may prove uneffi-
cient for employers and for the recipient country. 

6.4.  The labor market,  
female employment  
and maternity

Female employment is at high levels in Russia for 
a number of historical reasons, and the growing labor 
deficit suggests that demand for female labor will stay 
high in the foreseeable future. as mentioned earlier, a 
large part of young women who are out of employment 
are either on maternity or parental leave or have decided 

Source:  Migration and Remittances: Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union / Ed. by Ali Mansoor and Bryce Quillin. – The World Bank, 
Washington DC, 2006, p. 86-90.

Figure 6.12.  Preferences between short-term  
and long-term migration 
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not to work because they are raising small children. 
Implementation of a demographic programme to 

boost the birth rate emphasizes difficulty of reconcil-
ing the conflicting claims of maternal and labor re-
sponsibilities on women’s time and energy.

Childbearing reduces women’s participation on the 
labor market. The more children are born, the lower 
the share of women who continue to work and the 
higher the share of housewives (Figure 6.13). Birth of 
a first child makes little change to the share of women 
in employment, but greatly increases the share who 
are housewives. Birth of a second child reduces labor 
activity more dramatically (by 4-5%). and birth of a 
third or any successive children reduces the share of 
women in employment by 16%.  

Russian women who leave the labor market to 
have a child usually do so only temporarily. Employ-
ment interruption for child care is directly depen-
dent on age of the child and entitlement to paid or 
unpaid leave, to various 
child allowances, and ac-
cessibility/affordability 
of pre-school facilities. 
as result, the employ-
ment rates are growing 
first time after the end of 
paid parental leave (up 
to the child’s age of one 
and a half years), and the 
second time after the end 
of unpaid parental leave, 
which lasts for up to 
three years after birth of 
the child (Figure 6.14). 

The interval between 
successive births (inter-
genetic interval) in Russia 
today is almost 5 years, so 
the number of children in the family does not affect the 
woman’s decision whether or not to stay on the labor 
market (controlling for age of the youngest child and all 
other factors). High employment rates of women with 
children most probably reflects very low levels of bene-
fits payable to support children aged over 3 years – such 
relief is insufficient to compensate loss of a labor income 
to families with children.31 The fact that women often 
stay at home when their partners or other household 
members earn high incomes tends to support this hy-
pothesis.32 From the perspective of female employment, 
this means that, in case of large growth in household in-
comes or rapid increase (by several times) in child ben-
efits and allowances33, some women will choose to quit 
the labor market to fulfil their maternal responsibilities. 
Every fifth respondent of working age agrees that a child 
loses out if his or her mother works. 

If all women of reproductive age (20-44 years) who 
are capable of having children chose to have them in 
the next three years, then, all other things being equal, 
there would be an inevitable decline in the share of 
the employed female population. For most of them, 
of course, the interruption in employment would 
not last for more than three years. However, some of 
them would never return to the labor market. What 
would female employment rates looks like then? 

The calculations show that child birth, regardless 
of the scenario, would lead to even larger reduction 
of employment rates among women aged 20-24 years 
(the age of maximal reproductive activity). But birth 
of a second (or, in other cases, a subsequent) child 
would significantly lower employment among wom-
en in the next five-year age groups (25-29 and 30-34 
years). Of course, if the situation was as it is presently, 
most of the women would return to the labor mar-
ket 1.5-3 years after the childbirth, so the decline in 

female employment rates would be short-term. On 
the whole, if declared measures to encourage birth of 
second children prove efficacious, and if (at least) all 
women who wanted to have another child actually did 
so, then about 16% of all employed women would quit 
the labor market, of whom 3.5% never to return.34

Presently, decisions by women on whether to work 
and whether to have another child are significantly 
positively inter-dependent.35 In other words, it is 
not the case that employed women renounce having 
any children at all, while women who plan to have a 
child quit the labor market. at the same time, em-
ployed and non-employed women make decisions on 
whether to have a child in different ways, and women 
who intend to have a child make decisions about em-
ployment differently from those who do not intend 
to have a child. 
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Figure 6.13.  Women employment,  
relative to number of children born, 2004 

Source:  RusGGS, first wave
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The findings of our analysis make us suppose that 
women who intend to have a child have more moder-
ate career ambitions, and that intention of non-em-
ployed women to have a child is primarily dependent 
on a desire to follow standards of marriage and pro-
creation behavior applicable in society at large and 

in their own reference group. However, both groups, 
and particularly the second, are not numerous. Rus-
sia remains a country with high female employment 
rates, and the overwhelming majority of childbirths 
are to employed women. While first birth is virtually 
independent of any external considerations, the de-
sire of an employed woman to have another child de-
pends largely on family well-being and on the extent, 
to which her relatives and friends are ready to sup-
port her in the intention.36 So it is not only the case 
that poverty risks push women with children into the 
labor market. It is also the case that expected losses 
due to childbirth impede realization of reproductive 
intentions.   

Transition to a pension system, in which pension 
entitlements are acquired in the course of the whole 
life, increases the significance of loss of earnings for 
women with children, since these losses will be re-
flected in lower pension capital. Studies based on 
nOBUS data showed that such a “penalty” for moth-
erhood does exist, and it is particularly  discourag-
ing that women who represent the highest-quality 
human capital are exposed to the biggest losses.37 
Forecast estimations using RusGGS data and macro-
forecasts also showed that pension losses are largely 
dependent on a woman’s education and skills level. 
Birth of the first child reduces mothers’ pension ac-
cumulations by 15% on average, with an interval 

between 7% for women with school education and 
more than a quarter for women with higher educa-
tion. The average loss for women with two children is 
about 28% of potential pension accumulations, and 
for women with higher education, it is up to 45%. So 
a woman with higher education, who gives birth to 

two children and looks after them up to the age of 1.5 
years, may have pension accumulations almost twice 
lower than a woman with similar education but with 
no children.38 

Can demographic policy tools counter these and 
other analogous losses? analysis of posible effects of 
the new demographic policy on living standards of 
families with children, suggests that best effects will 
be enjoyed by families with low well-being39; but ex-
pert opinion is that upper limits on rates of monthly 
allowances available for care of a child up to 1.5 y.o. 
means that these allowances are “a barrier for women 
with high-level education and occupation”.40 

Use of “maternal capital” (the one-off payments, 
now offered by the Russian government, for birth of 
second and subsequent children) for pension accu-
mulations can compensate, fully or to a large extent, 
losses suffered by women having relatively low levels 
of education and income.41 Maternal capital com-
pensates losses due to 1.5-year absence from work 
for women with less-than-higher education and sala-
ries in the lower three quintiles. But in case of 3-year 
breaks maternal capital only offers full compensation 
to women with education levels no higher than el-
ementary vocational and with salaries not exceeding 
the first two quintiles (40%). If the economy and sala-
ries grow rapidly, effects of maternal capital alloca-
tions on pension accumulations will be even weaker. 

Source:  RusGGS, first wave 
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So, like other measures, maternal capital is largely ad-
dressed to non-employed or low-paid women, with 
low education levels. 

However, higher or secondary vocational educa-
tion is a mass phenomenon in Russia today. Women 
from these education groups constitute a large share 
of the Russian labor market with its huge labor-force 
potential. There are evidences that women with higher 
education are tending increasingly to postpone birth 
of children to later dates, after they have completed 
their education and begun their careers. and, at the 
same time, it is these social groups, which experience 
the greatest sense of dissatisfaction at not having 
children.42 So, without under-estimating the com-
pensatory approach, we believe that working women 
should be the target group for policy measures aimed 
at stimulating the fertility. Creating the conditions for 
successful conciliation of employment and maternity 
is the way to achieve largest possible growth of the 
fertility among highly-skilled employed females. 

Such conditions include greater accessibility and 
better quality of childcare arrangements, which can 
mitigate the serious conflict between female employ-
ment and child bearing, which prevents women with 
small children from being full-time participants of the 
labor market. analysis shows that current deficit of 
pre-school facilities (waiting lists are growing) forces 
many Russian families to rely on non-professional 
assistance, most usually from grandmothers.43 Pres-
ence of a senior-aged woman who is ready to assume 
at least part of childcare responsibilities improves the 
mother’s chances of being employed.44

another way of supporting maternal employment 
is to increase the number of jobs available with non-
standard working hours: part-time jobs, flexitime, 
working at home, etc. Only a few percent of women 
are presently employed part-time, so a woman who 
returns to the labor market has an immediate double 
burden of full-time work combined with maternal 
responsibilities. Since a large part of polled individ-
uals believe that a child is disadvantaged if his/her 
mother is working, many employed women may feel 
dissatisfied about lacking time to spend with their 
children. More opportunities for part-time employ-
ment among women with small children could, first, 
prevent women from quitting the labor market (vital 
in the current context of an ageing and dwindling la-
bor force), second, provide families with an addition-
al source of income, and, third, enable the woman to 
combine her maternal responsibilities more success-
fully with her work.  

The principal conclusion from analysis of repro-
ductive intentions of Russians is that the country does 
have potential for fertility improvement, but that best 

results could be obtained by combining family pol-
icy tools that take account of reproductive behavior 
models of women with widely dissimilar education 
levels, job status and income status.45 If, on the con-
trary, pronatalist policy relies on financial incentives 
provision alone, it may be that (as happened in the 
1980s) changes will be confined to the birth calendar, 
and increase in the completed fertility rate will not be 
achieved.46 Furthermore, in that case the short-term 
fertility rate surge will add to the labor-force deficit, 
which (by reason of education and skill differences) 
cannot be compensated by external migration alone. 
So demographic development problems will remain 
unaddressed and economic problems will be made 
worse.

*  *  *  *  *
•  In  coming  decades  Russia  faces  a  unique  and 

historically unprecedented challenge – to support 
high economic growth rates despite ongoing decline 
of the population, including the economically active 
population.  

•  As well as shrinking in absolute terms, the work 
force will undergo qualitative changes. Most impor-
tantly, it will become older: demographic changes will 
lead to dominance of senior able-bodied age groups 
(40-72 years), while the share of young people up to 
30 y.o. will be less than a quarter.

•  Nevertheless, the Russian labor market has con-
siderable resources to compensate the decline in labor 
supply. although employment rates in middle groups 
of working age range are near to capacity, there is po-
tential for bringing more people into employment at 
the upper and lower ends of the age pyramid.  

•  There is considerable potential for improving em-
ployment rates among young people. Longer time spent 
in education is inevitably pushing upwards the aver-
age age when young people enter the labor market, but 
higher youth employment could be achieved by remov-
ing other barriers. Young people are currently discrimi-
nated against on the formal employment market and 
are at greater risk than mid- and senior working-age 
groups of finding themselves unemployed or informally 
employed. These problems need to be addressed 

•  At the other end of the age pyramid a quarter of 
all pensioners are already among the employed. about 
40% of men and almost half of women continue to work 
in the first 4 years after becoming pensioners. This is 
evidence that normal retirement age is no indicator of 
loss of ability to work, and these groups are another po-
tential source for compensating labor deficits. 

•  Russia  is  remarkable  for  the  prominence  of 
women in the labor market. Implementation of the 
demographic programme for fertility improvement 
has emphasized tensions between motherhood and 
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employment, which tend to compete for women’s 
time and energy. Further employment losses due to 
women quitting the labor market to have children 
can be offset by development of flexible employment 
(part-time work, flexible working hours, working 
from home, etc.), and by investments in childcare ar-
rangements, which is seriously under-developed at 
present. 

•  Large-scale  ageing  and  poor  health  in  society 
forces people of working age to devote a large share 
of their time to care of the old, the infirm and of 
children. Russia has low employment rates among 
the disabled and members of their families. Devel-
opment of social service provision for people with 
health problems and  restricted ability to work should 
help to increase employment rates. 

•  Overall,  an  efficient  employment  policy  should 
encourage employment throughout the life cycle, from 
youth to old age. But this is only possible if the em-
ployee retains skills and adds new competences at all 
stages of his/her working life. It is therefore imperative 
to develop the life-long learning education system.  

•  More rational use of dwindling and ageing hu-
man resources requires application of coherent and 
determined policies in many different areas: employ-
ment, education, health, pensions, social infrastruc-
ture, family support, and others.

•  International  labor migration can also serve to 
mitigate the effects of reduced supply of human re-
sources. 

•  Demographic and migration policies, combined 
with all other factors conducive to greater labor-force 
mobility, can add about 5.2-6.3 million employees in 
Russia. That is equal to almost half of demographic 
losses. Deployment of all the measures described in 
this Chapter could increase supply on the Russian 
labor market in the period up to 2020 by about 13 
million individuals, which would fully compensate 
supply losses, which are likely to occur in the inertial 
demographic scenario.

•  Greater  labor productivity  is  the key condition 
for maintaining high rates of economic growth in 
Russia despite the reduction of the able-bodied pop-
ulation. 
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Chapter 7

Demographic 
challenges anD  
social spenDing

7.1.  Competition between 
economic  
and socio-demographic 
objectives

Demographic changes have large impact on 
the scale of social spending, which government 
or public institutions need to carry out in order 
to meet the main needs of individuals and house-
holds when, for whatever reason, they cannot meet 
such needs out of their own employment earnings 
or other incomes generated by economic activity 
or property. 

The larger part of such spending is in response 
to complete or partial inability of recipients to 
work, so there is a high level of dependence on 
national demographic development, particularly 
development of the demographic burden, which 
was discussed in Chapter 1. All other things be-
ing equal, forecasted social spending needs differ 
greatly depending on the demographic forecast. 
This Chapter looks at two forecasts, one of them 
inertial and the other optimistic. According to the 
inertial forecast, which was the base forecast used 
until recently by federal ministries and agencies 
for long-term financial assessments of the pension 
system, historical trends in fertility and mortality 
will remain unchanged. The optimistic scenario, 
which was developed by the Institute of Demog-
raphy at the State University – Higher School of 
Economics, predicts a large growth in fertility and 
a considerable increase of life expectancy.      

Both scenarios predict a decline in the share 
of groups of working age in the overall popula-
tion and larger dependency ratio. In the inertial 
scenario, however, dependency ratio are expected 

to increase mainly due to rise in the share of the 
elderly in total population, while the number of 
children declines. The optimistic forecast expects 
much more rapid growth of dependency ratio, 
compared with the inertial forecast, because it as-
sumes growth both in the number of pensioners 
and in the number of children (Figure 7.1). Differ-
ences between the two forecasts have major impact 
on potential structure of social spending. 

In the inertial demographic forecast, lower 
spending on education and medical care for chil-
dren will partially compensate higher spending on 
medical care for the elderly. Calculations made in 
2007 by experts of the Center for Strategic Develop-
ments (CSD), the Independent Institute for Social 
Policy and the Institute of the Urban Economy, as 
part of work on a draft version of the Concept for 
Long-Term Socio-Economic Development of the 
Russian Federation, show that, by 2020, govern-
ment spending on health care, assuming inertial 
demographic development, will increase by 2.5% 
of GDP, while private health spending will grow 
by 0.5-0.7% of GDP. As result, total spending on 
health sector would rise to 9% of GDP. However, 
the growth of medical spending in this scenario 
is less due to prevalent demographic factors than 
to convergence of Russian socio-economic devel-
opment standards with those of Western Europe. 
Forecast spending levels correspond to those in 
countries, where per capita GDP levels are equal 
to what Russia is expected to achieve in the future. 
The expected growth in health care expenses will 
not exceed what the economy is capable of financ-
ing. Growth of health spending will be accompa-
nied by large improvement in affordability and 
quality of health care. By the same logic, scenarios 
that predict lower rates of economic growth also 
predict slower growth of health spending, which 
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will be an obstacle to greater affordability and 
quality of health care. 

Major growth in the number of pensioners 
makes increase of pension spending the main chal-
lenge in the inertial forecast. This issue is analyzed 
in more detail below. 

The optimistic scenario predicts even greater in-
crease of pension spending, and also foresees more 
need for extra spending on education and health care. 
In contrast with the inertial scenario, the optimistic 
scenario expects considerable growth in the share of 
children in the total population. In order for spending 
on education of children and young people after 2020 
to be kept at levels comparable with those envisaged 
in the inertial demographic scenario, such spending 
would have to be increased by about 1/7 as a share of 
GDP in the optimistic scenario, all other things be-
ing equal. So, in the optimistic scenario, it will not 
be possible to compensate growing expenditures on 
health care for the elderly by reduction of spending 
on education. If per-capita health care spending by 
2020 in the optimistic scenario is to match that in the 
inertial scenario it must grow by almost 1/5 as a share 
of GDP (to reach 11% of GDP). This is a higher level 
than in the majority of countries, whose per capita 
GDP corresponds to that forecast for Russia by 2020. 

So, if the optimistic demographic forecast proves 
correct, total growth of pension, health and educa-
tion expenditures could be 8-10% of GDP, which 
significantly exceeds the capacities of the Russian 
economy. There is a potential threat of imbalance 
in the budget system, sharp increase of taxation, 
reduction of competitiveness, and slow-down of 
economic growth.

Although, in the long term, improved fertility and 
lower mortality are, of course, beneficial for econom-

ic growth, and although they are goals to be pursued 
per se, their attainment could, in the short and me-
dium terms, be in conflict with the task of speeding 
up economic growth.

Future growth of the demographic burden on 
those of working age was already discussed in Chap-
ter 1 (Section 1.2.3). If the optimistic demographic 
forecast comes true, rise in fertility combined with 
lower mortality will make the burden even greater. 
The optimistic demographic forecast shows continu-
ous decline in the share of those of working-age in 
the total population, to a level about 10 percentage 
points lower than the inertial forecast by 2050.

But, even by 2020, achievement of higher fertil-
ity and lower mortality will, inevitably, increase so-
cial pressures on the shrinking working population, 
which will have to bear three-fold additional social 
responsibilities, namely:

•	 to	finance	the	social	expenditures	required	to	
meet the needs of the growing number of children 
and their parents; 

•	 to	finance	pensions	 and	health	 care	 for	 the	
growing population of pensioners;

•	 to	 contribute	 to	 a	 part	 of	 their	 own	 future	
pensions as part of the changeover to a transition to a 
cumulative pension system. 

It is still too early to say with any degree of cer-
tainty whether the Russian economy will be able to 
sustain such a triple burden without reduction in 
rates of economic growth. Financial outcomes of 
such a development will be discussed in more detail 
below. 

Of course, none of what has been said should be 
interpreted as an argument against higher fertil-
ity or lower mortality. However, it should be clearly 
borne in mind that positive economic effects of de-
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Source:  Institute of Demography at the State University – Higher School of Economics.

Figure 7.1.  Share of population younger and older than working age, respectively, as 
share of overall population (optimistic scenario) 
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In 2005 spending on social protection* in the European Union (ЕU-27) was 27.2% of GDP, although 
there were major differences between countries (Figure 7.А). 

Countries, where the rate was equal to or higher than the average (27.2% of GDP or more), have 39.6% 
of total EU population; countries, where the rate was between 22.3% and 27.2% of GDP, have 30% of 
population; countries spending from 17.4% to 22.3% of their GDP on social protection, have 21.9% of 
EU population, and countries spending less than 17.4% of their GDP on social needs have 8.5% of EU 
population. 

Countries with the highest rates of correlation between social spending and GDP are: Sweden (32.0%), 
France (31.5), Denmark (30.1), Belgium (29.7), Germany (29.4), Austria (28.8) and the Netherlands (28.2%). 
Their social expenses are more than twice larger (relative to GDP) than those of the 3 states, where such 
correlation is at the lowest rates, namely: Latvia (12.4%), Estonia (12.5%) and Lithuania (13.2%).

Differences between EU countries by absolute per capita social spending are even greater. In 2005, 
spending varied between 1088 purchasing power standards (as converted into euros subject to 
purchasing power parities) in Romania to 12,948 in Luxembourg, 8529 in Sweden and 8498 in Denmark. 
Outside the EU, per capita social spending is especially high in Norway (9525) and Switzerland (8891). 
Unlike Luxembourg and Norway, where social expenses in 2005, converted into euros and without PPP, 
were more than 1000 euros per capita/month on the average, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Romania 
failed to spend even 70 euros for the purpose (38-67).

* Calculated using methods of the European System of Integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS Manual 1996). Social 
expenses include public assistance and payments proper (intended to mitigate risks related to disease, disablement, old 
age, loss of bread winner, unemployment and social vulnerability, to support families with children and to address housing 

problems), as well as administrative costs 
and other expenses required to maintain 
the social protection system. In the 
European Union, social security expenses 
are normally assessed prior to tax payments 
and other compulsory payments by the 
recipients; however, so-called “tax relief” 
(tax support), which means a reduction of 
applicable tax liabilities or exemption from 
taxes payable by households as a part of 
the social protection system, is normally not 
taken into account.

Sources: Eurostat - Social protection in 
the European Union // Statistics in focus. 

Population and Social Conditions. 46/2008 -  
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/

ITY_OFFPUB/KS-SF-08-046/EN/KS-SF-08-046-
EN.PDF

Eurostat Database spr_exp_sum extracted 
26 September, 2008.  

http://epp.eurostat.
ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_

pageid=0,1136184,0_45572595&_
dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL

E.S. Scherbakova

Box 7.1.  EU social expenditures  
were more than 27.2% of GDP in 2005 
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Figure 7.А.  Social expenditures in the European Union, 
Iceland, Norway and Switzerland in 2005, 
% of GDP and purchasing power per capita 
(converted into Euros  
at purchasing power parity)

* Portugal: as of 2004.
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 mographic improvement (if such improvement is 
achieved) will not become apparent before 2025. In 
order to combine higher fertility and lower mortal-
ity with maximization of economic growth rates in 
the next fifteen years, adequate compensatory mech-
anisms must be found, capable of alleviating prob-
able negative economic effects of the increased social 
spending that will help to improve the demographic 
situation up to 2025.

Comparison between Russia and developed coun-
tries in terms of social spending should take account 
of a large gap, which is due to dissimilar levels of 
economic development and prosperity. not all Rus-
sian and foreign ratings are comparable, due to dif-
ferences in methodology. nevertheless, international 
experience is of considerable interest. For instance, 
social expenditures in the European Union in 2004 
amounted to 27.3% of GDP (Box 1).

7.2.  Social spending and 
support for financial 
sustainability of the 
pension system 

Payment of pensions is one of the major social 
spending items in all developed countries and one 
of the principal reasons for the growth of such 
spending  (due to demographic ageing). Funds 
spent in the European Union in 2005 on old age 

relief were more than 42% of all social spending, 
while spending on family support was under 8%. 
Growth of pension expenses is of increasing con-
cern to economists everywhere. Serious problems 
with pension payment exist in Russia, too. 

The principal long-term problem of the Russian 
pension system is not how to make it deficit-free. 
Theoretically, pension formulas presently applica-
ble to assess amounts and methods of indexing the 
insurance and basic components of labor pensions 
should ensure indefinite financial sustainability of 
the pension system, keeping principles of its in-
come formation intact. However, the price for such 
sustainability is further decrease of the substitution 
rate, calculated as correlation between the average 
labor pension and the average salary.

If the existing rules for pension payment, assess-
ment and indexing remain unchanged and the in-
ertial demographic development scenario is real-
ized, the substitution rate will decline from 25% in 
2007 to 18% in 2020 (Figure 7.2). If the optimistic 
demographic forecast comes true, the substitution 
rate will fall even further, to 16%1.

These rates are far below long-term forecasts for 
OECD countries. As seen in Figure 7.3, long-term 
estimates of average substitution rates in developed 
countries are never below 40%, and average fore-
cast substitution rate by 2045 in all OECD is 70%. 

Lowering of substitution rates up to 2020 in 
Russia has two major reasons. First, adverse de-
mographic tendencies: rapid dwindling of the eco-
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 Figure 7.2.  Substitution rates in Russia according to target and inertial scenarios for 
pension system development (inertial demographic forecast) 
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Box 7.2.  Major categories of social security expenses in 
European Union, as of 2005 (without administrative 
costs and other expenses) 
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Pensions and relief due to old age or death of a family member: 46% of all public assistance and 
payments, or 12.0% of GDP.

Relief due to disease or to pay for health care: 28.6% of total social payments in European Union, or 7.5% 
of GDP. 

Disability relief: 7.9% of total public assistance and social payments, or 2.1% of GDP. 
Family and child support: 8.0% of total public assistance, or 2.1% of GDP. 
Unemployment benefit: 6.1% of total social protection expenses, or 1.6% of GDP. 
Housing and social vulnerability: 3.5% of total public assistance and social support payments, or 

0.9% of GDP.
Specific per-category distribution of social expenses is dissimilar between countries (Figure 7.B).

Sources: Eurostat - Social protection in the European Union // Statistics in focus. Population and Social Conditions. 46/2008 - 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-SF-08-046/EN/KS-SF-08-046-EN.PDF

Eurostat Database spr_exp_sum extracted 26 September, 2008. 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=0,1136184,0_45572595&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL

E.S. Scherbakova

Figure 7.B. 
Structure  
of social spending 
in EU, Iceland, 
Norway and 
Switzerland  
by categories,  
2005, %
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nomically active population (by 
1 million a year on average) and 
a large increase in the number 
of retirement-age individuals. 
Second, the pressure peak due to 
formation of the cumulative part 
of the public pension insurance 
system falls in this period. Due to 
specifics of the transition period, 
the share of insurance funds allo-
cated for accumulation purposes 
will be continuously growing, 
while actual cumulative pension 
payouts will not commence on a 
mass scale earlier than 2020. 

So the existing pension system 
fails to harmonize with the goals 
of post-industrial national devel-
opment, a cornerstone of which 
is creation of a large middle class. 
High-salary employees who are 
supposed to be the core middle 
class, will retire with pensions 
less than 10% of their salaries, 
and the situation will only wors-
en in the future. So the pension system, as it ex-
ists today, will continue to push pensioners out of 
the middle class until some time approaching the 
middle of the 21st century. 

So long as a majority of pensioners believe 
themselves to be an under-privileged social group, 
the country remains vulnerable to social instabil-
ity and populism. This is bound to have impact on 
stability and efficiency of democratic institutions, 
probably causing them to lag behind overall eco-
nomic development. At present political weight of 
pensioners is not great, and does not enable them 
to make successful claims for larger pensions; how-
ever, their share in the total adult population will 
grow rapidly (Figure 7.4), so the balance of politi-
cal power will shift in their favor. Already today, 
more than 50% of Russian families include pen-
sioners, and by 2020 pensioners could be more half 
of all those cast votes at elections. So, sooner or 
later, demands for a greater substitution rate will 
be a matter of public urgency. 

In case the inertial development forecast is re-
alized, the cumulative part of pensions will not 
have any significant influence on amounts of pen-
sions payable before the 2030s. So pensioners in 
the 2010s-2020s will not only receive low pensions, 
but they will also fail to become the new stratum 
of “capitalist pensioners” with large accumula-
tions to support them in old age. If no economi-

cally reasonable steps are taken soon to make the 
substitution rate larger, growing political pressure 
from pensioners will push decision makers into 
hasty and economically irresponsible measures, 
with disastrous effect on economic growth. For 
instance, any attempt to increase the substitution 
rate through a corresponding increase of the uni-
fied social tax rate will make Russian industry less 
competitive than that of China, India and many 
other competitor countries, where tax pressures 
applicable to salaries will, most likely, continue to 
be much lower.  

Also, long-term destabilization of public financ-
es as a result of any economically irresponsible de-
cisions will have negative impact on outcomes for 
the next pensioner generation, whose pensions are 
dependent on amounts of their pension accumu-
lations. Income yields of their pension accumula-
tions will fall, and average substitution rate appli-
cable at the time of their retirement will be at risk 
of remaining lower than 40%. 

In terms of political economy, this makes the 
2010s-2020s into decades of heightened political risk 
due to concurrence of three adverse tendencies:

- a lower and decreasing substitution rate; 
- cumulative pensions close to zero in that pe-

riod; 
- discontented pensioners dominating the elec-

torate.

Figure 7.3.  Expected average substitution rates in 
OECD member countries, %
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To mitigate these risks, pension policy in the 
next two decades must be designed to achieve a 
greater substitution rate and inclusion of 2010s-
2020s retirement cohorts in the middle class 
through accelerated capitalization of the pension 
system. Pension capital is the thing, which creates 
a powerful middle-class core among pensioners in 
developed countries. Such accumulations change 
the motivations of old-age people. As investors, 
pensioners are less inclined to support populist 
claims for higher pensions to be paid through irre-
sponsible growth of government spending, which 
the national economy cannot afford, because such 
spending could destabilize financial markets and 
reduce income yields from pension savings. 

What therefore has to be done in the next de-
cade and a half is to increase the substitution rate 
and ensure emergence of a large-scale pensioner 
population with large pension savings. 

In order to assess whether these two tasks are 
compatible, experts at the Center for Strategic 
Developments and the Institute for the Economy 
in Transition carried out a series of long-term 
scenario calculations using the pension model, 
which is kept up to date by experts of the Cen-
ter for Strategic Developments and is used by the 
Russian Ministry for Economic Development to 
assess long-term consequences of pension policy 
efforts. 

A 40% substitution rate was selected as a long-
term target. The other task was to assess potential 
sources of cumulative pensions for generations of 
employees and pensioners, who currently make no 
contributions to the obligatory cumulative part of 
the pension system. 

Various approaches were considered for sourc-
ing the huge amounts required in order to achieve 
gradual increase of the substitution rate to target 
levels (Figure 7.5). First of all, we considered the 
inertial demographic forecast (pessimistic in terms 
of fertility, mortality and life expectancy). 

The needs for additional funding vary greatly de-
pending on the date at which the target substitution 
rate is to be achieved. For instance, assuming iner-
tial demographic developments, increase of the sub-
stitution rate to 40% by 2015 and its maintenance at 
that level until 2050 will require about 220% of aver-
age annual GDP in the forecast period (more than 
67 trillion roubles, discounted to 2007). Only for the 
period until 2020 about 40% of average annual GDP 
(almost 13 trillion roubles) will be needed, and, by 
2020, the annual budget of the Pension Fund will 
have to double compared with the indicator fore-
seen by inertial development of the pension system 
(i.e. a scenario implying no changes to the existing 
practice of pension financing and payments). 

Jumping ahead for a moment, we should say that 
our analysis has shown the impossibility of fund-
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Figure 7.4.  Old-age dependency ratio – the number of pensioners per person of 
working-age 

Sources:  The Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian Federation,  
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ing (from economically reasonable sources) any 
scenarios, which would allow achievement of the 
target substitution rate before 2025.

In the scenarios, which we have developed, 
we set the objective of a specific plan for average 
increase of the pension to 40% of salary without 
harming economic growth and financial stability. 
So we placed a number of major limitations on ap-
plicability of potentially conflict-generating and 
destabilizing solutions. Among other things, the 
following was absolutely precluded:

•	compulsory	increase	of	retirement	age;	
•	increase	of	tax	burden	(except	transition	to	in-

dexing of threshold rates of the unified social tax 
in accordance with the rate of salary growth);

•	 growth	 of	 transfers	 payable	 to	 the	 Pension	
Fund out of the federal budget beyond the bound-
aries of current practice.

no account was taken of possible gains from re-
ducing the share of informal sala-
ries (concealed from taxation) in 
total salaries. Impact of such mea-
sures on the pension system re-
main unclear. For the substitution 
rate to grow, increase of registered 
salaries has to be accompanied by 
increase in the number of people 
employed in the formal economy. 
If there is growth of average salary 
without growth in the number of 
employed in the formal economy, 
there will be greater additional 
expenses to be borne by the pen-
sion system to support the target 
substitution rate. For a specified 
level of the substitution rate, the 
average salary is determined by 
average salary applicable in the 
formal sector. So, if the number 

of jobs in the formal sector 
does not grow as compared 
with  the retired population, 
the growth of registered sal-
ary will have to be spent on 
higher pensions to support 
a steady substitution rate. 
There will be no money left 
over for raising the substitu-
tion rate. 

We began our analysis 
with the following three, 
potentially most significant, 
resources for raising the 
substitution rate: 

1. money from the national Prosperity Fund, 
used to co-finance voluntary cumulative pension 
contributions by employees (with a proposal to 
maintain possibilities for adding to it until begin-
ning of the 2010s);

2. voluntary contributions by employees to 
the cumulative pension system, co-financed at 1:1 
from the state budget; 

3. incentives for voluntary later retirement 
through introduction of a recommended (indica-
tive) retirement age, which allows insured parties 
to obtain substantial increase of their substitution 
rate if they decide to retire later.  

Two options were considered for joint use of 
the first and the second resources: inclusion of 
employees in the co-financing system by specific 
application on their part; or their automatic inclu-
sion, failing specific application not to be included. 
It was estimated that only 20% of employees would 

Figure 7.5.  Options for increasing the substitution rate, % 

Figure 7.6.  Sources for increasing the substitution rate 
in the inertial demographic forecast (as 
percentage points of the substitution rate)  
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be enlisted in case the first option was used, while 
the second option could bring in 80% of employ-
ees. Expected effect on substitution rates, as com-
pared with the inertial scenario, is shown in Figure 
7.6: the first of the two options has no noticeable 
effect on the substitution rate, while the second 
gives a rise of about 7 percentage points by the end 
of the period under consideration. 

A specific mechanism to encourage later retire-
ment on a voluntary basis could give even larger 
effect. We assumed that government commitments 
to increase ratio between pensions and wages to 
40% would only be applicable to insured individu-
als, who follow the retirement age recommenda-
tions, which (we assumed) are for gradual leveling 
of male and female retirement to  65 years of age by 
2030. It was not assumed that later recommended 
retirement age would entail a later standard retire-
ment age. Anyone can still retire at the (younger) 
standard age if they wish, but the pension payable 
to such individuals will be much less than what he/
she would receive by retiring at the recommended 
age. It is assumed that 70% of insured employees 
will retire at the recommended age, and calcula-
tion of the average substitution rate took account 
only of pensions payable to these pensioners. This 
mechanism would enable increase of the substitu-
tion rate by 10-17 p.p. after 2030. 

Use of all the three resources described above 
should enable increase of the average substitution 
rate to 30% by 2025, to 40% by 2042 and to nearly 
50% by 2050. But this does not solve the prob-
lem of low pensions and absence of any pension 
savings for pensioners in the 2020s. Until 2040, 
the pension system will have a residual deficit of 
about 38 trillion roubles (in 2007 prices) or 115% 
of 2007 GDP. 

One way of solving this problem is to fund the 
residual pension system deficit until 2042 by re-
capitalizing it through contribution of government 
property. This approach has several social and eco-
nomic merits.

First, it is a preferable alternative to increasing 
the tax burden. Gradual privatization and bringing 
to market of governmental assets, which are not 
directly involved in execution of government func-
tions, is an economically justified step and will lead 
to general improvement of economic efficiency. 

Second, the residual pension system deficit, like 
government assets, has its own ultimate limits and 
will disappear completely after 2042. So its fund-
ing out of government assets is a classic case of ex-
changing one reserve for another, and is economi-
cally very sound.

Third, large-scale transfer of government as-
sets to the pension system for subsequent sale as 
a means of pension funding is an essentially new 
model of (potentially) popular privatization on 
fair terms in the best interests of the overwhelm-
ing majority of the general public. Such a policy 
could help improve public trust in the institutions 
of private property.  

Fourth, such sources can be available for pen-
sion funding in the next few years, and are an ex-
cellent way of tackling the problem of the 2010s-
2020s pensioner generation. Their use enables 
large growth of the substitution rate in the next 
two decades and considerable pension accumula-
tions for senior age groups.

We used available data from the end of 2006 
to estimate federal assets, which could be allo-
cated for pension system funding. There has been 
almost no reduction of federal corporate assets 
since then. On the contrary, there has been some 
replenishment through consolidation of gov-
ernment assets in state-owned corporations. Of 
course, the financial crisis reduces value of such 
assets in the short and medium term. But the cri-
sis will push the government to greater participa-
tion in the in economy, including takeover of in-
solvent financial institutions and large companies 
in the real sector. So the estimates below present, 
on the whole, a realistic picture of the long-term 
potential for pension funding by use of govern-
ment property. 

All federal assets are conventionally divided 
into three groups: 

1. governmental stakes in companies, whose 
shares are traded on stock exchanges;

2. other state-owned companies (except 
Vneshekonombank);

3. land and real estate.
Valuation groups by groups are shown in Ta-

ble 7.1.
As shown in Table 7.1, sum total of such assets 

is about 15 trillion roubles, which is about 40% of 
the residual Pension Fund deficit. The problem is 
that far from all government assets are usable for 
pension funding purposes. What is actually avail-
able consists of strategically important enterprises 
and federal property, which  is indispensable for 
execution of government responsibilities. As esti-
mated by the authors, such property represents at 
least a third of total federal property, and cannot 
be used for pension system funding. 

Calculations show that, if only two thirds of 
federal assets are put to work to cover the residual 
pension system deficit, then, without other sources 
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of funding, a 40% substitution rate can be attained 
no earlier than 2036. That date could be brought 
forward by issue of government debt. We studied 
a scenario where the residual pension deficit is fi-
nanced using government debt instruments equal 
to 15-20% of average annual GDP in the period of 
issue. There are several arguments, which make 
this scenario appear affordable. 

First, total public debt of the Russian Federation, 
as of today, is less than 20% of GDP. This is a low level 
by standards of developed countries. Debt has been 
reduced by payments from oil & gas rent, which have 
thus been converted into a  sort of latent financial “re-
serve” for economically safe public debt growth in the 
future. So gradual growth of public debt by 15-20% of 
GDP from the current very low level is affordable.

Second, this is not strictly an increase of total 
public debt. What it really does is to transform 
implicit debt of the government to the future 
generation of pensioners into explicit debt. Since 
increase of the substitution rate is inevitable, 
such debt – even if it remained implicit – would 
be treated by financial markets as a part of total 
public debt. 

Third, gradual increase of public debt as a GDP 
percentage could be welcomed on developing fi-
nancial markets. Many financial market segments 
(including the market of pension annuities – life-
term pension payments by insurance organiza-
tions out of pension accumulations) need greater 
volume of government securities compared with 
what is available for issuance in the current of 
public debt framework. 

Fourth, use of government securities facili-
tates pension capitalization for pensioners of the 
2020s. Inclusion of government securities in pen-
sion savings increases those savings, but it also 
optimizes investment portfolio structure for that 
generation of pensioners in accordance with ap-
plicable prudential standards for reducing finan-
cial risks of these investments.  

Money obtained by this mechanism should be 
sufficient to fully cover the residual pension sys-
tem deficit if 40% substitution rate is achieved by 
2028. Furthermore, comparison of residual defi-
cit amounts with possibilities of funding during 
shorter (5-year) intervals shows feasibility of grad-
ual sale of government shares in large companies 
(subject to the condition that government stakes 
in companies of strategic importance should be 
kept). Findings of the analysis are stated in more 
detail in the above-mentioned article2.

Use of federal property for pension system re-
capitalization will require certain changes to the 
existing system of pension asset management. 
Most probably, federal assets for needs of the pen-
sion system will need to be placed in a new fund, 

separate from all other pension accumulations. All 
monies from that fund will be distributed to cu-
mulative accounts of future and present pension-
ers. Since, in practice, needs for pension payment 
funding cannot exactly coincide in time with the 
privatization schedule, liquidity gaps should be 
covered by issuance of derivative securities based 
on fund assets. Any federal securities issued to 
support the residual pension system deficit can be 
placed in the same fund. 

These mechanisms are generally in accord with 
principles underlying the existing pension insur-
ance system, but their implementation requires 
major changes to pension laws. Such changes will 
concern the procedure for payment of insurance 
contributions, conduct of a personalized record-
keeping system, the pension savings management 
system, as well as conditions and procedure for 
awarding and paying pensions. These are major 
changes, and it is fair to say that a political decision 
on gradual increase of the average employment 
pension to 40% of the average salary would mark 
the start of the second stage of pension reform.

It is very important to emphasize that conclu-
sions stated above are only valid in case the in-

Asset groups
Estimated 

value (trillion 
roubles)

1 Government stakes in companies traded on stock exchanges  
(except RAO UES of Russia) 6.6

2 Other state-owned companies (except Vneshekonombank) 3.3
3 Land and real estate 5.0

Total 14.9

Table 7.1. Estimated federal asset values, end of 2006 
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ertial demographic forecast proves correct. If the 
optimistic forecast proves correct, the sources of 
pension funding, which we have described, will 
not be sufficient to attain 40% substitution rate in 
the foreseeable future. According to our estimates, 
achievement of that target in the context of the op-
timistic demographic scenario will require use of 
all the sources described, plus mandatory increase 
of the standard retirement age to about 68 years 
for men and women by the beginning of the 2030s. 
Such a step will be socially justified if the optimis-
tic demographic scenario comes true. It will reflect 
substantial lowering in adult mortality and longer 
life expectancy for Russian pensioners, matching 
expectancies in many developed countries, most of 
which have also had to raise their retirement age. 

7.3.  Demographic 
challenge to social 
policy: Care for the 
elderly

Pension provision to elderly people is not the 
only social problem produced by demographic 
ageing and other socio-demographic changes 
(family nuclearization, small number of children 
born, increased life expectancy and a gap in the 
life expectancies between men and women, as well 
as “emancipation” of older generations, who show 
growing preference for independence). It is char-
acteristic of developed countries nowadays that a 
large share of elderly people live alone. While in 
less developed countries, the share of households 
consisting of one elderly person (aged over 60) liv-
ing alone is 7%, the share in developed countries 
is 25%.

This makes the issue of care for the elderly in-
creasingly significant in developed countries. There 
is increasing need for old people’s homes and other 
specialized facilities for elderly people, who can no 
longer maintain their household independently or 
who require medical care. This increases needs for 
social spending and for a balanced policy, which 
enhances personal independence of old people, 
provides social services to those, who need them, 
and encourages families to look after their senior 
members.

Russia is not exception to this rule. According to 
the study, “Parents and Children, Men and Wom-
en in Society” (Russian Generations and Gender 
Survey; RusGGS further), every third pensioner 
now lives alone. This adds up to a very large social 

group, whose economic and social situation is a 
cause of public apprehension and concern. 

Pensioners are living along for various reasons. 
Each fifth of them is widowed, more than half 
(59%) are divorced, and 14% have never had any 
permanent partners. One in six of all pensioners 
living alone have no children. Only 6% of them 
have permanent partners (who are living separate-
ly). 

Older pensioners are more likely to live alone: at 
age 60-64, one in four pensioners lives alone, rising 
to one in three by age 65-69, and more than half by 
age 75-80 (Table 7.2). numbers of lone pensioners 
will grow in coming decades, since Russia will have 
a larger share of pensioners, more of whom will be 
aged 75 years over. 

Living alone in old age is a mainly feminine 
phenomenon: women are 86% of all pensioners 
living alone. To a large extent, this is due to the 
disastrous gap in life expectancy between men 
and women in Russia, which entails high widow-
hood rates. Also, divorced elderly women – be-
cause they are more numerous – usually fail to 
find a new partner to live with, while widowed 
or divorced men often enter a new partnership or 
remarry or move to live with their children. As a 
result, only one in four men but more than half 
of women have no partner at the time of retire-
ment. By the age of 70, more than three quarters 
of the female pensioners are no longer in mar-
riage, while the share of men in that situation is 
less than one third. 

The worst placed are pensioners without part-
ners and children. Their share in the total is not 
large, since the share of childless people in Rus-
sia remains relatively small. In 2004-2007, ac-
cording to RusGGS data, old-age people, who 
are absolutely alone in demographic terms, were 
about 17-19% of all those living alone and 5-6% 
of the total pensioner population. Growth of this 
age group is also a reflection of early mortality: 
mothers aged 70-80 sometimes outlive not only 
their husbands, but also their own children (par-
ticularly sons).

Pensioners living alone are subject to a wide 
range of social and economic risks. First, their 
health is much inferior to that of pensioners not 
living alone: nearly a quarter of them have illnesses 
that affect their ability to work, and the share rises 
to a third by age 75-79 (Table 7.2). nearly a third 
of the entire pensioner population is formally cer-
tified as disabled, but the share of disabled among 
old-age pensioners living alone without children 
and partners is up to 42%.  
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Poor health means that pensioners living alone 
are less active economically than pensioners living 
with family: more than 80% of the former are not 
employed, and almost none of them remain em-
ployed beyond the age of 70. So they are mainly 
dependent on their pension, paid out of the Rus-
sian Pension Fund.

The oldest age groups have difficulty looking af-
ter themselves. In 2004-2007, about 5-6% of pen-
sioners living alone needed regular help from oth-
ers to maintain personal hygiene, and the share at 
ages above 75 is one in every 8 or 10 (Table 7.2). 

When there are no immediate relatives, or they 
live too far from the pensioner, provision of care 
to elderly people is a particularly acute problem, 
since pensioners living alone often have no funds 
to pay for social services. As reported by RusGGS, 
less than 3% of pensioners living alone have ever 
received assistance from personnel of appropriate 
public institutions (professional nurses, medical 
nurses, social workers), and only one respondent 
has applied for help from a private or charitable 
organization. Among pensioners living alone, who 

have neither children nor partners, there was not a 
single individual who had ever received any assis-
tance from professional organizations. So nearly all 
assistance to pensioners living alone is from rela-
tives, friends, neighbors and other people, who are 
not professionals in this sphere. But even informal 
assistance such as this is only available on a regu-
lar basis to under a third of respondents, who said 
that they needed it. Clearly, there need to be social 
programmes for provision of care to pensioners 
who are living alone and in poor health.

Deprived of social life connected with work, 
lacking family contacts and often suffering from 
chronic diseases, pensioners living alone are the 
most deprived pensioner group, and are bound 
to suffer considerable psychological stress (Ta-
ble 7.3).

One in four respondents living alone said that 
they feel lonely, which is three times more than the 
share of those who did not live alone in the 2004 
poll and almost four times more in 2007. Pension-
ers living alone have more acute feelings of lone-
liness, lack of human company and loving care, 

Age
Share  

living alone, 
%

of pensioners living alone, %

not working
ability to work 

impaired by 
illness

no children  
or partners

in need of 
regular care+

18-19 - - - - -
20-24 ** ** ** ** **
25-29 ** ** ** ** **
30-34 ** ** ** ** **
35-39 ** ** ** ** **
40-44 ** ** ** ** **
45-49 15.7 81.3 50.0 12.5 0.0
50-54 12.3 58.3 27.8 16.7 5.6
55-59 20.8 56.1 8.9 10.6 1.6
60-64 31.6 79.8 18.8 16.4 1.9
65-69 35.2 86.9 16.5 12.8 3.7
70-74 41.7 95.0 24.0 13.4 5.7
75-79 53.2 98.7 34.9 17.9 14.0

Total: 18-79 33.2 86.2 22.9 14.7 6.0

Table 7.2  Share of pensioners living alone in total pensioner population and 
characteristics of each age group, RusGGS (first wave), 2004, %

Notes:
1 - “-“ non-studied
2 - “**” limited number of observations
3 - “+” respondent needs regular help eating and maintaining personal hygiene
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compared with those who live with somebody else 
(spouse/partner, children, grandchildren, etc.). 
They are twice as likely to feel that they are “fail-
ures”, rejected by others, to feel fearful, and to have 
weeping fits. It was found that 10-20% of all pen-
sioners living alone are in a near-critical state of 
mind. 

So pensioners living alone are a high-risk group, 
and not only due to poverty. Accelerated growth 

in recent years of the basic part of labor pensions, 
which is higher for people aged 80 or more and for 
the disabled, is gradually improving their financial 
situation. But their main problems are acute (and 
unaddressed) need for social services, and psycho-
logical deprivation, which cannot be resolved by 
pension growth. Pensioners living alone are more 
in need of socio-medical, rehabilitation and socio-
psychological help, and it is generally unavailable. 

Table 7.3.  Subjective opinions of various pensioner groups,  
RusGGS first wave, 2004, %

Notes:
1 - “-“ not studied
2 - “**” small number of observations
3 - “+” - “often” and “almost always” in the last week
4 - “++” – “yes, correct” or “more or less correct”.

Age Feel lonely+ Miss human 
company++

Feel 
rejected++

Feel 
themselves 

to be 
failures+

Fearful+ Weeping+

Pensioners living alone
18-19 - - - - - -
20-24 ** ** ** ** ** **
25-29 ** ** ** ** ** **
30-34 ** ** ** ** ** **
35-39 ** ** ** ** ** **
40-44 ** ** ** ** ** **
45-49 25.0 50.0 18.8 12.5 18.8 6.3
50-54 11.1 33.3 19.4 11.1 8.3 19.4
55-59 18.7 27.6 22.0 10.6 11.4 9.8
60-64 20.2 39.0 26.8 14.1 9.4 11.7
65-69 27.1 39.3 28.4 14.6 11.3 16.5
70-74 25.6 49.2 31.3 12.2 12.2 14.5
75-79 33.9 51.2 30.9 17.3 15.9 22.9

Total: 18-79 25.9 42.9 28.5 14.0 12.2 16.0
Pensioners who do not live alone

18-19 - - - - - -
20-24 ** ** ** ** ** **
25-29 ** ** ** ** ** **
30-34 ** ** ** ** ** **
35-39 12.5 33.3 20.8 12.5 12.5 4.2
40-44 7.8 25.5 23.5 15.7 3.9 9.8
45-49 7.0 27.9 15.1 9.3 7.0 8.1
50-54 8.2 23.4 18.4 8.6 3.9 10.2
55-59 6.6 21.0 15.2 8.1 4.5 5.8
60-64 6.5 24.8 16.5 7.2 5.2 6.3
65-69 8.9 22.3 15.7 7.3 5.1 6.9
70-74 9.0 26.7 15.5 11.4 6.8 9.8
75-79 10.2 25.7 13.2 5.3 6.8 10.6

Total: 18-79 8.1 24.0 15.9 8.2 5.4 7.7
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As the population ages it is of great importance 
to develop public and private programmes for social 
services, home care and various forms of commu-
nity recreation for pensioners, as well as  temporary 
care centers and up-to-date, well-equipped old peo-
ple’s homes. In the context of an ageing society, the 
principal demographic challenge for social institu-
tions is radical reconstruction of care provision to 
the elderly population.

7.4.  The demographic 
challenge for child care 
and education 

The rise of fertility in the early 2000s created a 
larger population of pre-school age children. The 
number of children enrolled in pre-school educa-
tion facilities rose by 11% over 8 years: from 4.255 
million in 1999 to 4.713 million in 2006. However, 
the number of pre-school education institutions 
continues to decline: by 17% from 53,900 in 1999 to 
46,200 in 2006. In 2006, there were 589 pre-school 
places per 1000 children aged 1-6 years. Combined 
with uneven distribution of such facilities across 
regions and municipalities, this has led to more 
than 6-fold growth in the number of children on 
the waiting list for enrollment to pre-school facili-
ties (from 192,900 in 1999 to 1,237,900 in 2006). 
The trends will remain negative unless action is 
taken.

Inadequate budget funding of pre-school facili-
ties means that their resources are deteriorating, 
their personnel are less qualified, and average ages 
of personnel are rising3. Increasing dissatisfaction 
of parents and growth of 
various costs, which par-
ents are expected to pay in 
order to keep their children 
in pre-school institutions, 
are leading to reduction in 
the share of children, who 
attend such facilities (in 
2006, the average number 
of children enrolled at aged 
1-6 exceeded 58%, but has 
since declined). 

The number of children 
of pre-school age is expect-
ed to grow much more rap-
idly in the coming decade 
than has been the case in 
recent years (Figure 7.7). If 
numbers of pre-school in-

stitutions and available places continue to dwindle, 
increasing numbers of children of this age will be 
left outside any pre-school education system.

However, variations in the young child popula-
tion make level of demand for pre-school educa-
tion highly mutable. Another sharp decline is ex-
pected from the mid-2020s. Such fluctuations may 
justify development of other infant care institu-
tions in addition to pre-school facilities, including 
various community groups, nannies, etc.

As of today, when 13% of children aged 0-6 and 
15% of those aged 1-6 are waiting for places in pre-
school facilities, so there is an urgent issue of find-
ing people to look after these children. Findings of 
RusGGS first-wave data were that 44% of all 2824 
respondent households with children younger than 
14 years have no childcare assistance outside the 
family, while 35.5% of households are regular users 
of formal childcare. Services of individuals who are 
non-professionals in infant care4 are used more of-
ten than pre-school facilities or any appropriately 
trained personnel: 20.6% of households have used 
childcare services from non-professional individ-
uals only, while 18.2% of respondents have used 
formal childcare only; and 17.3% have used both 
types of childcare.

Enrollment in kindergartens and in combined 
kindergartens continues to be the most widely 
used formal infant care service, in terms of both 
the number of facilities available and the num-
ber of children enrolled. This is proved by official 
statistics and RusGGS data. However, numbers of 
children enrolled in ordinary kindergartens has 
been declining in recent years, while enrollment 
in special-focus kindergartens and in child devel-

Figure 7.7.  Number of children aged 0-6 according the statistical 
data and various forecast scenarios, million 
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opment centers has, on the contrary, been grow-
ing rapidly (2.5-fold and 5.6-fold, respectively, in 
1999-2006). This is a sign of growing demand for 
an individual approach to infant care and educa-
tion, which is better designed (so the parents be-
lieve) to prepare the child for school. There is also 
growing supply of such services, but the number 
of facilities remains small and they are very un-
evenly distributed. As reported by RusGGS, very 
few households (1.1%)5 make use of professional 
nannies6 and infant care groups organized by par-
ents (0.3%).

The decision whether or not to use any formal 
infant care services depends on the number and 
age of children, and employment status of the 
woman. 

Services from “non-professional” individuals, 
most usually relatives and predominantly grand-
mothers, are usually in demand up until school 
age. Households with children in the youngest age 
group (up to 1.5 years) make greatest use of such 
assistance. Demand for childcare arrangements 
grows in older pre-school age groups, reaching 
the highest level just before the child is enrolled 
at school (4-6 years), after which there is a sharp 
decline. 

Employed mothers use childcare arrangements 
more frequently than non-employed mothers. 
However, rural households, are less frequent us-
ers, even when mothers are employed: while, in 

urban areas, almost every 
second household where 
the mother is in employ-
ment and children are un-
der 14 years uses formal 
child care, the share in ru-
ral areas is only one third. 
However, the greater share 
of non-nuclear families in 
rural areas makes it easier 
to enlist assistance from 
other members of the 
household (Figure 7.8). So 
employed women in ru-
ral families use help from 
“non-professionals” (usu-
ally family members) more 
frequently than is the case 
in urban families. 

Level of education of 
the mother and household 
incomes do not often de-
termine whether the child 
will be enrolled in a pre-

school facility at all, but they do determine what 
specific formal childcare services will be chosen. 
Demand for innovative formal services and assis-
tance from professional educators is more usual 
among more educated parents, reflecting their 
desire to start personal development of the child 
early on and to ensure that he/she obtains better-
quality school education.

Women with higher education are most likely 
to use formal childcare services, since such wom-
en typically combine desire for better pre-school 
education and lack of time to provide child care 
themselves at home. But this same group also has 
the highest share of women, whose children re-
ceive assistance from both formal facilities and 
non-professionals. This situation reflects normal 
working hours of professional facilities: there has 
to be someone to take the child there and bring 
him/her home, so the parents need help from 
professional nannies, governors, etc.

Affordability of child care services is not a big 
issue, but more varied and better-quality services 
are only fully available to wealthier families7 (Fig-
ure 7.9), and good-quality education for children 
is relatively cheaper for them than for low-income 
families.

Living standards of Russian families depend 
mainly on the level of employment income re-
ceived by parents8. However, the birth of each 
child interrupts (to varying extents) employment 

Figure 7.8.  Distribution of women with children younger than 
14 years by types of child care assistance (including 
from members of their own household), by location 
and employment status 
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and earnings of the mother. So ultimate success of 
any policy designed to alleviate poverty in fami-
lies with children and to improve fertility rates 
will, to a great extent, dependent on success in 
reconciliation between female employment and 
having children9. Comparisons between coun-
tries show that the best way of overcoming this 
conflict is to ensure provision of formal child care 
independently of a woman’s income level and the 
age of her child10.

At present, the child care market in Russia re-
mains under-developed and there is little differ-
entiation between available services. Some social 
strata have difficulty even affording services of-
fered by kindergartens, while terms and condi-
tions of services do not always match needs (as 
regards working hours of the facilities, fees pay-
able, and quality of services). 

Underdevelopment of social services has some 
less direct but highly important consequences. 
Specifically, a woman’s decision on whether she 
will have a child (or a second or subsequent child) 
depends in part on whether formal childcare ar-
rangements are available and affordable, enabling 
her to return to employment. Unless they are 
combined with adequate development of the child 
care services, financial incentives to boost fertil-
ity rates may give results for a short time only and 
may push many women – whether mothers or 
grandmothers – out of the job market. 

It should be added that no family can make up 
for the existing public 
policy failures and inad-
equate development of 
the social service mar-
ket. The consequence 
of this is increase in 
numbers of children left 
vulnerable and without 
proper care, and growth 
of social orphanhood. 
It is far from always the 
case that higher fertility 
mean an increase in re-
sponsible parenthood, 
particularly when the 
emphasis is on material 
incentives alone. Grow-
ing social orphanhood 
in Russia is a reality 
of recent years and a 
threat to the country’s 
future social develop-
ment. 

*  *  *  *  *
•	 Whatever	demographic	scenario	is	realized	

in Russia in the future, it is certain that the share of 
people of working age in the total population will 
continue to decline, while the dependency pressure 
on those of working age will continue to grow. How-
ever, dependency patterns differ between scenarios: 
in the inertial scenario, they will grow, mainly, 
through an increasing share of elderly population, 
while the number of children born will tend to de-
cline. In the optimistic scenario, dependency pres-
sure will grow far more rapidly, due both to an in-
creasing number of children born and expansion of 
senior-age population. Differences between the two 
forecasts have substantial impact on required struc-
ture of social spending in the future. 

•	 While	 higher	 fertility,	 improved	 public	
health and reduced mortality are undoubtedly ben-
eficial for economic growth in the long term, and 
although they are objectives to be pursued per se, 
their attainment may act against faster economic 
growth in the short and medium term.

•	 The	 largest	 share	 of	 public	 social	 spend-
ing is on support of the pension system and this 
spending will inevitably grow further, since society 
is ageing. If the optimistic demographic forecast 
comes true, total growth of pension, health and 
education expenses may be 8-10% of GDP, which 
is considerably more than the Russian economy 
can afford. This could lead to destabilization of 
the  budget system, unjustified growth of tax pres-
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Box 7.3.  Social spending on support of families  
and children in OECD 

In 2003, in 24 OECD countries, for which data are available*, social benefits and support payments to 
families (not including spending on health and housing, which are also of much importance to families) 
were 2.4% of GDP: 1.3% of GDP consisted of cash payments (child benefits depending, in some countries, 
on the age of the child and income derived by the family; payments and benefits available during leave 
from work for child-care, payments to single parents and for education and care of children); 0.9% of 
GDP are services (direct funding and subsidies for child care and pre-school education services, and 
some other services available to families); 0.2% of GDP are tax discounts (exclusion of child relief from 
taxable base, exemption from payments on child credits, etc.).

Cash payments are the main form of family support in Ireland (86%), New Zealand (83%), Austria (81%), 
Australia (78%), Canada (77%), United Kingdom (66%), Slovakia (56%), Czech Republic (55%), Belgium, 
Finland and Norway (54%). In Germany, France, Netherlands, Spain and Mexico, cash payments, were 
30-40% of total social assistance to families as of 2003, while they were about 25% in Japan and slightly 
more than 6% in the USA.

Payment for services is the principal method of social support to families in South Korea (100%), Mexico 
(69%), Denmark (59%), Spain (58%), Sweden (55%), Iceland and Italy (53%). In Austria, New Zealand, 
Canada and Ireland, payment for services represents 10-20% of support available to families. 

Tax discounts are especially prominent in USA (49%), Japan (39%) and Germany (34%). In New Zealand, 
Austria, South Korea, Mexico, Denmark, Sweden, Iceland, Italy and Finland, tax discounts are a negligible 
part of social support. 

Public spending on care of young children (in day nurseries, day time-stay families and centers for 
children up to 3 years) and on pre-school education (in kindergartens and day time-stay centers for 
children aged 3-6 years) are an important form of family support. This spending may be in the form of cash 
payments, service payments or tax discounts. On average in the OECD such spending was about 0.7% 
of GDP in 2003, varying between 0.1% in South Korea and 1.8% in Iceland. Education of young children 
receives more support in Iceland (1.2% of GDP), Finland and Denmark (1% in each of the two countries), 
while pre-school education is the focus in Hungary (0.8%), France, Denmark and Mexico (0.7%).

If we assume that public spending on education of young children (up to 3 years) is applicable to the 
total number of children in that age group, we find that per child spending in 2003 varied from USD 144 
PPP in South Korea to 8009 in Denmark. Pre-school education spending per child varied from USD 2069 
in Mexico to USD 7755 in the USA.

Socially funded public education for young children (up to 3 years) is more typical for such countries 
as Denmark, France, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden, where spending for these purposes is greater 
than in other OECD countries. Lower spending up to 3 years is typical for Southern Europe, where home 
education of young children is dominant, while public education mainly starts when the child older 
than 3 years. Public spending on education of young children is usually lower when private methods of 
childcare and child education are predominant. In countries such as South Korea and Japan, households 
(families themselves) are the major source of payment for pre-school education as well. 

Public child care and education ensure certain standards of child development and enable parents 
(mainly mothers) to be more active in the labor market and other spheres of social life. 

Sources: Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development – www.oecd.org 
OECD Social and Welfare Statistics - www.oecd.org/statistics/social. 

Social Expenditure Database - http://www.sourceoecd.org/database/socialexpenditure 
OECD Family Database - www.oecd.org/els/social/family/database

E.M. Scherbakova

*  Australia, Austria, Belgium, United Kingdom, Germany, Denmark, Ireland, Iceland, Spain, Italy, Canada, Korea, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Slovakia, USA, Finland, France, Czech Republic, Sweden, Japan.
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sure and, eventually, reduction of Russia’s eco-
nomic competitiveness and slowdown of economic 
growth.

•	 The	main	 long-term	problem	of	 the	Rus-
sian pension system is not now to make it deficit-
free. Formulas that currently govern indexing of 
insurance and basic parts of labor pensions will 
ensure financial sustainability of the pension sys-
tem, without adjustment of current financing prin-
ciples. But the price of such sustainability is further 
decline of the substitution rate – the ratio between 
average labor pension and average salary. Unless 
the pension system is updated in a major way, it 
will not be possible to support an adequate quality 
of life for the elderly population and, therefore, to 
provide proper incentives for the working popula-
tion. 

•	 Improvement	 of	 the	 pension	 system	 will	
not resolve the problem of helplessness  and lone-
liness in old age. Pensioners who live alone are a 
major risk group, but not primarily due to poverty: 
their main problems are lack of care provision and 
psychological deprivation. In a context of rapid 
ageing of the population, there need to be public 

and private programmes for provision of social 
services, home care and various leisure activities 
for pensioners, as well as community centers and 
up-to-date, well-equipped old people’s homes. The 
challenge in face of an ageing society is radical re-
construction of the whole system for provision of 
care to the elderly , including creation of new and 
efficient social institutions.

The childcare market in Russia remains inad-
equately developed, with little differentiation be-
tween the services on offer. Even kindergarten ser-
vices are unaffordable for some social strata, and 
terms and conditions of service provision do not 
always match existing needs. Families are incapable 
of compensating  existing public policy failures and 
inadequate development of the social service mar-
ket. The consequence is lack of proper child care, 
vulnerability and spread of social orphanhood. Pro-
natalist policy does not always mean the support of 
stronger parental responsibility, particularly when 
the emphasis is on financial incentives for raising 
fertility. Growing social orphanhood in Russia is a 
reality of recent years and a threat to the country’s 
future social development.

1  Here and below, use is made of findings of the joint research project by CSD and the Institute for the Economy in Transition, published in Ekono-
micheskaya Politika, No. 3, June 2008 (M. Dmitriev, S. Drobyshevsky, L. Mikhailov, T. Omelchuk, L. Sycheva. Can pensions be increased to 40% of 
salary?).

2  M. Dmitriev, S. Drobyshevsky, L. Mikhailov, T. Omelchuk, L. Sycheva, Can pensions be increased to 40% of salary? “Ekonomicheskaya Politika” No. 
3, June 2008.

3  E.V. Savitskaya, Pre-school education for children: The economic aspect. Information bulletin. – Moscow: State University – Higher School of 
Economics, 2005.

4  These services are here understood as assistance in infant care by any individuals who do not live in the respondent’s household and are not 
child care professionals. Assistance from members of the same household (partner, other children or from any other members of the household) 
is not understood as “non-professional” infant care.

5  According to the findings of a study by the State University – Higher School of Economics using FOM opinion poll reports from 2004, services of 
nannies and governors were in use by only 4% of Russian families [E.V. Savitskaya, Pre-school education for children: The economic aspect. Infor-
mation bulletin. – Мoscow: State University – Higher School of Economics, 2005.]. These nannies are predominantly distant relatives, neighbors 
and family acquaintances, whose services were treated in the PCMW study as services from non-professional individuals. 

6  Here and below, following strictly the logic of the question list, we include nannies in “formal services”, although in Russia professional nannies 
(people who babysit as their major employment) are almost unknown. The problem is not lack of training opportunities, but lack of regulation 
or standards applicable to nanny services, or any specific forms of licensing or registration applicable to such activity. Organizations offering 
nanny services are only available in main cities. This is why most Russian nannies are informal workers (usually neighbors or acquaintances). But 
there were only 32 “professional” nannies in the sample, so they have no any significant impact on the analysis. 

7  Division into wealth & property groups used data on average annual per-capita household income (adjusted for interregional differences in the 
cost of living), as well as information on property owned by households. Correlation between the three groups in the total sample was about 
20:70:10. When interpreting the findings it should be borne in mind that population groups, which are truly wealthy, are never captured by 
mass opinion polls; so the group of households, which, according to our own criterion, has “high” income levels would be better described as 
“above average” in a full cross-section of the Russian population. 

8  Income and social services: Inequality, vulnerability, poverty. Monograph by a group of authors / L.N. Ovcharova, ed.; The Independent Institute 
of Social Policy. Moscow: State University – Higher School of Economics, 2005.

9  Esping-Andersen G. (ed.) (2002). Why We Need a New Welfare State? N.Y.: Oxford University Press.
10  Neyer G. (2003). Family Policies and Low Fertility in Western Europe // MPIDR Working Paper, WP 2003-021, July. Rostock: Max Planck Institute 

for Demographic Research. Р. 32.



Chapter 8

Demographic 
challenges anD the 
eDucation system

Demographic processes have had major impact 
on the age structure of the Russian population 
and will continue to do so. Children, teenagers 
and young adults – the main recipients of services 
at all levels of the education system – are inevita-
bly affected by these processes. Size of these age 
groups has been subject to large fluctuations in 
recent decades, although the overall trend has 
been towards decline. The wave-like development 
is likely to continue into the future, as shown  
in Figure 8.1. 

It can be seen in Figure 8.1 that numbers of vari-
ous age groups among the young population – the 
groups most heavily involved in education – have 
been changing in different ways and that these differ-
ences will continue to be observed. 

These changes offer new opportunities, but also 
create new problems for the education system. We 
will discuss the opportunities and problems with re-
spect to each level of education. 

8.1.  Pre-school education
Pre-school education has a number of specif-

ics. First, unlike secondary education, it is not 
compulsory. Second, it is crucially important for 
further education and life career of the individu-
al, since it serves to level out starting conditions 
for children from different social groups and dif-
ferent places. Third, pre-school education has 
two essentially different purposes: childcare and 
education (personal development). It is essential 
that pre-school education should be generally ac-
cessible, particularly for children of senior pre-
school age. 

Total population of children aged 1-6- has been 
growing since 2005, and the growth is expected to 
continue until 2018, though at insignificant rates. 
However, the pre-school education system has proved 
unprepared for these demographic changes: levels of 
involvement in education at youngest ages has ceased 

Box 8.1.  Russian education in the context of international 
Standart Classification of education (ISCED-97)  

The Russian education system consists of: pre-school education, general secondary education (includ-
ing primary, low and upper secondary), primary and secondary vocational, and higher education, as well 
as post-graduate education and school children supplementary education. 

According to the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED-97), secondary education in-
cludes – in addition to general secondary education as such, – Russian primary vocational education (PVE) 
and a certain part of secondary vocational education (SVE) (the first two years of study) in case students 
enter PVE and SVE programmes upon completion of low secondary education. 

Russian secondary vocational and higher education programs are incorporated into tertiary education 
type B and tertiary education type A, respectively. 

Russian primary vocational education, following completion of an upper secondary programme, is clas-
sified in ISCED-97 as post-secondary non-tertiary education. 
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to grow and even declined to some extent since 2005 
(Figure 8.2). 

Declining reach of pre-school education is main-
ly due to simple excess of demand over supply. 
Kindergartens, particularly in large cities, are over-
subscribed: the waiting list of children is growing, 
while relative capacities of the system are declining 
(Figure 8.3).

The problem is most acute in poor regions (Fig-
ure 8.4) – precisely where children have most need of 
help at early ages in order 
to level out starting con-
ditions in the educational 
process.

This imbalance in Rus-
sia fully reflects global 
trends: involvement in 
pre-school education in 
developed countries is 
higher than in countries 
with average and (to an 
even greater extent) low 
development levels. Pre-
school education is even 
compulsory in some de-
veloped countries.

As shown by studies1, 
higher rates of employ-
ment in any region are 
correlated with greater in-
volvement in pre-school 
education and greater 

need for its services. Despite 
current difficulties due to the 
crisis, which impede growth 
of employment rates, in the 
longer term there are reasons 
to expect increasingly severe 
shortage of human resources 
on the labor market, leading 
to lower unemployment rates 
and relatively lower share of 
the economically inactive 
population, at least in devel-
oping regions of the coun-
try. This will entail growth 
of demand for pre-school 
education at faster rates than 
growth of population of the 
relevant age group. So the 
challenge for the education 
system is to provide more 
places in pre-school institu-
tions, to develop new forms 

and alternative organizational patterns for pre-school 
education (short-stay groups, pre-school institutions 
at schools and supplementary education institutions, 
home-based groups, etc.). Otherwise, involvement in 
pre-school education will decline further, reducing 
success in  leveling out starting conditions in educa-
tion and worsening the labor deficit. 

Recent program documents of the Ministry of 
Education and Science have focused on provision 
of education to senior pre-school age children2. 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

3-6 years 7-17 years 18-24 years 7-24 years  

Figure 8.1.  Numbers of Russian children, teenagers  
and young adults (3-24 years), mln. people



 

       
    (tertiary education type B  tertiary education type A, 
).  

       
        
  (upper secondary education).  

 

 

8.1.   

    . -,    
 ,    , -,   
        , 
        
      , -,  
     –      
 () .         
      –   
 .  

    1-6   2005   ,   ,   
,    2018 .    
         
,           
 (. 4.2)  2005 .  

52%

53%

54%

55%

56%

57%

58%

59%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

 

 8.2.       1-6  
      ,  ,   

 ,         
  –  ,    , 

Figure 8.2.  Involvement of children aged 1-6 years  
in pre-school education 



Chapter 8. DEMOgRAPHIC CHAllEngES AnD THE EDuCATIOn SySTEM

The essential message is that total education pe-
riods should be extended by starting the educa-
tional process at an earlier age. This is in line with 
global trends and should help Russia to overcome 
its gap compared with developed countries in stan-
dard duration of education3. Development of se-
nior pre-school education requires funding, new 
programmes for the purpose, etc. However, it is 
less costly than traditional pre-school education, 
because it can be implemented through classes of 
short duration, which do not require all the facilities 
needed to care for children in kindergartens. Such 
programs should help to level out starting condi-
tions for children from different social groups and 
different locations. But mass implementation will 
requires creation of new educational forms and in-
volvement of a broad range of organizations, from 
schools to supplementary education facilities.  

8.2.  General secondary 
education

The number of children of school age (7-17 years) 
grew from the start of the 1980s to a peak in the sec-
ond half of the 1990s, after which it went into decline. 
The decline should last until the middle of the next 
decade, after which a new growth trend will begin, 
but on a smaller scale (Figure 8.1). At the low point, 
soon after 2010, children and teenagers of school age 
will be about 15 million, which will be more than 11 
million (43%) less than in 1996-1997 and consider-
ably below the previous minimum (just over 21 mil-
lion, reported in 1982). Recovery in numbers will not 
be sufficient to raise the school-age population above 
18 million by 2025. 

What are the implications of these population trends 
for the system of general secondary education? 
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Figure 8.3.  Number of places available in pre-school education institutions  
per 1000 children aged 1-6 

Figure 8.4.  Economic development levels by regions and rates of involvement  
in pre-school education
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Box 8.2. Enrollment in childcare institutions in OECD

 

Country
Enrollment of children under 3 y.o.in day-stay centers and 

children of 3-6 y.o. in pre-school education. %

Average time spent 
in education by 

children aged 3-5 
y.o.. years

less than 3 years 3 years 4 years 5 years

Australia 1 29 55 64.6 90.9 1.8
Austria 4.1 45.9 82.1 93.1 2.2
Belgium 38.5 99.3 99.9 99.7 3.1
Canada 2 19 .. .. .. ..
Czech Republic 3 68 91.2 96.7 2.6
Denmark  1 61.7 81.8 93.4 93.9 2.7
Finland 3 35 37.7 46.1 54.6 1.4
France 4 26 100 100 100 3.2
germany 2 9 69.5 84.3 86.7 2.4
greece 3 7 .. 57.2 84.1 1.4
Hungary 6.9 71 92.3 97.8 2.6
Iceland 3 58.7 93.3 95.1 95.9 2.8
Ireland 5 15 48 46.6 100 1.5
Italy 5 6.3 98.7 100 100 3
Japan 15.2 67.3 95.2 96.6 2.6
South Korea 1 19.9 59.5 66.4 88.7 0.9
luxembourg  3 14 37.9 83.5 96.9 2.2
Mexico 3 3 22.1 66.4 95.9 1.8
netherlands 29.5 32.3 74 98.4 1.7
new Zealand 32.1 82.1 95.1 100 2.8
norway 3 43.7 79.4 86.9 89 2.6
Poland 2 2 26.1 35.7 46.2 1.1
Portugal 23.5 63.9 79.9 90.2 2.3
Slovakia 3 17.7 60.3 71.7 84.7 2.2
Spain 20.7 95.9 100 100 3.1
Sweden 39.5 82.5 87.7 89.7 2.6
Switzerland .. 7.2 34.4 89.7 1.3
Turkey .. 1.7 3.4 26.2 0.3
united Kingdom 25.8 50.2 92 98.2 2.4
uSA 29.5 41.8 64.1 77 1.8

1 - 2005;  
2 - 2001;  
3 - 2003; 
4 - 2002;  
5 - 2000

Table 8.A.  Enrollment of children under 6 y.o. in pre-school institutions in OECD, 2004
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During the 2003/2004 school year, public care/education provision (day-stay centers, officially 
registered nannies) covered 23% of children under 3 years old in OECD countries. This type of provision 
for children aged up to 3 years is most widely used in Denmark and Iceland (about 60% of children under 
3), Norway (44%), Sweden (40%), USA, Finland and Belgium (34-36%). However, the share is only 2% in 
Poland and 3% in the Czech Republic and Mexico. 

Children aged 3-6 y.o. are more widely involved in public forms of pre-school education. The average 
OECD rate was 74%, varying from 11% in Turkey to 100% in Belgium, Italy and France.

Sources:
Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development – www.oecd.org

OECD Social and Welfare Statistics - www.oecd.org/statistics/social.
Social Expenditure Database - http://www.sourceoecd.org/database/socialexpenditure

OECD Family Database - www.oecd.org/els/social/family/database

Figure 8.A.  Involvement of 
children aged 3-7 
years in education 
programmes in 
European Union, USA 
and Japan, 2006, % 
of total population in 
relevant age groups 

Source: 
Eurostat - http://europa.eu.int/comm/

eurostat/
Eurostat Database educ_ipart extracted 26 

September, 2008.

E.M. Scherbakova
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Involvement in secondary education in Russia is 
near to maximal: nearly everyone, who can, contin-
ues their education beyond 9 school years, either by 
staying on at school, or by enrolling at primary or 
secondary vocational education institutions. This is 
the case for 97% of teenagers (Figure 8.5), represent-
ing one of the highest rates in the world. 

So numbers of those in education is 
almost identical to population in the rel-
evant age groups, and there is almost no 
scope for greater involvement in school 
education. There are no reasons to expect 
significant increase of school enrollment 
through immigration4, since forecasts 
predict that the share of school-age mi-
grants will not exceed one percent of total 
children of school age in Russia.

Current rapid decline of the child pop-
ulation and, hence, of student numbers, 
entails decline, although at a slower pace, 
in resource efficiency indicators, such as 
use of class capacity, average number of 
children per school, and student-teacher 
ratio (Figure 8.6). In the last six years, the 
population of children and teenagers has 
dwindled by 29%, average school enroll-
ment by 21%, use of class capacity by 11% 
and number of pupils per teacher by 16%.

It should be noted that Russia has a major lag com-
pared with OECD countries by main measures of re-
source efficiency in education. In 2006, average class 
size in Russia was 18.4 individuals and there were 9.9 
students per teacher, as compared with 23.8 and 13.2, 

respectively, in OECD. The lag could be partly due to 
population density or share of rural population and 
under-development of the road system, but Russia is 
also behind countries with similar conditions (Cana-
da, Australia and Brazil). 

Ongoing demographic processes will lead to fur-
ther decline of class sizes, average number of children 

per school, the student/teacher ratio and, generally, 
spending efficiency in education. Much has already 
been done in recent years to optimize the network 
of education institutions, as a result of which the ef-
ficiency measures listed above have declined more 

slowly than the population of 
schoolchildren (Figure 8.6). 
This suggests that resources for 
further cuts in the number of 
schools and teachers are limited 
and raises doubts about eventual 
success of school enlargement, 
planned as part of the “Educa-
tion” national Project. 

lower secondary education 
enrollment and increase of 
education spending, planned 
by the government in coming 
years and into the future5, will 
raise spending per student. 
government funding of sec-
ondary education in Russia is 
unacceptably low at present. 
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Figure 8.5.  Enrollment in upper secondary 
education in Russia, %

Figure 8.6.  Changes in school-age population, average school enrollment  
and pupil/teacher ratio in 2001-2007
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In 2004 (the most recent year, for which data for 
foreign countries are available) Russian budget 
spending per secondary school student was uSD 
1600 at purchasing power parity, compared with 
uSD 6700 in OECD. Russian government spend-
ing per student has since doubled (in comparable 
terms), but remains far behind levels in developed 
countries. Further reduction in numbers of school-
children and increase of government spending will 
reduce the gap in spending per student between 
Russian and developed countries. But concurrent 
decline in average class size and number of pupils 
per teacher will mean lower spending efficiency 
and relative increase of spending needs, tending 
to undermine impact of the overall spending in-
creases. 

As well as threatening a reduction in spending effi-
ciency, lower numbers of school children raise issues 
concerning teachers. First, there will be a need for re-
training of teachers to help them work with smaller 
classes. The teacher training system today is geared 
to full-size pupil groups (25 individuals). Teaching 
smaller groups of 7-15 pupils offers new opportuni-
ties, but also calls for different approaches. Second, 
there will be a growing issue of social security for 
teachers who become redundant due to the dwin-
dling population of schoolchildren. This could be 
also be another obstacle to renewal of teaching staff, 
which is among top-priority tasks. 

In the context of demographic recession, com-
prehensive transition (now underway) to per capita 
funding of secondary education could lead to intense 
competition between establishments to keep or at-
tract young people graduating from basic secondary 
education. Earlier, schools were quite happy to part 
with some of their students at the end of the compul-
sory nine-year course, and even carried out screen-
ing for the purpose. But per capita funding will make 
schools do all they can to keep pupils for additional 
years in order to maximize their funding. 

At present more than half of school students (56%) 
elect to stay on at school after completing low sec-
ondary education, over a quarter (29%) enter an pri-
mary vocational institutions facility and about one in 
six (15%) enters a secondary vocational institutions. 
So nearly all of them stay in education. About 70% 
of these students – those, who stay at school or enter 
secondary vocational institutions, – are oriented to 
further education. The battlefield is the one third of 
low secondary graduates who enroll on primary vo-
cational programmes after 9th grade . These teenag-
ers are generally less academic and often come from 
low-income and/or socially under-privileged groups. 
If they stayed at school for additional years they 

would reduce average quality levels, forcing teachers 
to set lower standards, with inevitable negative effect 
on the quality of education received by all pupils. This 
is amply proven by results of young people from gen-
eral education schools and PVEs in the unified State 
Examination (uSE). The situation may be further ag-
gravated since 11-year education became compulsory 
(starting from the 2007-2008 academic year)6. 

Specific models for reform of primary vocational 
education are now under consideration. The mod-
els imply that all teenagers will complete their upper 
secondary education at schools, while PVEs will be 
responsible for vocational training only. 

So the secondary education system faces several 
groups of challenges associated with continuing de-
cline in school-age population groups:

• decline in class sizes and resulting need for new 
teaching techniques appropriate to small groups (and 
related teacher training); 

• social tensions due to large-scale redundancy 
among teachers; 

• associated obstacles to priority renewal of teach-
ing personnel;

• decline in quality of senior school education, as 
education institutions try to counter lower school 
enrollments by keeping less able and less motivated 
pupils for extra years. 

However, as shown in Figure 8.1, the stage of de-
cline in population of school age is now nearly over, 
and will be followed by modest growth, which will 
serve to mitigate the challenges. growth in numbers 
of school-age children and teenagers after 2013 will 
help to improve efficiency of education spending and 
give more room for maneuver in education reform.

8.3.  Tertiary education
Consequences of lower student enrollment are 

even greater in tertiary education and have many 
aspects. 

Figure 8.1 shows that the wave of population de-
cline is now shifting from school age groups to groups 
most actively involved in tertiary education. While 
decline in population of school age will stop 3-4 years 
from now, decline in tertiary education age groups is 
only beginning, and will continue until 2020. At the 
low point, numbers of young people at tertiary edu-
cation ages will be almost twice fewer than in 2007.

Rates of involvement in tertiary education in 
Russia are currently among the highest in the world 
(Figure 8.7).

There is therefore no reason to expect that stu-
dent numbers in tertiary education will decline more 
slowly than total population in respective age groups, 
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and decline by nearly two times in demand from 
young people for tertiary education in the next 15 
years looks probable. 

Surprisingly, halving of the number of young pro-
fessionals graduating from secondary and higher ed-
ucation institutions will not lead to a deficit of profes-
sional human resources. As stated above, education 
levels among the Russian population are among the 
highest in the world: the share of people with tertiary 
education is 54%8. This has led to a mass phenom-
enon of “crowding-out”, where people with diplomas 
and certificates take jobs, which do not require high-
er (and sometimes even secondary) vocational edu-
cation, because there are not enough highly qualified 
jobs to go round. Some negative effect from fall in 
graduation rates can be compensated by updating 
and development of adult learning system (improve-
ment of qualifications and re-training). 

The main threats for the tertiary education sector 
are from “shrinkage” of the sector itself. 

The number of places available for first-year stu-
dents at higher education institutions currently ex-
ceeds numbers of young people completing school 
education by 25%. So there is likely to be increas-
ingly intense competition between education insti-
tutions, between college programmes (full-time and 
part-time) and for each applicant, since attraction of 
students means maintenance of funding, which may 
sometimes be a question of survival for the institu-
tion. This may lead to several consequences: 

• reduction in numbers of higher education insti-
tutions (HEIs) and their polarization. Smaller stu-
dent population could force closure of some HEIs or 
decline of their enrollment rates to levels, at which 
funding becomes completely inefficient: HEIs will be 
unable to pay salaries to their full-time teaching staff; 
more mobile professors and teachers will have to quit 

the education system, and those 
who remain will be unable to 
provide education of sufficient 
scope and quality. HEIs will 
probably be divided between 
large educational centres, which 
have won the competitive bat-
tle, and all others, where mate-
rial provision, human resources 
and education quality will lag 
further and further behind the 
former group. It is also possible 
that small HEIs will be partially 
supplanted by local branches of 
more successful HEIs. 

• decline of applicant numbers 
will, inevitably, entail decline of 

entry requirements, which have already been falling 
in recent years as HEIs seek to enlarge the share of 
students who enroll on fee-paying conditions. This 
is proved by current enrollment trends. The share of 
higher education institutions new entrants graduated 
from primary vocational programmes has remained 
steady at 5% despite the fact that HEI intakes have 
been increasing and number of PVE graduates has 
stayed almost unchanged. Today one in 20 PVE grad-
uates enters an HEI in the same year he/she com-
pletes a PVE course. That share was one in 30 a few 
years ago. 

It is also reasonable to expect that secondary vo-
cational education will shrink more rapidly than 
higher education, since students of secondary vo-
cational institutions (SVIs), who were previously 
unable to enter institutes or universities (HEIs), 
will have more chances of entering HEIs due to less 
rigid eligibility standards. One other factor will in-
crease the threat to survival of SVIs. HEIs are usu-
ally financed from the federal budget, while SVIs 
are funded from regional budgets, so regions with 
tight budgets (the majority of regions) will be keen 
to take the opportunity of closing SVIs, shifting 
more tertiary education expenses onto the federal 
budget. This is already happening: total population 
aged 17 years (the typical age for entering an HEI) 
rose by 4% in 2000-2005, but first-year HEI enroll-
ment grew by 21% in the period and first-year SVI 
enrollment fell by 3% (Figure 8.8).

One other resource for enlargement of HEI stu-
dent enrollment consists of various distance-learning 
students (correspondence courses, correspondences 
courses with partial attendance, etc.). The structure 
of tertiary student enrollment in Russia, as per meth-
ods of educational provision, is currently very differ-
ent from what is typical worldwide (Figure 8.9).
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So almost two-fold decline in population age 
groups which are typical recipients of secondary vo-
cational and higher education, presents the following 
problems: 

• many HEIs will find it hard to survive, the HEI 
system will be polarized, and there will be a growing 
division between establishments, which are more or 
less successful in coping with lower student enroll-
ments and lower funding, and other establishments, 
which be increasingly under-resourced and incapable 
of offering high-quality education;

• increasingly rapid shrinkage of the secondary vo-
cational education system, which will be the loser in 
competition with HEIs for applicants. 

Most people in Russia associate their hopes for 
their children’s future with higher education. But, 
at the same time, very few of them pay much atten-
tion to its quality. nowadays, an HEI diploma proves 
a certain level of socialization more than it proves a 
level of professional training. Increasingly lenient eli-
gibility requirements at HEIs will increase the share 
of enrollments of young people with lower aptitude: 

Figure 8.8.  Total population in main age groups for enrollment at higher and secondary 
specialized education institutions, and 1st year student enrollment in 2000-2005

Figure 8.9.  Tertiary education student enrollment, by methods of education provision 
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those, who have completed their secondary educa-
tion at schools and primary vocational institutions 
(whose curricula are designed mostly for direct job 
market entry and not for further education); and 
those signing up for correspondence courses, which 
involve less rigid entry requirements and less rigor-
ous standards of education. lower quality of new stu-
dents will entail inferior graduate quality: more time 
will be required to fill gaps in the knowledge of the 
new students, who will take more time to master the 
curriculum (if they are able to master it at all).  

Efforts by HEIs to maintain enrollment levels will 
mean that numbers of students entering HEIs will 
fall more slowly than total population in the rele-
vant age groups. So numbers of people entering the 
job market at ages 17-24 (the typical age for tertiary 
education) will decline faster than total population 
of these ages.

The problem needs to be tackled by rapid instate-
ment of two-tier higher education9, stricter HEI 
quality control applicable to curriculum licensing 
and accreditation (particularly for second-tier, i.e. 
master’s level, curricula) and more rigid eligibility re-
quirements on applicants for master-degree studies. 

Another valuable survival strategy for HEIs is de-
velopment of short-term educational programs for 
training, re-training and improvement of qualifica-
tions. Such programs would match the principle of 
continuous education, which is increasingly prized 
nowadays. 

Accessibility of professional education, particular-
ly higher education, varies greatly between regions, 

as can be seen by considering the number of places 
available in different regions to first-year HEI stu-
dents and numbers of young people who complete 
upper secondary education in those regions. The av-
erage national ratio is 1.25, but the ratio varies from 
0.4 in the Republic of Tyva to 2.5 in St. Petersburg 
and 3.55 in Moscow (Figure 8.10). 

This unevenness in location of HEIs inevitably 
leads to high rates of student migration rates: young 
people seeking higher education have to leave home 
for large university centers. 

More than 20% of all student places are concen-
trated in the two Russian capital cities, so a large share 
of young people completing school education have to 
go to Moscow or St. Petersburg to obtain higher edu-
cation. More than 50% of students are enrolled on a 
fee-paying basis, and fees payable in the capital cit-
ies are high compared with incomes10: average per-
semester fees at government HEIs are 25,300 roubles 
in Moscow and 20,900 roubles in St. Petersburg (re-
spectively 2.5 and 1.6 times more than the national 
average for HEI fees). And living expenses in the two 
cities are much higher than the Russian average: the 
minimum subsistence level is 1.6 times more than 
the Russian average in Moscow and 1.4 times more 
in St. Petersburg. Since socio-economic differentia-
tion between regions is growing, students will find it 
increasingly hard to afford studies at HEIs away from 
home. 

lower student migration will be beneficial for HEI 
survival in less economically developed regions. That 
is likely to mean that polarization of higher educa-

Figure  8.10.  Relation between number of places on first-year HEI courses and numbers of 
school graduates, by Russian regions 
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tion institutions, discussed 
above, will have a clear geo-
graphical aspect: there will 
be a growing gap between 
more powerful HEIs in tra-
ditional university centers 
and HEIs in economically 
backward regions. Actual 
education standards attested 
by diplomas from different 
HEIs are already very dis-
similar, and the dissimilarity 
will increase. So Russia’s edu-
cational space will no longer 
be “unified” – at least, so far 
as higher education is con-
cerned. 

There are two ways of ad-
dressing this problem:

• first, promotion of distance education (cor-
respondence courses) using new technologies to 
make its quality less inferior to full-time education. 
It would be desirable to unify the assessment system 
for remote students and full-time students. 

• second, development of vocational certification 
based on unified standards within a national frame-
work.

8.4.  Life-cycle changes and 
continuous education

Current demographic processes in Russia are domi-
nated by ageing of human resources: the ratio between 
younger and older working-age groups is shifting in fa-
vor of the latter. At the same time, rapid progress in sci-
ence and engineering means that knowledge acquired 
in student years becomes quickly outdated. So the new 
age structure means that the share of people with out-
dated knowledge is growing. The best response to this 
challenge is development of a lifelong learning concept, 
expanding adult education and training system. 

Russia is not the only country, which must cope 
with a growing share of older people in the working 
population and resulting obsolescence of knowledge 
and skills. The issue is also urgent in Europe, and 
measures are being taken to address it, by creation of 
a supplementary education system. In OECD, dur-
ing 40 years of employment (from 25 to 64 years of 
age), each individual obtains on average 389 hours of 
education, of which 210 hours relate to low general 
education curricula, 371 hours to upper secondary 
and primary vocational education curricula, and 669 
to tertiary education curricula. 

Regrettably, there are no reliable data on adult vo-
cational education in Russia, except data on some 
non-profit sectors: qualification improvement and re-
training for governmental officials, military reservists 
and education professionals, as well as re-training for 
the unemployed (organized by the government em-
ployment service). However, some indirect data give 
reason to suppose that actual development of adult 
education is not happening as quickly as it needs to. 
The share of individuals receiving a second higher 
education is almost unchanged (Figure 8.11) and, 
although there is some growth in numbers of unem-
ployed individuals who undergo re-training and im-
provement of qualifications on referrals by employ-
ment services, the share of such individuals in total 
unemployed is too small, at 0.2-0.4%. 

Indirect data are the only way of assessing levels of 
professional re-training and improvement of qualifi-
cations in the real economy. The share of education 
expenses in total labor force expenses borne by em-
ployees is currently about 0.03%, and has remained 
virtually unchanged throughout the last five years. 
There are significant variations between sectors, but 
this extremely low level seems representative of at-
titudes by employers towards improvement of their 
employees’ qualifications. 

The adult education system clearly needs ma-
jor extension, and there is scope for achieving this 
thanks to large redundant capacity at HEIs and 
SVIs. Survival strategy will force higher and sec-
ondary vocational education institutions to accel-
erate development of short-term educational cur-
ricula for the adult population, in order to partially 
compensate financial losses due to lower enroll-
ment of students for traditional curricula.
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Figure 8.11.  Share of individuals enrolled at HEIs  
for second higher education,  
as share of total HEI student enrollment, %
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8.5.  Demographic changes 
and education export

Export of educational services could be a develop-
ment and, in some cases, a survival strategy for tertia-
ry education establishments faced with much lower 
domestic demand due to population decline. 

However, although larger student inflows to Rus-
sia are envisaged in a number of planning and pro-
gram documents11, analysis of the current situation 
suggests that export of educational services is not an 
efficient solution to current problems for the system 
at large, although some HEIs will probably prove suc-
cessful in this direction.

The share of foreign students at Russian HEIs is 
currently 1.3%, which is a low level by international 
standards. Russia is far behind OECD by this indi-
cator (median share of foreign students in OECD 
higher education is 8%) and is on the same level as 
several countries with under-developed economies 
(Figure 8.12).

Only a few years ago, the share of foreign students 
in Russia was supported by inflows from ex-Soviet 
union countries; but the share of students from such 
countries is much lower today at just over half (55%) 
of all foreign students (Figure 8.13).

One key obstacle to growth of foreign students 
is difficulty mastering Russian, which is needed 
for study purposes. This is not a uniquely Russian 
problem: the language barrier is also restrictive in 
Japan, where the share of foreign students is only 
2.5%, despite an advanced system of higher educa-
tion. However, unlike Japan, Russia had, until re-
cently, the benefit of an extensive Russian-speak-
ing zone beyond its borders. But Russian is now 
less widely spoken than previously in countries, 
which were formerly part of the uSSR (in particu-

lar, it is not studied at schools on a mass scale) and 
the language barrier, which 10-15 years ago was 
no problem for anybody coming from these coun-
tries to study in Russia, is now nearly as much of 
a problems as it is for students from outside the 
ex-uSSR. 

Apart from the language barrier, there is evidence 
of declining confidence in  quality of Russian higher 
education. This is expressed in deteriorating posi-
tions held by leading Russian HEIs in global rat-
ings12. An example from Kazakhstan is also instruc-
tive. Since 2005, Kazakhstan has been operating a 
grant programme, by which 3000 young school leav-
ers each year are awarded funds to study in foreign 
HEIs and for payment of living expenses abroad. 
This instantly led to a fall in the number of students 
coming from Kazakhstan to study in Russia from 
19,000 in the 2004-2005 academic year to 17,000 in 
2005-2006, including decline of full-time students 
from 14,500 to 12,500. So students in Kazakhstan, 
having received the funds and, hence, the opportu-
nity to make their own choice, chose higher edu-
cation in countries other than Russia, even though 
Russia offers no language barrier, since Kazakhstan 
remains a largely Russian-speaking country. 

Two more reasons for lower flows of foreign stu-
dents to Russia should also be mentioned. 

First, there has been rapid growth of tuition fees 
at Russian HEIs, particularly the most prestigious 
of them. Today, average tuition fees at government 
HEIs in Russia is one third higher than the average 
in OECD countries (it should be noted that govern-
ment HEIs in many countries do not charge fees)13. 
Costs are augmented by high living costs in large cit-
ies, where main universities are located. 

Second, living conditions and the human environ-
ment in Russia leave much to be desired. Suffice it to 
say that foreign students  have set up a “foreign stu-

Figure 8.12.  Share of foreign students in total students (by country groups) 
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dent protection society” in Russia, that the number 
of attacks on foreigners is growing annually, and the 
number of grievous offenses (including murders) is 
growing even more rapidly. 

There has been a slight growth in the number of 
foreign students in Russia in absolute terms over the 
last five years, but their share in total students at Rus-
sian HEIs has been declining. In view of the factors 
listed above, there is little reason to expect a major 
upturn in coming years. 

By contrast, the share of Russian students in OECD 
HEIs is now at 2%, following consistent growth (by 
10% annually) over the last 5 years. A total of 26,500 
Russian citizens are studying at OECD HEIs today, 
while the number of foreign students in Russia is 
78,000. However, the positive “balance of payments” 
in export of educational services is tending to decline 
and will continue to do so as the price of higher edu-
cation in Russia grows..

8.6.  Education as an 
adaptation resource  
for migrants 

One of the main challenges arising from Rus-
sia’s demographic situation today and in the fu-
ture is inflow of migrants, who come from social 
and cultural environments dissimilar to those, in 
which they must live and work in Russia. This is 
most applicable to migration from abroad, but 

some similar prob-
lems arise respecting 
interregional migra-
tion inside Russia, 
particularly migration 
flows from the north-
ern Caucasus. 

Education has a 
large role to play in 
integration of such 
migrants to the Rus-
sian social environ-
ment.

The scale of immi-
gration is very differ-
ent in different regions 
of Russia (as are most 
socio-economic pa-
rameters), and biggest 
challenges will be faced 
by the most economi-
cally advanced regions, 
which will be the prin-

cipal recipients of migration. The tasks are of three 
kinds. 

In secondary education, the challenge is to teach 
Russian language and ensure that education ob-
tained by children and teenagers from migrant fami-
lies matches generally accepted standards. This task 
is linked with socialization of migrant children and 
their further integration into socio-economic life. 

Vocational education will become increasingly im-
portant for migrants as job vacancies requiring few 
skills (now the main source of migrant employments) 
become more scarce. 

The third task, not fully educational in nature, 
relates to migrants, but also to the changing demo-
graphic situation. Recent years have seen an increase 
in ethnic intolerance among teenagers and young 
people and, as mentioned above, crimes (particularly 
grievous crimes) directed at migrants are increasingly 
common. So teaching in Russian schools of tolerance 
and ability live in a multi-ethnic (and multi-confes-
sional) society is particularly important. 

The education system thus faces a new and chal-
lenging socio-economic task of helping immigrants 
and their children to adapt, as well as improving 
standards of education for adults and providing them 
with required professional training.

*    *    *    *    *

Demographic processes in Russia will exercise pow-
erful effects on the education system in the near future, 
creating a set of new problems and challenges. 

Figure 8.13.  Foreign students in the Russian Federation,  
by citizenship
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Specifically, population age groups, which are 
typical recipients of secondary and higher educa-
tion, will almost halve in size and there will be an 
intensification of migration processes.  

The toughest challenges will be faced by tertiary 
(secondary vocational and higher) education. 

The collapse of population numbers over the 
coming 10 years in the age group making greatest 
use of tertiary education (17-22 years) will reduce 
numbers of HEIs, increase their polarization, and 
induce competition between them for students. The 
competition will not only be between HEIs, but also 
between secondary vocational and higher educa-
tion institutions and between full-time and distance 
learning departments within HEIs. 

The probable outcomes are:
• shrinkage of the secondary vocational educa-

tion sector more rapidly than the higher education 
sector; 

• decline in quality of education and professional 
training available due to less strict eligibility re-
quirements for applicants.

There is no reason to expect large inflow of stu-
dents from abroad to boost enrollments, since for-
eigners at Russian HEIs are little more than 1% of 
total student population, and their share is tending 
to decrease further. 

Decline in numbers of users of educational services 
in general secondary and the primary vocational educa-
tion system will end soon: by 2013 the school-age popu-
lation will be 13% less than in 2007, and modest growth 
is expected thereafter. But most of the recent decline will 
not be reversed and the education system will have to 
deal with lower efficiency of education spending (due to 
fewer school children per school and per class), as well 
as problems of redundancy among teachers. The latter 
problem may jeopardize renewal of teaching staff, en-
visaged by the “Education” national Program. 

Ongoing migration processes (arrivals from the ex-
uSSR and more intensive internal migration flows from 
less to more economically developed regions) challenge 
the education system to provide support for integration 
of migrants and their children to Russian society, and to 
ensure that Russians are more tolerant of people from 
different ethnic groups, with distinct culture and reli-
gion. 

Shrinkage of the able-bodied population and the 
growing share of older people in the population of 
working age are making it more important to develop 
and extend the adult education and training system. 
The task of this system is to make the knowledge and 
skills of older employees match requirements of to-
day’s economy, to improve qualification for migrants, 
and to facilitate access to the job market for a part of 
the economically inactive population. 

1  I. Seliverstova, “Involvement of children in pre-school education: Levels, interregional differentiation and its causes”, Voprosy Obrazovania, No. 3, 
2008.

2  “Important Tasks for Today’s Education Model”, in a supplement to Letter No. 03-946 (May 8, 2008) of the Department for Government Policy 
and Normative and Legal Regulation in the Education Sphere (part of the Ministry of Education and Science), entitled: “On recommendations for 
teachers’ meetings held in August”, http://www.mon.gov.ru/files/materials/4674/avgust08.doc.

3  Education in OECD lasts 16.7 years on average, of which the 13.3 years in secondary education. The respective durations in Russia are 14.3 and 
10.4 years (Education Counts. World Educational Indicators – 2007, UNESCO Institute of Statistics. Montreal  2007).

4  Issues of migration flows and their effects on education are discussed in the next section.
5  “Important Tasks of Today’s Education Model” (Appendix to Letter No 03-946 of the Ministry of Education and Science (May 8, 2008), 

entitled: “On recommendations for teachers’ meetings held in August”, http://www.mon.gov.ru/main/4837), Russian Socio-Economic 
Development Program up to 2020 (http://www.economy.gov.ru/wps/wcm/connect/economylib/mert/welcome/economy/macroeconomy/
administmanagementdirect/doc1185283411781).

6  Federal Law No. 194 (July 21, 2007), “On amendments to laws of the Russian Federation connected with introduction of compulsory general 
education”.

7  To simplify data presentation and analysis, here and below all comparator countries are sub-divided into three groups: developed countries, 
where per capita GDP is more than USD 25,000; countries with average development, where per capita GDP is from USD 10,000 to 25,000; and 
poorly developed countries, where per capita GDP is under USD 10,000.

8  Russia is ahead of all other countries by this indicator, and is only surpassed by Norway, Canada, USA and Israel by share of population with 
higher education (tertiary education type A, ICSED-97).

9  Transition to a two-tier education system is envisaged in Federal Law No. 232 (October 24, 2007), “On modifications to legislation of the Russian 
Federation (associated with creation of tiers in higher vocational education)”.

10  Average fees payable per semester in Moscow and St. Petersburg are 18.7% and 15.5%, respectively, of average Russian per capita income 
(calculated semi-annually). Ratio of fees payable for education at government HEIs to per capita GDP is 23% in Russia and 6% in OECD.

11  The Federal Program for Development of Education, Ministry of Education Budget Report, Draft Version of the Concept for Socio-Economic 
Development of Russia up to 2020, Draft Version of Government Program, “Education as the Basis for an Innovative Economy (2009 – 2012)”, 
“Today’s Education Model”, etc.

12  Certainly, the ratings can be challenged (as they have been by V. Sadovnichy, the Rector of Moscow State University) and not without grounds. 
But they remain a yardstick, which potential students use when making their decisions. 

13  It is true that fees payable for education in Russian non-government HEIs are twice lower than in non-government OECD HEIs; however, most 
Russian students and nearly all foreigners study at government HEIs.



Chapter 9

DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHALLENGES AND THE 
HEALTH SYSTEM

9.1.  Health and demography 
in Russia today

Th e Russian health system faces a number of chal-
lenges from socio-demographic changes, which are 
happening now and will continue to unfold in coming 
decades. Th e system has already shown that it is far 
from prepared to meet these challenges.

Chances of reducing morbidity and incapacity 
rates are undermined by large-scale accumulation of 
adverse changes in the public health system, unsat-
isfactory development of social security, inadequate 
prevention and cure facilities, and inability of most 
people to aff ord highly effi  cacious drugs. Morbidity is 
on the increase, led by social and occupational health 
defects, and the share of grave diseases in far-advanced 
stages is also on the rise. Despite some improvement 
of the birth rate, female reproductive health and neo-
natal health remain an acute problem. In 2004, about 
78% of women, who completed their pregnancy, suf-
fered various pathologies prior to or during pregnancy 
(anemia, late toxicosis, kidney diseases, circulatory 
diseases, etc.), and each woman was aff ected by 1-2 of 
these disorders on average. Gynecological morbidity 
is growing. Reproductive potential and reproductive 
health are negatively aff ected by the high abortion rate 
and inadequate contraceptive culture.

Current and expected demographic changes, par-
ticularly ageing of the population and migration, fur-
ther complicate what is already a diffi  cult situation. In-
depth analysis is required of the relationship between 
high rates of social disease and various trends in Rus-
sian society: growing inequality, specifi cs of regional 
development, and ongoing territorial re-distribution 
of Russia’s population.

For example, incidence of tuberculosis (mea-
sured by first-time cases) is declining in federal 
districts, which are relatively “tuberculosis safe”, 
but rising in places, which were already more se-
riously affected, notably in the Far East and Si-
beria. These regions, with their severe climate, 
marginalized populations and intensive migra-
tion processes, place particularly high demands 
on the health system, and ability of the system to 
improve the situation has proved very limited up 
to now.

HIV/AIDS morbidity rates show reverse depen-
dence on economic development levels of regions: 
the immune defi ciency virus is most widespread in 
wealthy regions, particularly in natural resource pro-
ducing areas with underdeveloped social infrastruc-
ture. Th is is due to high rates of drug addiction, but 
sexual transmission of the disease is also on the in-
crease. 

Clearly, Russia’s socio-economic reform pro-
gramme needs to give much emphasis to mainte-
nance and improvement of public health.

9.2.  Are reforms of the 
Russian health 
system equal to 
the demographic 
challenges?  

Health reforms in the post-Soviet period have 
been focused on issues of funding: both ensuring 
that funding is adequate and that it is more rationally 
used. Th ere has to be enough money to cover all pub-
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lic spending for provision of medical care to the gen-
eral public. Th e guiding concept of reform has been 
more effi  cient use of funding through changeover 
from spending management to result management. 
So fund allocation and spending of funds are to be 
linked with clearly defi ned objectives and accurate 
measurement of results. 

The “Concept for Development of Health Care 
and Medical Science in the Russian Federation”, 
approved by a decree of the Russian government 
(November 5, 1997), declares the mission 
of health care to be maintenance and fur-
ther improvement of health and reduc-
tion of direct and indirect public losses 
through achievement of lower morbidity 
and mortality rates. Attainment of these 
goals is hindered by inadequate levels of 
financing.  

As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.3), 
there is an obvious correlation between per 
capita health spending and average life ex-
pectancy in Russia. All countries, which 
have achieved rapid decline of mortality 
and rise of life expectancy in recent decades, 
have seen large growth in public and private 
(i.e. total) spending on health care. 

In the USA, the share of health spend-
ing in overall GDP grew from 5% in 1960 
to 15.3% in 20041 (the growth was accom-
panied by rapid expansion of GDP itself). 
Th e typical level of health spending in 

wealthy European countries is 8-10% of GDP, con-
sisting mainly of public funds (Figure 9.1). 

However, even countries, where growth in the share 
of health spending has been less rapid and little diff er-
ent from that in Russia, have much higher spending per 
capita than Russia, due to higher per capita GDP.

Per capita health spending in absolute terms has 
grown very rapidly since 1970 in Western Europe (Fig. 
9.2), the USA and Japan. Countries with the lowest 
start-points have achieved the most remarkable im-
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Figure 9.1.  Changes in total health care spending in some European countries, % of GDP, 
1970-2005

Source: Health for All (HFA) WHO data base, updated: July 2008 
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provements. So, while growth in Sweden, Denmark and 
the Netherlands has been nine- or ten-fold, the rise in 
Portugal has been 40-fold. 

Th ere has been no such growth in Russia. In 2006, 
Russian public spending on health care and physical 
culture was 3.6% of GDP, which is equal to the level 
in the USA in 1980, But at that time the USA spent 

a further 5.2% of GDP on health in the private sec-
tor, so its total health spending was 8.8% of GDP. In 
Russia, private sector payments in 2006 (according to 
offi  cial fi gures) were only 0.7% of GDP, raising total 
spending to 4.2% of GDP2.

In recent years the share of health spending in 
Russian GDP has fi nally begun to grow, particularly 
since 2004 (Figure 9.3). 

However, to date, absolute levels of Russian per 
capita health spending remain low compared with 
other developed countries. According to a WHO 
estimate, they were USD 561 (PPP) in 2005. Th is is 

roughly equal to the level in European coun-
tries in the mid-1970s. Today, European per 
capita health expenses are 4-6 times greater. 

Fig. 9.4 shows funds available for alloca-
tion in Russia within the government guar-
antees programme (GGP), which has been 
approved annually for the last 10 years. Tak-
ing account of infl ation developments and 
adjustments for index defl ators, it is clear 
that levels are insuffi  cient and that there has 
been almost no positive trend. 

Inadequate funding and the need to 
maintain standards force health providers 
to cover shortfalls at the patient’s expense, 
leading to development of a shadow econ-
omy in health care with negative impact on 
quality of service provision and on public 
health.

Reform of the economic model for health 
care, following introduction of compulsory 
medical insurance (CMI), is based on tran-
sition from a predominantly centralized, 

single-channel system of funding to a de-central-
ized, multi-channel system. 

However, the CMI system is based on accumu-
lation of health financing in regional funds, and 
this arrangement has led to inequalities between 

provision in different regions. 
Per capita GGP funding of free 
medical care differs by 2.5 times 
between federal districts, and 
differences between funding in 
most- and least-advantaged re-
gions (components of the dis-
tricts) are up to 10-15 times. 
This state of affairs does not re-
flect insurance risks (differences 
in morbidity rates and levels of 
public demand for medical care), 
but is due to large inequalities 
between regional economies 
and associated large inequalities 
in regional tax bases. 

Failure of the basic insurance 
principle is clear from Figure 9.5, 
where the 10 best- and 10 worst-
funded regions are shown. Th ere 
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is no correlation with morbidity 
rates.

Th e situation is aggravated 
by the CMI payment method, 
by which amounts payable to 
any prevention and cure facility 
(PCF) depend on the number of 
care services provided and tariff s 
for those services. Th e self-de-
feating result is to encourage ex-
travagance with no regard for ef-
fi ciency, leading to further strain 
on system fi nancing and generally 
negative eff ect on public health.

Great hopes were placed on the 
“Concept for Public Health Care 
in the Russian Federation up to 
2005”, which was approved by the 
government in 2000. Its declared 
aims were improvement of pub-
lic health through measures to 
change life styles, increase health 
awareness among the general 
public, and combat factors detri-
mental to health. Teaching basic 
techniques for healthy life style 
and improvement of hygiene 
practices is a relatively low-cost 
way of achieving major social and economic benefi ts. 
But the Concept has had no noticeable impact on 
health system reform.

Improvement of public health also fi gures large in 
the priority National Project, “Health”, which empha-
sizes prophylaxis as an effi  cient method of disease 
prevention and calls for use of special technologies to 
combat mortality rates.

But the actual prophylactic focus has been on con-
tagious and hereditary diseases, instead of on circu-
latory diseases, cancers, alcoholism, drug addiction, 
etc., which are now more prevalent. And expansion 
of clinical examinations, which have their own limi-
tations, is more useful for early detection of diseases 
than for their prevention or reduction of incidence. 
Declarations of the need for development of health 
awareness among the general public, improvement 
of people’s health motivation, steps to reduce alco-
holism and drug addiction, and support for fi tness 
and sport have not been translated into action. 

Recent eff orts to improve the demographic situ-
ation include introduction of a certifi cate issued to 
women for payment of medical care during preg-
nancy and childbirth. Th e aim is to improve com-
petitiveness and, hence, the quality of care available 
to women during pregnancy and childbirth, by let-

ting women choose the health facility, which they 
will use. Th e outcome should be lower maternal and 
neonatal morbidity and lower mother & child mor-
tality.

Overall, despite certain changes for the better, it 
is clear that health system reforms are not equal to 
the demographic challenges. Initiatives oft en go no 
further than statements of intention and fail to take 
account of confl icts of interest between entities in-
volved in public health care. 

9.3.  Main health care issues 
in the context of medical 
and demographic 
developments 

The global health strategy presented by the 
World Health Organization states that any nation-
al health policy should take account of all demo-
graphic changes, which can have significant im-
pact on the economy, on quality of public health, 
and on patterns of public health organization and 
funding. For instance, demographic changes can 
affect the nature of prevalent pathologies and se-

Figure 9.5.  Health fi nancing under the government 
guarantee program (left scale) and total 
morbidity rates (right scale) in various 
Russian regions

C
h
u
k
o
tk

a
 A

u
to

n
o
m

o
u
s
 D

is
tr

ic
t  

N
e
n
e
ts

 A
u
to

n
o
m

o
u
s
 D

is
tr

ic
t  

K
h

a
n

ty
-M

a
n

s
i 
A

u
to

n
o

m
o

u
s
 D

is
tr

ic
t  

Y
a

m
a

l-
N

e
n

e
ts

 A
u

to
n

o
m

o
u

s
 D

is
tr

ic
t 

M
a
g
a
d
a
n
 R

e
g
io

n
 

S
a
k
h
a
lin

 R
e
g
io

n
 

R
e
p
u
b
lic

 o
f 

S
a
k
h
a
 (

Y
a
k
u
ti
a
) 

K
a

m
c
h

a
tk

a
 T

e
rr

it
o

ry
 

M
o
s
c
o
w

 

S
t.

 P
e

te
rs

b
u

rg

 

K
a
ra

c
h
a
e
v
o
-C

ir
c
e
s
s
ia

n
 R

e
p
u
b
lic

 

O
re

l 
R

e
g
io

n

 

R
e

p
u

b
lic

 o
f 

N
o

rt
h

 O
s
s
e

ti
a

-A
la

n
ia

 

P
e
n
z
a
 R

e
g
io

n
 

T
a
m

b
o
v
 R

e
g
io

n
 

S
ta

v
ro

p
o
l 
T

e
rr

it
o
ry

 

K
a

b
a

rd
in

o
- B

a
lk

a
ri
a
n
 R

e
p
u
b
lic

 

C
h
e
c
h
e
n
 R

e
p
u
b
lic

 

R
e
p
u
b
lic

 o
f 

D
a
g
e
s
ta

n

 

R
e
p
u
b
lic

 o
f 

In
g
u
s
h
e
ti
a

 

 

GGP per capita fi nancial support in roubles Total morbidity, per 1000 individuals

RUSSIA FACING DEMOGRAPHIC CHALLENGES  167



Chapter 9. DEMOGRAPHIC CHALLENGES AND THE HEALTH SYSTEM

lection of priorities for disease control and preven-
tion. This is fully applicable to Russia.

One of the major demographic challenges for the 
Russian health system is ageing of the population 
(see Section 1.3.4 of this Report). 

Th e growing share of senior age groups entails a 
shift  of overall public morbidity towards non-conta-
gious, chronic diseases, which are most characteris-
tic of such age groups. More funds need to be made 
available for appropriate medical care and changes 
need to be made in the structure of health care.

For instance, incidence of malignant cancers, 
which are particularly prevalent among senior age 
groups, and mortality from such cancers have grown 
more than by 20% throughout the world in the last 
decade. A similar trend is visible in Russia.

Another problem is the growing number of old 
people living alone, who are unable to look aft er 
themselves, due to poor health, and need long-term 
care either at home or in specialized facilities. Th is 
involves major expense, both for the government 
and the general public. In some countries spend-
ing to address this problem already exceeds 1% and, 
sometimes, even 2% of GDP (Figure 9.6). 

Available forecasts for changes in age & gender 
structure, taking account of geographical distribu-
tion, and for medical care consumption ratios by 
various population groups, suggest specifi c changes 
in volumes of medical care to be fi nanced by the 
GGP. Calculations show that outpatient clinical care 
needs could grow by about  9% for men  and 11% 
for women up to 2025. Respective fi gures for inpa-
tient care are 11% and 14%, for inpatient substitu-
tive care 21% and 20%, and 16% and 33% for ambu-
lance services. Th ese increases are roughly similar 

for the urban and rural population. There will also 
be specific changes in needs for specialized types 
of care.   

While ageing of the population is the main long-
term trend in age-group distribution in Russia, it 
does not preclude other changes, which also need 
to be borne in mind. Current growth in birth rates 
will lead to increase in numbers of children and 
teenagers, requiring more investments in pediat-
rics. This will be in addition to inevitable growth 
of spending on gerontology, cardiology, oncology 
and medico-social care due to the ageing trend. 
Growing share of retirees with relatively low in-
come among patients will increase needs for state 
funding. On the other hand, expected reduction of 
the female population of reproductive age suggests 
reduced need for medical care in pregnancy and 
childbirth departments and pregnancy pathology 
departments, despite some growth in birth rates.

The acute Russian problems of high mortal-
ity, short life expectancy, and eagerly loss of good 
health pose evident challenges to the nation’s 
health system. 

A strategy to address the mortality crisis needs to 
be based on analysis of the entire structure of causes 
of death in all age groups, but the main priority 
should be lower rates of preventable mortality, par-
ticularly in working age groups. Every third death 
in Russia occurs at working age (three times more 
than in developed countries), and annual losses 
through preventable, premature mortality are about 
22 million man-years of potential life expectancy. 

During the last 40 years, particularly large num-
bers of deaths at relatively young ages have been 
due to cardio-vascular (circulatory) disease and 

external causes. So these two factors are 
evident priorities for the health system. 
The economic aspect is also important: 
circulatory disease and external trauma 
are among four items (the other two are 
respiratory and digestive diseases), which 
are most costly to treat, accounting for 
more than 50% of total Russian health 
spending.

Another factor tending to undermine 
public health in Russia is environmental 
pollution (Box 9.1).

Migration also represents a demographic 
challenge, since it creates a need for tight-
er epidemic control, mutual adaptation 
between migrants and the Russian health 
system, divergence between planned and 
the actual volumes of medical care (due to 
unregistered migration flows), etc.
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Figure 9.6.  Expenditure on care for the elderly in 
various countries in 2000, % of GDP

Source: Long-term care for older people. OEСD, 2005, p. 26.
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9.4.  Conditions and 
mechanisms of an 
effi  cient health system 

9.4.1. Resource support

In order to address priority tasks (a positive trend 
in public health, reduction of incapacitation and mor-
tality rates, better care for the elderly, and improve-
ment of medical technology) the Russian health sys-
tems needs doubling of funding, and more effi  cient 
use of that funding.

Priority tasks need to be addressed within the pub-
lic health system, which should retain its leading role 
despite expected development of the role of the pri-
vate sector in provision of medical care and in total 
health spending. 

Th is requires law-based assurance that the GGP 
will fi nance free medical care, with clear specifi cation 
of types, amounts, methods, terms and conditions for 
its provision. It should also be clearly specifi ed how 
people can exercise their rights in case of any failure 
to honor commitments stipulated in the GGP. 

Th ere are arguments to support introduction of 
part payment by patients for medical care, since this 
could encourage public solidarity principles and as-
sumption by people of responsibility for their own 
health. But patient participation in payments for 
medical care must be based on specifi cation of the 
scale and procedure for such payments and appro-

priate legislative support, including allowances/dis-
counts applicable to people on low incomes.

Th e public solidarity principle (where the rich 
support the poor, and the healthy support the sick) 
should continue to be the fundamental basis of health 
care funding, making the government responsible for 
medical care guarantees to sick people, who are least 
able to aff ord proper treatment.

Larger allocations to health care need to be accom-
panied by simplifi cation of funding mechanisms and 
cash fl ows in the sector and proper fi nancial manage-
ment to motivate greater effi  ciency by all parties.

Th ese aims can be partly achieved by improved 
mechanisms for payment for medical care and for 
salary payment to medical personnel. 

9.4.2.  Improvement of health care 
management and choice of 
priorities 

Health system reform requires considerable 
managerial resources to oversee spending and 
decision making at national, regional, local and 
service-provider levels.

The reforms need to be based on strategic plan-
ning, which reflects medical and demographic 
differences between regions (based on socio-
economic development level and quality of pub-
lic health in each region). Each region, municipal 
entity and medical facility needs to have reliable 

 

Box 9.1.  Estimated costs due to public health eff ects of 
environmental pollution in various Russian regions 
(morbidity and mortality) 

B.A. Revich, V.N. Sidorenko. Economic consequences of environmental pollution impact on public health. Мoscow, 2007.

Russian subject entity Total 
(million euros) Per capita (euros) Share of GRP, %

Republic of Bashkortostan 1477 360.9 7
Republic of Tatarstan 1076 285.5 4
Nizhny Novgorod Region 1133 315.0 6
Perm Region 731 249.9 4
Samara Region 955 293.2 4
Sverdlovsk Region 1743 383.6 8
Chelyabinsk Region 1405 387.2 8
Novosibirsk Region 648 238.2 5
Tomsk Region 241 227.3 3
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information in order to ensure adequate manage-
rial decisions. 

Health system reform in the Russia needs an 
appropriate inter-sector policy, since high mor-
bidity and mortality rates are largely dependent 
on factors, which are outside the control of the 
health system. Such inter-sector policy should fo-
cus on issues of alcohol abuse, smoking, diet, fit-
ness and road safety  

Government-private partnership can make an 
important contribution to health improvement 
and prophylaxis programmes, as shown by prac-
tical experience of many Russian companies. 

Efficiency of health system management de-
pends largely on correct choice of priorities.

The Concept for Demographic Policy of the 
Russian Federation up to 2025 specifies three 
groups of tasks (see Box 9.2):

• reduction of mortality, primarily among 
people of working age;

• reduction of maternal and infant mortal-

ity, improvement of reproductive health and of 
health among children and teenagers;

• improvement of public health, reducing 
incidence of common diseases, creating condi-
tions and motivations for healthy life styles. 

These tasks partly overlap. They are very large 
in scope, and, even if stated in more detail, they 
are too extensive for definition of precise courses 
of action.  

The World Bank Report entitled “Too Early to 
Die” contains arguments for a focus on HIV and 
tuberculosis, but also on non-contagious diseases 
(particularly cardio-vascular, oncological, gas-
tro-intestinal and respiratory) as well as diabetes. 
Other approaches are also possible in selection of 
Russian health care priorities. But, as shown in 
Section 3.4.5 with respect to mortality, specific 
health care deficiencies in Russia are not hard to 
identify and a definite choice of priorities needs 
to be made so that the most acute problems can 
be addressed. 

Box 9.2.  Health care tasks as part of the State Concept for 
Demographic Policy 

 Reduction of mortality, primarily among people of working age:

—  reduction of mortality caused by cardio-vascular diseases through a comprehensive system of risk fac-
tor prevention, early diagnostic practices using advanced technologies and educational programmes 
for prevention of such diseases;

—  improvement of material & technical provision at health facilities responsible for care, including emer-
gency care, of patients suff ering from cardio-vascular diseases; provision of health facilities with required 
equipment and personnel to the applicable standards; establishment of required services within munic-
ipal and regional health facilities; making high-tech medical care aff ordable to patients and developing 
a system of restorative treatment and rehabilitation for patients;

—  reduction of mortality and traumatism due to road accidents through improved road infrastructure, 
greater observance of the rules of the road, better organization of road traffic and more rapid and 
improved provision of medical care, at all stages of such care, to individuals involved in road ac-
cidents;

—  reduction of mortality and traumatism due to industrial accidents and occupational diseases through 
transition (in industrial safety) to a system of professional risk management (including personnel aware-
ness of risks and design of a system for identifi cation, assessment and control of such risks), and through 
economic motivation for improvement of existing working conditions by employers;

—  reduction of suicide mortality by more effi  cient preventive approaches to risk-groups;

—  reduction of oncological mortality by implementation of appropriate prophylactic and screening pro-
grammes for early detection of oncological diseases;
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—  reduction of HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis mortality through improved programmes for prophylaxis and 
treatment and through new innovative treatment technologies; 

—  special programmes for senior age groups; 

—  making medical care more accessible for residents of rural and remote areas. 

Reduction of maternal and infant mortality, improvement of reproductive health and improvement 
of health among children and teenagers:

—  improvement of accessibility and quality of free medical care to women during pregnancy and child-
birth and to new-born children through development of family-oriented perinatal technologies, which 
reduce risk of unfavorable outcomes of pregnancy and childbirth, through improved material & tech-
nical support and human-resource support of mother & child services (equipment improvements at 
obstetric facilities) and through development of high-technology medical care to women during preg-
nancy and childbirth and to new-born children;

—  aff ordable and better-quality reproductive health care, including auxiliary reproductive technologies; reduction 
of employment with onerous, harmful and hazardous work conditions in order to support reproductive health;

—  prophylactics for early detection of health disorders in children and teenagers; improved primary and 
specialized health care for children (including use of advanced medical technologies); improvement of 
the existing system of rehabilitation and restorative medicine for children and teenagers; more active 
prophylactic work to prevent alcoholism, drug addiction, smoking and undesirable pregnancy;

—  development of a system for provision of medical care to children and teenagers in education facilities; 
organizing good-quality hot food catering to school children and teenagers at elementary vocational 
education facilities, including free catering for children from low-income families; compulsory physical 
fi tness classes at all types of education facilities. 

Improvement of public health, major reduction of common diseases and creation of conditions and 
motivations for healthier life styles: 

—  promotion of healthy life styles, particularly among the young, though public information campaigns 
and mass media, as well as explanation of negative health factors and precautions to be taken against 
such factors; promotion of sport, travel and physical culture; organization of recreation and leisure 
activities, and support for public initiatives to improve public health;

—  steps to reduce alcohol consumption, to regulate manufacture and sale of strong drinks, programmes 
in education facilities to discourage alcohol consumption and smoking among children and teenagers;

—  an effi  cient system to prevent common diseases and factors causing development of such diseases;

—  creation of appropriate environments for disabled individuals with restricted ability; support for social-
ization of disabled individuals;

—  comprehensive health and rehabilitation programmes to speed recovery from diseases and traumas; 
development of services in health resorts and sanitaria;

—  steps to maintain health and prolong working life in the older generation; development of the old-age 
care system. 

Concept for Demographic Policy of the Russian Federation up to 2025
Approved by Russian Presidential Decree No. 1351 (October 9, 2007) 
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9.4.3.  Social justice principle
The approach to public health issues in Russia 

should take account of social divisions in soci-
ety. Structure and incidence rates of diseases vary 
between population groups depending on the 
nature of their employment. Socio-economic fac-
tors are highly important for health among adults 
and children, and decline in living standards cre-
ates particular risks of child diseases becoming 
chronic. 

Income levels create difficulties for some indi-
viduals in obtaining medical help (particular pri-
vate medical help), in affording efficacious drugs, 
etc. So economic inequality has impact on health. 
This phenomenon should be addressed by a so-
cial justice principle, which serves to remove or, 
at least, to reduce such inequality (Box 9.3).

9.4.4.  Public involvement
As evidenced, convincingly, by international ex-

perience, success of any health programmes depends 
on personal involvement of patients and the public at 
large, who need to realize the importance of looking 
aft er their own health.

Improvement of public health, major reduction 
of the incidence of common diseases, and creation 
of conditions and motivations for healthy life styles 
involves: promotion of healthy life styles, particu-
larly among the young, though public information 
campaigns and mass media, as well as explanation of 
negative health factors and precautions to be taken 
against such factors; promotion of sport, travel and 
physical culture; organization of recreation and lei-
sure, and support for public initiatives to improve 
public health

Box 9.3. Health equality

Health equality is understood as absence of any systematic diff erences in the quality of health (or in the 
major social determinants of health) between population groups dissimilar in their social status, and equal-
ity of the health care system is measured by such parameters as share of the population covered by the 
system and accessibility and aff ordability of medical care. 

A fair system of funding and appropriate fi nancial support are essential principles underlying distribu-
tion of contributions by households to fi nancing of health care. Cost of medical care can be extremely high, 
and the need for such care often arises unexpectedly, so people should be assured of appropriate fi nancial 
security. A fair system of health care funding should be designed to provide such fi nancial security to all 
members of society. If such a system is in place, the risks of each household of having to pay health care 
expenses are distributed in accordance with what individuals can aff ord, and not with severity or nature of 
their diseases. This means that costs of medical care, however high, will not threaten individuals or families 
with poverty or non-provision of the medical treatment, which they need. 

The share of people applying for medical care has positive correlation with the levels of their income. As 
shown in table below, diff erence between the share of the wealthiest and of the poorest of all respondents, 
who have applied for medical care is, sometimes, as high as 1.5 times. This suggests that aff ordability of 
medical care is dependent on level of income, although diff erence in the attitudes of people from diff erent 
social backgrounds towards their own health is probably also part of the explanation. 

Shares of respondents, who had sought medical care 

Average 34.4

Poorest 10% 23.5

Wealthiest 10% 35.9

Sources: Rosstat, 2007
Government spending on health care in the Russian Federation: Problems and means of solution. World Bank. 2008.
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Much depends on a large-scale public campaign to 
promote healthy life styles and to teach self-control 
and self-treatment to patients suff ering from wide-
spread chronic diseases. Promotion of desire for good 
health and self-preservative conduct is a top-priority 
task to be pursued through cooperation between 
government, mass media, youth and other organiza-
tions, medical personnel, and the general public. 

Measures to reduce alcohol consumption and 
regulate the manufacture, sale and consumption of 
strong drink products are of particular importance, 
as are preventive programmes in education facilities 
to combat consumption of strong drinks and tobacco 
products by children and teenagers. 

It is important to develop economic motivations 
for healthy life style and disease prevention, although 
this is a diffi  cult task, due to low incomes, low levels 
of sanitary culture and various other socio-economic 
factors, which tend to make people careless of their 
health, and cause them to avoid seeking medical care, 
even in case of actual disease. 

*  *  *  *  *

Russia’s adverse medico-demographic situation, 
high mortality, growing morbidity rates, increasing 
incidence of social and occupational health defects, 
and a rising share of grave diseases in far-advanced 
stages require an adequate response from the health 
care system. Th ere is a need for improved aff ordabil-
ity/accessibility and quality of medical care, devel-
opment of the prophylactic system, and better pre-
cautions against major morbidity and mortality risk 
factors. Specifi c strategy for overcoming the mortal-
ity crisis in Russia should be based on analysis of the 
prevalent structure of death causes, comprehensive 
goal-oriented programmes with suffi  cient funding, 
and maximum involvement of patients and the gen-
eral public, who need to become more aware of the 
importance of protecting their health. 

Post-Soviet health care reforms have been mainly 
focused on improvement of health care funding and 
have not always risen to the country’s demographic 

challenges, tending to neglect confl ict between (mac-
ro- and micro-economic) interests of entities con-
cerned with public health care. Budget insurance by 
regions has failed to solve problems, tending  to en-
courage disregard for spending effi  ciency, growth of a 
shadow economy in the health sector, sharp regional 
diff erences in available funding, and lower quality of 
medical care, with eventual negative eff ects on public 
health.

Solving the problems of the health system re-
quires greater funding, and use of that funding to 
match public needs, observing principles of equal 
access and elimination of discrimination by em-
ployment status, age, nature of disease suffered, 
place of residence, etc. Most efficient use of funds 
depends on:

• improved planning in the health care system 
subject to development of the medical and demo-
graphic situation; 

• optimization of cash fl ows in the sector; 
• full implementation of economic manage-

ment methods, providing incentives for  better op-
erational effi  ciency by all parties through improved 
mechanisms of payment for medical services and sal-
ary payments to medical personnel; 

• mechanisms to make people take better care 
of their own health, and guaranteed medical care to 
those who can least aff ord to pay for medical treat-
ment out of their own pocket.

It is also necessary to create legislative support to 
optimize infrastructure of the health system and the 
compulsory medical insurance system. In particular, 
it is important to combine the federal principle with a 
measure of regionalization, which makes regions ac-
cept more responsibility for their own social develop-
ment. Th ere should be in-depth analysis of correla-
tion between the insurance system and public health 
indicators, such as incidence rates of social diseases, 
supporting steps to improve the medical and demo-
graphic situation. 

1 Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996. Washington, 1996, p. 111; Statistical Abstract of the United States 2008. Table 1311 
2 Health care in Russia in 2007. Statistical compendium. Мoscow, Rosstat, 2007, p. 311, 315.
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Chapter 10

Human Development 
InDex In RussIan 
RegIons  
In 2005-2006

Life expectancy at birth, education levels and 
income levels are the three major factors, which 
determine development of human potential. 

This triad has been in a state of imbalance 
in post-Soviet Russia: despite high levels 
of education, the two other development 
components have lagged far behind. Economic 
recession due to the crisis of the 1990s was not 
overcome until 2006. Subsequent economic 
growth pushed per capita GRP, calculated via 
purchasing power parity (PPP), closer to that of 
European countries with medium development 
levels. But the long period of economic growth 
was not supported by any positive changes in 
the third major human development component 
– longevity. This is a long-standing problem, 
a major sign of demographic problems, which 
became visible as early as the 1960s and remains 
an acute problem. 

The role of socio-demographic factors in 
Russia’s development is increasing, as evidenced 
by the chapters in this Report and by calculation 
of the Human Development Index (HDI). What 
chances are there for  positive shifts in longevity, 
Russia’s most problematic HDI component? In 
2006, for the first time in eight years of economic 
growth, a significant increase of life expectancy 
at birth was reported, although the reported 
life expectancies remain lower than at the end 
of the Soviet period. The Index showed certain 

positive shifts, both social and economic. The 
HDI is calculated as the average of its three 
components. However, education and longevity 
are more important, because, unlike income, 
they are taken into account without any discount. 
According to the human development concept, 
unlimited increase of income is not the most 
important factor for quality of human life. What 
is more important is to ensure that economic 
growth has greatest possible practical use for 
human development purposes. (Methods used 
for calculation of the Index are shown in the 
Appendix to this Report).

In the mid-2000s, Russia was among countries 
with high human development levels, showing an 
HDI score of 0.800. The Index grew in all Russian 
regions, except for the Chukotka Autonomous 
District. Growth was particularly dramatic in 
2006, mainly thanks to increased longevity. The 
number of regions, where the Index was similar 
to that of developed countries (0.800 and above), 
grew sharply – from 4 in 2004 to 12 in 2006, 
with Moscow attaining an even higher level of 
0.900 to overtake Central & Eastern Europe. As 
in previous years, achievements of the leading 
group are mainly due to economic advantages. 
The group includes Moscow and St. Petersburg 
and the leading raw material-exporting and metal 
producing regions (Figure 10.1). Nevertheless, 
overall economic and social development of 
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regions with highest HDI levels is better balanced, 
and all of them, except for Krasnoyarsk Territory, 
have longevity superior to the national average. 
HDI calculations for 2006 and 2005 are shown in 
Tables 10.1 and 10.2. 

In some under-developed regions, human 
development is imbalanced in another way, with 
longevity at higher rates and other components 
(particularly income levels) lagging behind. 
In 2006, the Chechen Republic made its first 
appearance in the ratings and took 77th position 
out of 80 regions. Per capita GDP (in terms of 
purchasing power parity), places Chechnya 
second last, with only Ingushetia worse off; 
the same is true of education (for children and 
young people); however, Chechnya rates second 
best in the whole country by life expectancy, 
with Ingushetia in first place. Experts attribute 
the result to inaccuracy in statistical records of 
mortality, particularly infant mortality, which 
leads to exaggeration of life expectancy in 
Chechnya and Ingushetia. 

The major contribution to positive HDI 
dynamics in Russian regions has been from two 
factors. The first is continuing economic growth 
due to high prices for export commodities 
and growing domestic demand for goods and 
services. The most rapid growth of per capita 
Gross Regional Product (GRP) in terms of PPP 
was in Russia’s largest agglomeration (Moscow 
and Moscow Region), some raw material-

exporting regions (Perm, Sverdlovsk, Sakhalin 
and Krasnoyarsk), averagely developed Nizhny 
Novgorod and Tver Regions and some republics 
with fairly low levels of economic development 
(North Ossetia, Chuvashia and Tyva), although, 
for them, the rapid growth is partially explained 
by the low-base. Only two regions (Chukotka 
Autonomous District and Omsk Region) showed 
falls of per capita PPP GRP, which were due to 
institutional reasons (change of legal addresses 
of large oil companies which had previously been 
registered there). Apart from lower GRP, the loss 
of big oil companies caused substantial decline of 
tax revenues in these regions. 

By 2006, Russia had attained fairly high levels 
of per capita GRP PPP (more than USD 13,000). 
However, effects of economic growth on human 
development in a huge country cannot be assessed 
in terms of such averages. Economic inequality 
between regions in Russia is too large and 
continues to grow. Of 80 Russian regions, only 13 
have per capita GRP PPP higher than the national 
average, including Tyumen Region, where the rate 
is 4 times higher, and Moscow (more than two 
times higher). Almost every fourth region of the 
Russian Federation has per capita GRP less than 
half of the national average, including the least 
developed Republics of Ingushetia, Chechnya 
and Tyva (12-32%). Nevertheless, in 2006, more 
than 40% of regions had per capita GRP higher 
than USD 10,000 (PPP), surpassing Bulgaria 

Figure 10.1.  Human Development Index distribution by regions in 2002-2006 
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and Romania, which are both rated as developed 
countries in terms of the HDI.  

Another prevalent trend is growth of life 
expectancy in all regions, except Nenets 
Autonomous District. Since this trend only 
appeared in 2006, it is too early to estimate 
sustainability (see also Chapter 3). It is also difficult 
to estimate contributions by various factors, such 
as greater funding of the social sphere (including 
health care, which has improved supply of 
medicines and affordability of primary medical 
care) and tighter control over quality of alcoholic 
drinks. However, regional differences between 
growth of life expectancy are fully explainable: 
beneficial effects from solution of urgent problems 
are more visible where such problems have 
been most acute. Largest improvements in life 
expectancy have been seen in regions with lowest 
longevity: in East Siberia (Irkutsk Region, Chita 
Region, Krasnoyarsk Territory and the Republics 
of Khakassia and Tyva, where growth was 4-5% 
in 2005-2006), in many regions of Central Russia 
and the North-West (Ivanovo Region, Yaroslavl 
Region, Kostroma Region, Bryansk Region, 
vologda Region, Arkhangelsk Region, etc. – by 
3%) and in the exclave Kaliningrad Region. 
Growth of life expectancy at birth pulled Irkutsk 
Region upwards from 46th to 35th position and 
Krasnoyarsk Territory from 14th to 8th position. 
On the whole, regions with biggest life expectancy 
improvements (mainly eastern regions), showed 
the best HDI dynamics.

However, regions with relatively high life 
expectancy at birth, including southern areas 
of European Russia and the most developed 
regions of the Russian Federation, showed 
minimal HDI growth (about 1%). In the South, 
particularly in the North Caucasus republics, 
less severe climate and lower rates of alcoholism 
remain the dominant positive factors. Growing 
social spending promotes better development of 
southern regions, but has no perceptible influence 
on longevity rates. In the wealthiest regions of 
the Russian Federation (Moscow and the oil & 
gas producing autonomous districts of Tyumen 
Region), higher life expectancy is due to modern 
life styles and a new attitude among residents 
to their own health. Growth of life expectancy 
in these regions became apparent earlier 
(particularly in the capital city), thanks to their 
higher personal income levels and maximal per 
capita budget funds available for health purposes. 
However, having attained higher indicators, the 
developed regions have been unable to achieve 

further improvement through funding increases 
alone: major improvement in quality of medical 
care is needed, and this requires reform of health 
care. While it was possible to soften the acute 
problems of availability of primary medical 
services and these measures have given more 
appreciable result in the territories of concern 
with degrading social sphere.

Despite positive HDI dynamics, Russia still has 
huge differences in human development across 
its territory. But at least, in 2005-2006, the HDI 
gap mentioned in earlier reports between leaders 
and outsiders did not widen further. Index levels 
grew at equal pace in all regions, except for a few. 
Growing economic differences between “strong” 
and “weak” regions were partially compensated by 
different geographic of growth of life expectancy, 
and this was partly due to more efficient re-
distribution policies, which achieved noticeable 
growth of social spending in regions with average 
and low levels of development.

Territorial differences can also be estimated 
based on shares of the Russian population living 
in regions with dissimilar human development 
levels (Figure 10.2). Although such comparison is 
an approximation only, due to income inequality 
of the populations inside regions, it does allow 
an estimate of the share of population, for 
whom regional human development conditions 
are improving. There have been major positive 
changes in the last two years, and particularly 
in 2006. Almost 30% of Russians live in regions 
with high levels of human development – 
twice more than previously. Such regions have 
sufficient resources and opportunities for human 
development improvement without external help. 
However, the majority of Russians continue to 
be concentrated in regions rated below average: 
two thirds of Russians have limited human 
development potential. Regions rated lowest (with 
Index scores below 0.750) have 6% of the Russian 
population: these are the most problematic 
regions, which cannot develop further without 
large-scale, long-term federal support.

As shown by the analysis, no sustainable or 
rapid growth of HPDI is possible without the 
combination of two trends: economic growth 
and positive social changes in the environment 
and life style of the population. This combination 
only began to take shape as recently as the mid-
2000s, and it has already improved the quality of 
growth. Depopulation dramatically increases the 
importance of human development, but socio-
demographic aspects of development are inertial, 
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and their modernization cannot be supported by 
economic growth alone: it also requires a long-
term and purposeful policy to change people’s life 
styles, which cannot be truly efficacious without 
cooperation between government and society. 
Sustainable growth requires more rapid social 
transformation in Russia, selection of priorities 
to be followed and design of truly efficient social 
and regional policy mechanisms that take account 
of human development specifics of various types 
of region.  

This Report contains the first-ever calculation 
of the Gender-related Development Index (GDI) 
for Russia and its regions. The Index also takes 
account of impact from differences between 
men and women in basic HDI indicators: life 
expectancy, literacy rate and access to education, 
and income. The income formula takes account 
of differences in salary rates payable to men and 
women, respectively, and the extent to which men 
and women are economically active. 

Gender inequality in Russia is highly 
contradictory: there are large differences in life 
expectancy in favor of women and (less marked) 
predominance of women among students; but 
men are dominant in terms of income. These 
contrasts are expressed in the GDI, which is 
somewhat lower than the HDI. Nevertheless, 

GDI results also place Russia among developed 
countries (see Table 10.3). 

Inter-regional comparison of the two indexes 
(GDI and HDI) shows that gender differences do 
not change the interregional rating to any great 
extent. Somewhat inferior GDI scores compared 
to scores in the HDI are mainly due to wider 
gender gap in longevity and income levels, and 
less pronounced female predominance among 
students/graduates. This combination pulls down 
scores for the Republic of Bashkortostan, which 
is in the group of leaders, and for a number of 
mid-ranking regions, including Khabarovsk 
Territory, Kurgan Region, Republic of Udmurtia 
and others. On the contrary, a higher GDI 
rating compared with HDI can be due to one 
factor only: very high involvement of women in 
education (in Novosibirsk Region) and reduced 
gender inequality in incomes (in Moscow and 
Kaliningrad Regions). On the whole, however, 
differences between the two ratings are not too 
great, since gender inequality remains a problem 
for the whole country. 
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Russian Federation 13252 0.816 66.60 0.693 99.4 73.4 0.907 0.805  

Moscow 28418 0.943 71.81 0.780 99.8 100.0 0.999 0.907 1

Tyumen Region 52599 1.046 67.95 0.716 99.2 72.3 0.902 0.888 2

St. Petersburg 14310 0.828 68.90 0.732 99.8 95.9 0.985 0.848 3

Republic of Tatarstan 16432 0.852 69.04 0.734 99.0 77.1 0.917 0.834 4

Tomsk Region 14556 0.831 66.50 0.692 98.9 79.2 0.923 0.815 5

Belgorod Region 11651 0.794 69.27 0.738 98.6 73.9 0.904 0.812 6

Lipetsk Region 15526 0.842 66.73 0.696 98.4 69.6 0.888 0.809 7

Krasnoyarsk Territory 15993 0.847 65.58 0.676 99.0 71.6 0.899 0.807 8

Republic of Bashkortostan 12569 0.807 67.47 0.708 98.8 72.8 0.901 0.805 9

Samara Region 12076 0.800 66.57 0.693 99.2 76.5 0.916 0.803 10

Sverdlovsk Region 13121 0.814 66.47 0.691 99.2 72.2 0.902 0.802 11

vologda Region 14587 0.832 65.36 0.673 98.8 71.0 0.895 0.800 12

Republic of Komi 15931 0.846 64.21 0.654 99.2 71.0 0.898 0.799 13

Republic of Sakha 
(Yakutia)

12658 0.808 65.55 0.676 99.0 75.9 0.913 0.799 14

Omsk Region 12151 0.801 66.17 0.686 98.7 74.2 0.905 0.798 15

Orenburg Region 12404 0.805 66.17 0.686 98.9 72.2 0.900 0.797 16

Chelyabinsk Region 11817 0.796 66.17 0.686 99.1 73.8 0.907 0.796 17

Yaroslavl Region 11001 0.785 66.11 0.685 99.2 74.0 0.908 0.793 18

Udmurt Republic 10665 0.779 66.01 0.684 99.0 75.3 0.911 0.791 19

Perm Territory 14141 0.826 63.99 0.650 98.9 70.7 0.895 0.790 20

Novosibirsk Region 9186 0.754 66.38 0.690 98.8 80.0 0.925 0.790 21

Arkhangelsk Region 12950 0.812 64.84 0.664 99.2 69.3 0.892 0.789 22

Sakhalin Region 16441 0.852 62.79 0.630 99.4 66.2 0.883 0.788 23

volgograd Region 8825 0.748 67.84 0.714 98.9 70.2 0.893 0.785 24

Magadan Region 10779 0.781 63.40 0.640 99.6 80.9 0.934 0.785 25

Nizhny Novgorod Region 10327 0.774 64.60 0.660 98.9 78.0 0.919 0.784 26

Republic of North Ossetia 
– Alania

6377 0.694 70.74 0.762 99.1 70.4 0.895 0.784 27

Murmansk Region 11558 0.793 65.17 0.670 99.6 65.7 0.883 0.782 28

Orel Region 7964 0.731 66.39 0.690 98.9 79.2 0.923 0.781 29

Kursk Region 8215 0.736 66.06 0.684 98.5 80.1 0.924 0.781 30

Moscow Region 11407 0.791 66.40 0.690 99.6 59.8 0.863 0.781 31

Krasnodar Territory 8147 0.734 68.74 0.729 99.0 65.8 0.879 0.781 32

Chuvash Republic 7639 0.724 66.98 0.700 99.0 77.0 0.917 0.780 33

Saratov Region 7511 0.721 67.37 0.706 99.2 72.6 0.903 0.777 34

Irkutsk Region 11202 0.788 63.06 0.634 99.1 73.8 0.907 0.776 35

Rostov Region 7134 0.712 67.61 0.710 99.1 72.3 0.902 0.775 м36

Republic of Mordovia 6634 0.700 67.75 0.713 97.9 76.2 0.907 0.773 37

Ryazan Region 8249 0.737 65.23 0.671 98.7 76.2 0.912 0.773 38

Republic of Karelia 10851 0.782 63.79 0.647 99.2 67.6 0.887 0.772 39

voronezh Region 6384 0.694 67.11 0.702 98.3 78.3 0.916 0.771 40

Table 10.1.  Human Development Index in 2006 
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Kemerovo Region 11466 0.791 63.04 0.634 98.9 68.1 0.886 0.771 41

Khabarovsk Territory 8870 0.749 63.67 0.645 99.5 76.2 0.917 0.770 42

Astrakhan Region 8016 0.732 66.14 0.686 98.6 70.3 0.892 0.770 43

Ulyanovsk Region 7598 0.723 66.33 0.689 98.6 71.5 0.896 0.769 44

Penza Region 6630 0.700 67.25 0.704 98.4 72.0 0.896 0.767 45

Tambov Region 6800 0.704 66.84 0.697 98.1 73.2 0.898 0.766 46

Republic of Dagestan 4556 0.637 73.35 0.806 98.4 59.4 0.854 0.766 47

Republic of Khakassia 8466 0.741 64.51 0.659 98.8 71.4 0.897 0.765 48

Kamchatka Region 7386 0.718 65.19 0.670 99.7 70.9 0.901 0.763 49

Tula Region 8774 0.747 64.23 0.654 99.1 68.3 0.888 0.763 50

Kaluga Region 7717 0.725 66.03 0.684 99.2 65.1 0.878 0.763 51

Karachaevo-Cherkessian 
Republic

5253 0.661 70.19 0.753 98.4 64.8 0.872 0.762 52

Novgorod Region 10189 0.772 62.66 0.628 98.9 68.2 0.887 0.762 53

Stavropol Territory 5710 0.675 68.25 0.721 98.6 67.9 0.884 0.760 54

Leningrad Region 13565 0.820 63.06 0.634 99.5 47.1 0.820 0.758 55

Kaliningrad Region 8425 0.740 64.13 0.652 99.4 65.5 0.881 0.758 56

Primorie Territory 7032 0.710 64.40 0.657 99.5 71.3 0.901 0.756 57

Altai Territory 6308 0.692 66.64 0.694 98.2 68.1 0.882 0.756 58

Kostroma Region 7670 0.724 64.62 0.660 98.8 67.2 0.883 0.756 59

vladimir Region 7184 0.713 64.44 0.657 99.4 70.1 0.896 0.756 60

Kurgan Region 6492 0.697 65.52 0.675 98.4 71.0 0.893 0.755 61

Smolensk Region 7898 0.729 63.01 0.634 98.9 72.6 0.901 0.755 62

Tver Region 8178 0.735 62.85 0.631 99.1 69.9 0.894 0.753 63

Kirov Region 5748 0.676 65.80 0.680 98.4 73.1 0.900 0.752 64

Kabardino-Balkarian 
Republic

4836 0.647 70.14 0.752 98.8 59.2 0.856 0.752 65

Bryansk Region 6241 0.690 65.30 0.672 98.6 70.9 0.894 0.752 66

Republic of Mari El 6429 0.695 64.82 0.664 98.8 68.8 0.888 0.749 67

Amur Region 7528 0.721 62.23 0.621 99.3 68.5 0.890 0.744 68

Republic of Buryatia 7386 0.718 62.43 0.624 98.8 69.0 0.889 0.744 69

Republic of Adygea 4137 0.621 68.27 0.721 98.7 67.8 0.884 0.742 70

Republic of Kalmykia 4208 0.624 67.52 0.709 98.2 70.6 0.890 0.741 71

Chukotka Autonomous 
District

11262 0.788 58.93 0.566 99.4 61.7 0.868 0.741 72

Ivanovo Region 4513 0.636 64.49 0.658 99.3 74.5 0.910 0.735 73

Jewish Autonomous 
Region

7328 0.717 61.27 0.605 99.1 65.8 0.880 0.734 74

Chita Region 6946 0.708 61.43 0.607 98.8 65.2 0.876 0.730 75

Pskov Region 6614 0.700 61.22 0.604 98.9 67.3 0.884 0.729 76

Republic of Chechnya 2372 0.528 73.08 0.801 96.0 58.8 0.836 0.722 77

Republic of Altai 4800 0.646 62.49 0.625 98.3 68.4 0.883 0.718 78

Republic of Ingushetia 1644 0.467 76.02 0.850 96.2 45.7 0.794 0.704 79

Republic of Tyva 4189 0.623 58.43 0.557 99.1 69.5 0.892 0.691 80
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Table 10.2. Human Development Index in 2005 

Russian Federation 11861 0.797 65.3 0.672 99.4 73.4 0.907 0.792  

Moscow 24179 0.916 71.4 0.773 99.8 100.0 0.999 0.896 1

Tyumen Region 51023 1.041 66.8 0.696 99.2 73.3 0.906 0.881 2

St. Petersburgh 12824 0.810 67.8 0.713 99.8 92.9 0.975 0.833 3

Republic of Tatarstan 14398 0.829 68.0 0.716 99.0 78.2 0.921 0.822 4

Belgorod Region 10616 0.779 68.4 0.724 98.6 74.1 0.904 0.802 5

Lipetsk Region 13659 0.821 66.0 0.684 98.4 70.9 0.892 0.799 6

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 12850 0.810 64.7 0.662 99.0 77.9 0.920 0.797 7

Samara Region 11097 0.786 65.9 0.681 99.2 77.3 0.919 0.795 8

Tomsk Region 13101 0.814 65.0 0.667 98.9 73.0 0.903 0.794 9

Omsk Region 12366 0.804 65.2 0.670 98.7 73.7 0.904 0.792 10

vologda Region 15762 0.845 63.1 0.635 98.8 71.5 0.897 0.792 11

Republic of Bashkortostan 10581 0.778 66.5 0.692 98.8 73.9 0.905 0.792 12

Orenburg Region 11285 0.789 65.0 0.667 98.9 72.2 0.900 0.785 13

Krasnoyarsk Territory 13295 0.816 63.1 0.635 99.0 72.2 0.901 0.784 14

Republic of Komi 14134 0.826 62.3 0.621 99.2 71.9 0.901 0.783 15

Sverdlovsk Region 10764 0.781 64.6 0.659 99.2 72.7 0.904 0.781 16

Chelyabinsk Region 10366 0.775 64.8 0.663 99.1 73.4 0.905 0.781 17

Novosibirsk Region 8859 0.748 65.1 0.668 98.8 79.5 0.924 0.780 18

volgograd Region 8386 0.739 67.0 0.700 98.9 70.2 0.893 0.778 19

Udmurt Republic 10069 0.770 64.3 0.656 99.0 74.1 0.907 0.778 20

Yaroslavl Region 10407 0.775 64.0 0.650 99.2 73.8 0.907 0.777 21

Magadan Region 10177 0.772 62.6 0.6265 99.6 80.0 0.931 0.776 22

Murmansk Region 11410 0.791 63.8 0.647 99.6 67.7 0.890 0.776 23

Arkhangelsk Region 11791 0.796 62.9 0.632 99.2 69.9 0.894 0.774 24

Orel Region 7909 0.729 65.1 0.668 98.9 78.9 0.922 0.773 25

Kursk Region 7422 0.719 65.0 0.667 98.5 81.1 0.927 0.771 26

Perm Territory 11527 0.792 62.3 0.622 98.9 71.2 0.897 0.770 27

Krasnodar Territory 7115 0.712 67.5 0.708 99.0 67.1 0.884 0.768 28

Moscow Region 9589 0.762 65.7 0.678 99.6 59.4 0.862 0.767 29

Chuvash Republic 6206 0.689 66.4 0.690 99.0 78.7 0.922 0.767 30

Sakhalin Region 13791 0.822 60.6 0.593 99.4 65.4 0.881 0.765 31

Saratov Region 6926 0.707 65.9 0.682 99.2 73.6 0.907 0.765 32

Republic of North Ossetia 
– Alania

5071 0.655 69.6 0.744 99.1 70.8 0.897 0.765 33

voronezh Region 6105 0.686 66.2 0.687 98.3 78.4 0.917 0.763 34

Rostov Region 6267 0.691 66.9 0.699 99.1 72.0 0.901 0.763 35

Nizhny Novgorod Region 8464 0.741 63.4 0.640 98.9 74.6 0.908 0.763 36

Ryazan Region 7523 0.721 64.0 0.651 98.7 77.5 0.916 0.763 37

Republic of Karelia 10540 0.777 62.1 0.618 99.2 68.8 0.891 0.762 38

Republic of Mordovia 5786 0.677 66.6 0.693 97.9 78.1 0.913 0.761 39

Republic of Dagestan 4157 0.622 73.3 0.805 98.4 60.0 0.856 0.761 40

GDP 
PPP, $ 

Income 
Index

Life 
expectancy 

at birth, 
years

Life 
expectancy 

Index

Literacy, 
%

Share of school 
children/

students aged 
7-24, %

Education 
Index

HDI Ranking

180  Russia Facing DemogRaphic challenges



Astrakhan Region 7746 0.726 64.8 0.664 98.6 69.8 0.890 0.760 41

Kemerovo Region 10841 0.782 61.6 0.609 98.9 68.4 0.887 0.760 42

Khabarovsk Territory 8106 0.734 61.9 0.6148 99.5 76.3 0.918 0.755 43

Ulyanovsk Region 6584 0.699 65.2 0.671 98.6 71.4 0.895 0.755 44

Tambov Region 6369 0.693 65.5 0.675 98.1 72.8 0.897 0.755 45

Irkutsk Region 9976 0.768 60.4 0.591 99.1 73.4 0.905 0.755 46

Novgorod Region 9381 0.758 61.7 0.611 98.9 69.4 0.891 0.753 47

Kaluga Region 7422 0.719 64.3 0.654 99.2 66.5 0.883 0.752 48

Stavropol Territory 5186 0.659 67.7 0.712 98.6 68.0 0.884 0.752 49

Kamchatka Territory 7219 0.714 63.5 0.6418 99.7 69.8 0.897 0.751 50

Penza Region 5695 0.675 65.5 0.675 98.4 73.4 0.901 0.750 51

Karachaevo-Cherkessian 
Republic

4548 0.637 69.2 0.737 98.4 65.1 0.873 0.749 52

Leningrad Region 12133 0.801 62.0 0.616 99.5 49.3 0.828 0.748 53

Smolensk Region 7538 0.721 62.0 0.616 98.9 73.8 0.905 0.748 54

Kabardino-Balkarian 
Republic

4620 0.640 69.3 0.738 98.8 60.7 0.861 0.746 55

Primorie Territory 6913 0.707 62.8 0.6305 99.5 71.5 0.902 0.746 56

Tula Region 7274 0.716 62.9 0.631 99.1 69.1 0.891 0.746 57

vladimir Region 6397 0.694 63.3 0.638 99.4 70.1 0.896 0.743 58

Kirov Region 5681 0.674 64.2 0.653 98.4 72.7 0.898 0.742 59

Kostroma Region 7056 0.710 62.7 0.628 98.8 67.4 0.883 0.740 60

Republic of Khakasia 7585 0.722 61.2 0.603 98.8 70.5 0.894 0.740 61

Kaliningrad Region 7626 0.723 61.5 0.608 99.4 66.3 0.884 0.738 62

Altai Territory 5514 0.669 64.7 0.662 98.2 68.4 0.883 0.738 63

Chukotka Autonomous 
District

11057 0.785 58.1 0.5515 99.4 64.1 0.876 0.738 64

Kurgan Region 5377 0.665 64.2 0.653 98.4 71.7 0.895 0.738 65

Republic of Mari El 5601 0.672 63.4 0.640 98.8 70.9 0.895 0.736 66

Tver Region 6720 0.702 61.4 0.607 99.1 70.3 0.895 0.735 67

Bryansk Region 5537 0.670 63.4 0.640 98.6 70.7 0.893 0.734 68

Republic of Kalmykia 3623 0.599 67.0 0.700 98.2 73.1 0.898 0.732 69

Republic of Buryatia 6768 0.703 60.9 0.598 98.8 70.9 0.895 0.732 70

Republic of Adygea 3803 0.607 68.1 0.718 98.7 63.8 0.871 0.732 71

Amur Region 7079 0.711 60.3 0.589 99.3 69.5 0.894 0.731 72

Pskov Region 6183 0.688 60.2 0.586 98.9 68.1 0.886 0.720 73

Ivanovo Region 4279 0.627 62.1 0.619 99.3 73.6 0.907 0.718 74

Jewish Autonomous 
Region

6423 0.695 59.3 0.5723 99.1 66.8 0.883 0.717 75

Chita Region 6151 0.688 59.3 0.571 98.8 66.6 0.881 0.713 76

Republic of Altai 4616 0.640 60.4 0.590 98.3 71.3 0.893 0.708 77

Republic of Ingushetia 1606 0.463 75.6 0.844 96.2 41.2 0.779 0.695 78

Republic of Tyva 3596 0.598 56.0 0.517 99.1 70.9 0.897 0.671 79
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Table 10.3. Gender-related Human Development Index (GDI)

   Women Men Women Men Women Men  

Russian Federation  0.801 73.2 60.4 76 68 9319 17814  

Moscow 1 0.906 76.5 67.2 126 105 22677 34757 1

Tyumen Region 2 0.882 74.1 62.1 72 69 36758 69565 2

St. Petersburg 3 0.848 74.8 62.8 106 89 10720 18737 3

Republic of Tatarstan 4 0.828 75.6 62.7 77 72 11471 22241 4

Tomsk Region 5 0.812 72.9 60.5 85 75 9638 20148 5

Belgorod Region 6 0.806 75.1 63.5 74 71 7724 16301 6

Lipetsk Region 7 0.802 74.1 60.0 67 66 10544 21494 7

Krasnoyarsk Territory 8 0.801 72.2 59.4 72 67 10654 22095 8

Samara Region 9 0.799 73.5 60.1 78 72 8822 15912 10

Sverdlovsk Region 10 0.797 73.1 60.2 74 66 9601 17264 11

Republic of 
Bashkortostan

11 0.797 74.0 61.3 71 67 8553 17164 9

vologda Region 12 0.795 73.3 58.4 73 65 9982 20013 12

Republic of Komi 13 0.794 71.1 58.0 72 67 10916 21478 13

Omsk Region 14 0.794 73.0 59.7 77 70 8645 16239 15

Republic of Sakha 
(Yakutia)

15 0.793 71.9 59.8 77 71 8769 16781 14

Chelyabinsk Region 16 0.790 72.8 59.9 76 68 7950 16364 17

Orenburg Region 17 0.787 73.0 59.9 73 67 7243 18309 16

Yaroslavl Region 18 0.786 73.4 59.3 76 66 7565 15237 18

Novosibirsk Region 19 0.785 73.4 59.9 83 74 6559 12260 21

Perm Territory 20 0.784 71.2 57.4 71 64 10222 18745 20

Arkhangelsk Region 21 0.784 72.2 58.4 71 63 9071 17380 22

Sakhalin Region 22 0.783 70.1 56.5 69 59 11471 21843 23

Udmurt Republic 23 0.782 73.3 59.2 74 67 7540 14331 19

Magadan Region 24 0.781 70.0 57.7 84 74 8040 13694 25

Republic of North 
Ossetia – Alania 

25 0.781 77.2 64.4 76 64 5042 7876 27

volgograd Region 26 0.779 74.4 61.6 71 66 5915 12204 24

Moscow Region 27 0.779 73.3 59.9 62 56 8735 14573 31

Nizhny Novgorod Region 28 0.778 72.4 57.6 80 70 7165 14181 26

Kursk Region 29 0.778 73.2 59.5 84 75 5707 11235 30

Krasnodar Territory 30 0.777 74.7 63.0 68 63 5850 10803 32

Orel Region 31 0.777 73.5 59.9 80 74 6002 10335 29

Murmansk Region 32 0.775 71.7 58.9 73 57 7618 15763 28

Chuvash Republic 33 0.774 73.6 60.8 79 70 5505 10122 33

Saratov Region 34 0.772 73.8 61.2 76 68 5166 10292 34

Rostov Region 35 0.772 73.4 62.0 75 70 5128 9471 36

Irkutsk Region 36 0.771 70.2 56.5 75 67 8322 14536 35

Ryazan Region 37 0.770 73.0 58.3 78 72 5903 11083 38

Republic of Mordovia 38 0.768 74.3 61.6 77 71 4769 8837 37

voronezh Region 39 0.768 74.5 60.4 82 74 4528 8610 40

Republic of Karelia 40 0.767 71.0 57.3 68 61 7969 14257 39

 
GDI 

ranking GDI Life expectancy  
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Children and young 
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Women Men Women Men Women Men

Kemerovo Region 41 0.764 70.4 56.5 69 63 7574 16020 41

Ulyanovsk Region 42 0.764 73.2 59.9 72 66 5517 10064 44

Penza Region 43 0.763 74.3 60.7 72 68 4910 8695 45

Khabarovsk Territory 44 0.762 70.8 57.4 82 63 5915 12096 42

Republic of Khakasia 45 0.762 70.8 58.6 75 66 6140 11143 48

Republic of Dagestan 46 0.761 77.4 69.2 59 59 3276 5931 47

Kaluga Region 47 0.761 72.9 59.5 69 63 5669 10181 51

Tambov Region 48 0.761 74.0 60.3 70 70 5089 8856 46

Astrakhan Region 49 0.760 73.0 59.8 71 66 4828 11632 43

Karachaevo-Cherkussian 
Republic

50 0.760 76.0 64.4 66 65 3914 6797 52

Tula Region 51 0.759 71.8 57.4 70 66 5909 12328 50

Kaliningrad Region 52 0.758 70.8 58.2 73 61 6620 10442 56

Kamchatka Territory 53 0.758 70.9 60.1 76 61 5724 9014 49

Stavropol Territory 54 0.756 74.4 62.4 69 66 4178 7465 54

Novgorod Region 55 0.755 70.6 55.7 68 58 7411 13645 53

Altai Territory 56 0.753 73.2 60.5 71 64 4857 7989 58

Leningrad Region 57 0.753 70.8 56.3 47 42 9386 18492 55

Primorie Territory 58 0.752 71.0 58.5 77 62 5229 8989 57

vladimir Region 59 0.751 72.1 57.5 71 65 5216 9599 60

Smolensk Region 60 0.750 70.6 56.3 74 69 5418 10930 62

Kabardino-Balkarian 
Republic

61 0.749 75.2 64.9 58 60 3878 5927 65

Kostroma Region 62 0.749 71.7 58.2 68 61 5083 10779 59

Tver Region 63 0.748 70.6 56.0 72 63 5663 11290 63

Kurgan Region 64 0.748 73.0 58.7 72 65 4319 9061 61

Bruansk Region 65 0.748 73.5 58.1 70 67 4520 8316 66

Republic of Buryatia 66 0.745 69.5 56.2 77 68 5488 9502 69

Republic of Mari El 67 0.744 72.2 58.2 70 63 4628 8521 67

Kirov Region 68 0.744 72.6 59.6 71 64 4213 7553 64

Chukotka Autonomous 
District

69 0.743 65.7 54.3 65 58 9574 12815 72

Amur Region 70 0.740 69.2 56.2 72 62 5357 9901 68

Republic of Adygea 71 0.738 74.1 62.7 68 66 3043 5397 70

Republic of Kalmykia 72 0.737 73.7 61.7 70 66 3331 5174 71

Ivanovo Region 73 0.730 71.9 57.6 77 67 3325 5997 73

Chita Region 74 0.729 68.6 55.3 72 59 5254 8787 75

Pskov Region 75 0.726 69.2 54.6 67 61 4990 8571 76

Jewish Autonomous 
Region

76 0.726 68.1 55.3 71 51 5232 9577 74

Chechen Republic 77 0.717 76.8 69.1 59 59 1659 3134 77

Republic of Altai 78 0.717 68.9 56.6 69 64 4397 5246 78

Republic of Ingushetia 79 0.701 79.8 71.9 45 47 1322 2012 79

Republic of Tyva 80 0.689 63.8 53.3 71 63 4008 4391 80
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“The most acute problem for Russia today” 
is how the country’s President characterized 
the demographic issue in his Message to the 
Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation 
on May 10, 2006. Demographic challenges are 
various, they are becoming increasingly seri-
ous, and the associated economic and political 
risks are ever greater. Unless these challenges 
are met, successful human development – the 
priority task for Russia in the 21st Century – 
will become an impossible task.

The acute nature of demographic problems 
has been officially recognized and efforts are 
being made to mitigate them, but it will not 
be possible to overcome negative demographic 
trends in the foreseeable future. This is because 
of the highly inertial nature of the demograph-
ic system: to a large extent, its future develop-
ment is pre-determined by what has happened 
in earlier periods. 

Specifically, there is no way of halting the 
ongoing process of demographic ageing, which 
is the inevitable result of transition from the 
former age-group distribution pattern, dating 
back thousands of years and formed in condi-
tions of high mortality and fertility, to a new 
age-group distribution pattern, corresponding 
to low fertility and low mortality. In Russia, ef-
fects of that inevitable process are complicated 
by socio-economic cataclysms of the 20th cen-
tury. As result, Russia will face extremely ad-
verse demographic changes to its age-group 
distribution in the near future. These changes, 
which were “pre-programmed” by earlier evo-
lution, will have negative economic and social 
effects, even if measures being taken today to 
improve the demographic situation are suc-
cessful. 

Consequently, however beneficial such ef-
forts may be, they can only give a partial re-
sponse to demographic problems, while a 
comprehensive, well-designed, consistent and 
long-term strategy for demographic challenges 
– what the Russian general public and the Rus-
sian government need – is still a matter for fu-
ture deliberation. 

Such a strategy needs to have two major 
axes. 

The first axis should act on demographic 
processes as such to make their development 
more favorable and thus mitigate the challeng-
es faced by society. 

There needs to be a determined effort to 
achieve radical change in mortality, overcom-
ing the long-term adverse trend and making 
a strong start on the road to increase of life 
expectancy as well as healthy life expectancy. 
Russia also needs to take long-overdue steps to 
carry out its “second epidemiological transi-
tion”, a path which the majority of developed 
countries have already been following for some 
time. Such transition is characterized by pro-
motion of an active and conscientious attitude 
on the part of ordinary people to preservation 
of their own health, helping to control mortal-
ity due to avoidable causes of death, associated 
with modern life. The most important of them 
are cardiovascular disease in relatively young 
age groups and external factors, the latter par-
ticularly among men. The share of deaths due 
to external causes in Russia is almost three 
times greater than in the West. 

The tasks of the second epidemiological 
transition require increase of health care fund-
ing and radical improvement of the health care 
system. But what is most important at the cur-
rent stage is positive changes in behavior and 
life style of the majority of population. These 
changes are happening in Russia at very slow 
rates (if at all), but they are essential for success 
in the struggle with ill health and early mor-
tality. For instance, there has been no success 
in overcoming the disastrous effects of alcohol 
abuse on health and mortality in Russia. Abuse 
of alcohol is one of the main causes of high 
mortality in middle-aged men and an absolute 
impediment to human development in Rus-
sian society. 

Some steps have been taken in recent years 
to improve the situation with mortality it was 
one of the aims of the National Priority Project 
“Health”, and funding of the health care sys-

“The MosT AcuTe ProbleM for russiA TodAy” 
in lieu of conclusion
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tem has been increased. However, the Russian 
mortality crisis is far from being overcome. Se-
riousness of the crisis and its disastrous con-
sequences require much more energetic efforts 
of the Russian government and the Russian so-
ciety to combat it. 

The rise of fertility is an obvious way of ex-
erting influence on the demographic situation. 
What is needed is development and improve-
ment of family policies to promote a social cli-
mate, which encourages families to have two or 
three children. Experience of other countries, 
which practise such policies, is valuable. Fam-
ily policy tends to be more successful when it 
takes into consideration the economic, social 
and demographic environment of today’s ur-
ban family, which is more variegated and com-
plex than the family environment in the past. 
Specifically, a policy will not be successful un-
less it truly serves to extend freedom of choice 
for individuals and families, enabling them to 
raise children in today’s conditions of econom-
ic, social and demographic diversity. 

Wise choice of family policies and their con-
sistent development can encourage growth of 
family size. However, it is dangerous to over-
estimate probability of rise of fertility through 
pronatalist policy. World experience shows 
that the efficiency of such policy is not so high, 
and that its ability to influence the general de-
mographic situation is limited.

If favorable evolution of fertility and mortal-
ity take place, natural population decrease in 
Russia will diminish. But a return to natural 
population increase is improbable in the fore-
seeable future. 

The most promising, but also the most con-
troversial way of tackling demographic issues, 
is international migration. Large-scale inflows 
of migrants to Russia can largely compensate 
natural population decrease and ease tensions 
in the labor market. But the beneficial effects 
are coupled with appearance of new socio-po-
litical and ethno-cultural problems. Any de-
velopment strategy should take account of the 
essentially contradictory nature of the immigra-
tion response to the depopulation challenge and 
should specify mechanisms to ensure a safe bal-
ance between its positive and negative aspects.

The second axis of strategic responses to 
demographic challenges consists of adap-
tion of public, government and social institu-
tions to demographic trends, which cannot be 
changed. 

For the foreseeable future, there is no way of 
halting decline of Russia’s population at large 
or of its economically active groups. Ageing of 
the economically active and working popula-
tion will continue, the share of senior working-
age groups (40-72 years) among all people of 
working age will increase in coming decades, 
and the share of young people (up to 30 years 
old) will decline to less than a quarter of people 
of working age. 

In these circumstances, support for rapid 
economic growth entails a system of responses 
designed to neutralize the effects of adverse de-
mographic factors, which will tend to cause a 
growth slowdown. 

First, ways must be found of improving la-
bor productivity and structural changes must 
be made to improve overall economic produc-
tivity. Mechanisms are needed to ensure labor-
saving economic development, with improved 
quality of human capital and rational employ-
ment of that capital. 

Some of these objectives overlap with the 
previously-mentioned socio-demographic 
tasks. The rise of healthy life expectancy neces-
sarily entail greater working-time capacities of 
each generation and, hence, a larger contribu-
tion by that generation to the national econo-
my, partly compensating reduction in the pop-
ulation’s size. Greater economic potential per 
generation can also be obtained through im-
proved quality of education, with development 
of a continuous education system serving as a 
specific response to the changing demographic 
circumstances. Continuous education helps 
people, who have never left the labor market in 
four or five decades, as well as those with inter-
rupted employment histories (such as women 
who have spent time away from work to care 
for children), to keep abreast of rapidly chang-
ing requirements for employee knowledge and 
competence. Continuous education is an indis-
pensable tool to counteract adverse effects of 
the ageing of human resources and to improve 
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contribution of senior-aged employee groups 
to innovative economic development and tran-
sition to a knowledge-based economy.

Effect of population decline on economic 
growth can be offset by an efficacious employ-
ment policy, which mobilizes all the reserves 
available on the Russian labor market, increas-
ing participation of people in economic activity 
throughout their life cycle, from young to old 
age. Although employment of average working 
age groups is already almost at their “capacity 
ceiling”, the top and bottom of the age pyramid 
offer considerable opportunities for adding to 
the labor force. 

There are considerable reserves for improv-
ing employment rates among young people. 
Young employees have new competences, 
which match the continuously changing re-
quirements of modern economic develop-
ment. However, the Russian labor market has 
specific barriers to young people seeking for-
mal employment. Youth is more at risk of be-
ing unemployed or informally employed than 
middle and senior groups of the working-age 
population. Removal of such barriers is a good 
way of improving employment rates among the 
young, which is especially important when the 
typical age of young people entering the job 
market is tending to rise due to extension of 
the period normally required for education. 

At the other pole of the age structure, there 
is potential for more labor contributions from 
individuals of retirement age. As of today, 
about 40% of men and almost half of women 
continue to work for 4 years after they start to 
receive their pension, and, overall, every fourth 
retiree is employed. Therefore, post-retirement 
age does not mean loss of ability to work for 
many people, and this age group can also be 
used (although to a limited extent) to offset the 
increasing deficit of human resources. 

There are large opportunities for acceler-
ated economic growth from structural shifts 
in employment distribution in favor of jobs 
with high labor productivity. Many Russian in-
dustrial sectors currently have low productiv-
ity rates and excessive employment rates. For 
example, mechanical engineering, which is a 
leader by labor productivity in most developed 

countries, rates low by this measure in Russia. 
Excessive and low-paid employment is also 
typical for budget-funded sectors. These sec-
tors can be restructured to improve productiv-
ity rates, and some of their employees can move 
to other sectors, where their labor can be used 
more productively and where they will receive 
higher salaries.

Implementation of a demographic pro-
gramme for higher fertility raises the issue 
of compatibility between maternal responsi-
bilities and job responsibilities, which tend to 
compete for women’s time and energy. Women 
have traditionally played a large role on the 
Russian employment market. Employment 
losses as women with children leave labor mar-
ket should be counteracted by a wide variety of 
flexible forms of employment (part-time em-
ployment, flexible working schedules, work-
ing from home, etc.), as well as investments in 
childcare services and child education, which 
are very poorly developed at present. An envi-
ronment, which enables today’s well-educated, 
professionally qualified women to combine 
maternal responsibilities with active partici-
pation in economic and social life, is in the 
best interests of both the economy and wom-
en themselves, who, generally, are not keen 
to sacrifice their professional career. Average 
levels of education among Russian women are 
very high, and their departure from the labor 
market cannot be adequately compensated by 
immigrant work force. Also, women’s salaries 
are an important anti-poverty tool for families 
with children. The last point is particularly im-
portant among factors that need to be taken 
into account by a pronatalist policy. 

Russia currently has low employment lev-
els among disabled individuals and members 
of their families, who care for them, and this 
offers another reserve for compensating labor 
deficits. In an ageing society, with relatively 
short healthy life expectancy, it is inevitable 
that people in working age have to spend more 
time caring for senior-aged and sick individu-
als. However, labor potential can be maximized 
through extension healthy life (reducing the 
disablement rate), development of a profes-
sional care sector for the disabled, and creation 
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of new jobs for people with restricted ability to 
work. 

Russia has labor reserves, which it does not 
fully use, in its less well developed regions. Mo-
bilization of these reserves depends on greater 
internal mobility and removal of obstacles to 
such mobility. Although there is already sig-
nificant temporary labor migration, showing 
adaptation by people to new socio-economic 
realities, scales of migration to new permanent 
places of residence are not adequate to needs of 
urban and regional economies for re-distribu-
tion of the working-age population. Russia has 
a problem of structural unemployment, and 
migration is failing to provide self-regulation 
for local labour markets. Internal labor migra-
tion (leaving home for temporary work in an-
other place) may be economically inefficient 
and engender undesirable social effects. 

Generally speaking, more efficient use of 
dwindling and ageing human resources re-
quires coherent actions to improve and 
strengthen a wide range of policies in the fields 
of employment, education, health, pensions, 
social infrastructure development, the family, 
migration, etc.

However, even if the country’s human re-
sources are put to best possible use in coming 
decades, they alone will not be sufficient to 
ensure rapid economic growth in the context 
of evolution of the demographic situation. In-
ternational labor migration therefore emerges 
as the only way of alleviating quantitative and 
structural impact of dwindling human resourc-
es. The labor or foreign immigrants is already a 
condition for successful operation of the Rus-
sian economy, particularly in regions, which 
have achieved rapid rates of growth. According 
to expert estimates, Russia will need to attract 
about 15 million immigrants of working age to 
cover its human resource deficit in the period 
up to 2025. 

As well as posing a threat to economic 
growth, Russian demographic trends also rep-
resent a challenge for social expenditures. 

As the share of people of working age in the 
total population declines, there will be a steady 
increase in dependency pressure on those in 
employment. Although higher fertility, im-

proved health and reduced mortality are un-
doubtedly beneficial for economic growth in 
the long term, and are purposes to be pursed 
per se, their attainment in the short term and 
medium term may be a factor resisting accel-
erated economic growth. If the optimistic de-
mographic forecast is realized, total growth in 
pension payment expenses, health expenses 
and education expenses will rise to 8-10% of 
GDP, which is unaffordable for the Russian 
economy. This could lead to destabilization of 
the budget system, unjustified growth in tax 
pressure and, eventually, lower competitive-
ness of the Russian economy and slowdown of 
economic growth.

Greater social spending is unavoidable in 
the near future. The largest share of govern-
ment social spending is on the pension sys-
tem, and these spending commitments will 
become progressively greater as the popula-
tion ages. Formulas currently used to deter-
mine size of the insurance and basic part of 
labor pensions and pension indexing methods 
are sufficient to ensure financial sustainability 
of the pension system, without change to the 
pension financing principles. But the price to 
pay for such sustainability is further decline 
of the wage replacement rate (the ratio of av-
erage employment pension to average salary). 
Low pensions undermine public trust in the 
pension system and force the government to 
seek other sources of funds for redistribution 
in favor of older age groups, sometimes to the 
detriment of other social groups, such as fam-
ilies with children. There is therefore increas-
ing realization of the need to do everything 
possible to ensure a larger wage replacement 
rate in order to  provide better living stan-
dards for retirees. As Vladimir Putin said in 
a speech in late 2007, replacement rate should 
be increased to 40% of salaries. But, unless the 
pension system is updated in a major way, that 
target, ensuring better living standards for the 
senior-aged population, will not be achievable 
and proper incentives for the working popu-
lation will also be absent. 

The pension system is not the only public 
social expenditures item, which is closely con-
nected with demographic changes. Spending 

êéëëàü èÖêÖÑ ãàñéå ÑÖåéÉêÄîàóÖëäàï ÇõáéÇéÇ  187



on the public system of social services is also 
extremely important. 

One of the major challenges for social in-
stitutions in the ageing society is radical re-
shaping of care for older people, including 
new and efficient establishments for tem-
porary care, up-to-date and well-equipped 
homes for elderly people, public and private 
programmes for social services to older peo-
ple, home care and various forms of joint lei-
sure for retirees. 

Development of the childcare system is no 
less important. The system is far from perfect 
at present, rendered services are poorly differ-
entiated and do not answer existing demand 
for them. Some families find even kindergarten 
services unaffordable, and the terms and con-
ditions, on which their services are provided, 
do not always match existing needs. The fami-
lies cannot make up for public policy failures 
and inadequate social service market develop-
ment, and society has to pay for it in growth of 
number of children without proper care, in a 
vulnerable situation, and decline of beneficial 
effects from socialization at young ages. 

Distinction of two axes for design of stra-
tegic responses to demographic challenges 
helps us to understand the two types of prob-
lems, which these challenges present. On the 
one hand, there are issues of how to “repair” 
the demographic situation and, on the other 
hand, there are issues of how to adjust to what 
cannot be repaired. In fact, both axes are in-
terrelated and overlapping. 

If, for example, Russia is successful in at-
taining sustainable rise of fertility, this will 
be a sign of successful “demographic re-
pairs”. However, it will be a long time before 
children who are born today reach the labor 
market, and, moreover, birth of a second or 
third child may drive many women out of 
employment. So intensification of the econ-
omy is indispensable for adaptation to labor-
force shrinkage. 

Reduced mortality in middle-age groups will 
improve the situation on the labor market, but 
in a later period it will increase pressures on 
the pension system, which should have under-
gone reform by that time. 

Compensatory international migration, if 
used as a tool for “demographic repairs”, will 
help to fill or reduce demographic gaps due to 
population decrease, adverse changes in the 
age structure, and geographic population dis-
tribution. However, international migration is 
only a feasible solution if Russian society can 
become adjusted to it. This involves special ef-
forts to change mass consciousness, social in-
stitutions and government attitudes. 

Each of the above examples is indicative of the 
extremely important role of the demographic 
component as a driver for human development 
and all national economic and social develop-
ment in coming decades. This role is increas-
ingly (though somewhat belatedly) becoming 
clear to Russian society and its intellectual and 
political elite. The references to demography 
in the President’s Message in 2006 (cited at the 
start of this section) have been followed by an 
upsurge of public and government attention to 
demographic issues in Russia. However, we are 
still at the very beginning of a long road. De-
sign and implementation of an efficient strat-
egy in response to demographic challenges is 
a highly complicated task. Its requires, at least, 
three components – political will, economic 
resources and intellectual capacity (appropri-
ate knowledge). If any of the three components 
is lacking, all endeavors will be doomed to fail-
ure. At present the three components have not 
been properly harnessed, and the actual con-
tribution from each of them fails to match the 
seriousness and complexity of the tasks to be 
addressed. Significance of the demographic 
issue among priorities of Russia’s government 
and society has increased, but it does not yet 
seem to have been recognized as “the most 
acute problem for Russia today”.
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