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Address To readers



T



he 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 redistribution 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.
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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
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Dear readers!



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
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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
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PREFACE 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
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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
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INTRODUCTION This is the 12th National Human Development Report (NHDR) for the Russian Federation. Such reports are published in many countries on the initiative of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Global development reports, containing overviews for all countries, are published annually. Texts are prepared for the UNDP by groups of independent experts. The 2008 NHDR for the Russian Federation is a conceptual sequel to several earlier national reports prepared by various independent 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 situation 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 basis, which enable extension of human choice, creative life, material prosperity, access to high-quality education and full participation in society. Without them, many opportunities 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 Development: New Aspect of Socio-Economic



Russia Facing Demographic Challenges







Progress/V.P. Kolesnikov, ed. Мoscow: Human Rights, 2008, p.195-196). Regrettably, life expectancy indicators pull down Russian HDI. Russia has been grappling for some time with demographic developments, which must be qualified as a crisis. Short life expectancy is the main feature of this crisis, though by no means its only feature. The birth rate is too low, the population is shrinking and ageing, and Russia is on the threshold of rapid loss of able-bodied population, which will be accompanied by a growing 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, presenting 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 consequences of demographic trends, which cannot 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 Russian abbreviation), ministries and government agencies. In instances where several sources of information were available, preference has been given to officially published materials. 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 Report’s preparation.
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Content Russia facing demographic challenges Introduction
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Executive Summary Chapter 1. A New Stage of Russian Demographic Development 1.1. Three stages of Russia’s demographic crisis 1.2. Main demographic challenges in coming decades 1.2.1. Accelerating natural population decrease 1.2.2. R  apid natural decrease of working-age population  1.2.3. G  rowing demographic burden on people of working age 1.2.4. Population ageing 1.2.5. Decline in numbers of potential mothers 1.2.6. Russia's population decline  1.2.7. Large influx of immigrants  1.2.8. Possible rise of emigration



Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: the Start of a Road with Distant Horizons 2.1. Russia’s low fertility goes back a long way 2.2. What does real female cohort fertility tell us?  2.3. Potential and limitations of pronatalist policy  2.3.1. E xisting ratios predetermine fertility far into the future 2.3.2. Reproductive intentions of Russians have not changed  2.3.3. Are traditional values important?  2.3.4. Financial support to families with children is no guarantee of success  2.4. Fertility changes have limited dependence on marriage rates 2.4.1. Lifetime marriage is no longer dominant  2.4.2. The growing role of repeat unions  2.4.3. G  rowth of non-marital fertility due to growth of informal unions  2.4.4. R  ole of unregistered partnerships in reduction of the fertility is greatly overestimated 2.5. Family planning 
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Executive Summary 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 Development”, gives a general description of the challenges, which Russian society will have to face in coming decades during a new – and, in many ways, unfavorable – era in its demographic evolution. The search for solutions is expected to be complicated by the need to overcome negative inertia, which has accrued in previous decades. The first stage of the Russian demographic crisis emerged in the mid-1960s, when fertility first dropped below the replacement level, and the country entered a period of latent depopulation. In 1992, the latent depopulation became manifest, as natural population increase 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 enjoying 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 composition. The resulting demographic challenges, which have to be adequately met in coming decades are: growing natural population decrease, entailing rapid decline of total population of Russia; rapid natural decrease of working-age population; 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 possible growth of emigration rates. Responses must be sought, in part, through the demographic mechanisms of higher fertility and reduced mortality. However, there is no guaranteed treatment for many demographic ills. Some of them, suffered by Russia in com-
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mon with all other urbanized, industrial and post-industrial countries, are deeply rooted in modern life styles and cannot be fully addressed by government policy, however welldesigned. There has to be a realistic assessment of what can be done, and recognition of policy limitations. Not everything, which we find disagreeable, can be remedied. Efforts to resist the unfavorable trends must be combined with efforts to adapt to what cannot be resisted. This means that adequate responses to demographic challenges have to be sought not only in demographic, 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” discusses 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 adverse fertility situation encouraged preparation, in 2006-2007, of a new version of the government’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 attention 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 decades has occurred in a context of later marriages and a later average age at childbearing, as well as a larger share of people living in informal 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. Russia Facing Demographic Challenges



At present policy concepts are underestimating fundamental structural changes in marriage & family relationships, household micro-economy and fertility in the medium and long term, and this casts doubt on attainability of fertility targets in the time limits envisaged by the Demographic Policy Concept. Trends up to 2007 make further decline in fertility of real generations 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 present, 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 generations are too small to make a large absolute contribution to the total number of births and, hence, to natural population growth. They cannot reverse depopulation trends. The categorical imperative for Russia is reduction of mortality, analyzed in Chapter 3. Since the 1960s there has been a widening mortality gap between Russia and developed countries (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 transition, in which self-protective behavior needs to become an important element of life styles throughout society. Insufficient efforts by people to look after their own health and safety determines the specific feature of Russian mortality: 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 crisis. Russian level of mortality remains far in excess of this observed in developed countries. Failure to complete the epidemiological transition is evident from data on causes and ages
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of death in Russia. There has been no success to date in reduction of mortality due to circulatory 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 Chapter 4, entitled: “Internal Migration: Great Past, Modest Future”. Internal migration was a powerful leverage tool for population redistribution 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 population decrease and changes in age composition (dwindling share of young people, who are usually 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 vicinities, particularly in the Moscow metropolitan 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 regional 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 available, as evidenced by major supply/demand disproportions 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 successful 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 interests of national and social development require removal of all restrictions and barriers to migration. The fifth chapter of the Report, entitled: “Immigration: Salvation or a Trojan horse?” deals with the increasingly urgent and important issue 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 international migration processes. The demographic 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 permanent residence were homecoming ethnic Russians and other ethnic groups originating from Russia, or their descendants (two thirds of population growth due to migration, reported for Russia in 1989-2007, was due to ethnic 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 demographic 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 Soviet republics.
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By contrast, there has been rapid increase in labor migration to Russia by natives of former Soviet republics. Estimated population of foreign labor migrants in the Russian Federation is about 6-7 million, and, as national human 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 Russia 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 today, it is very important to continue liberalization of migration policy and to extend existing legal migration channels. Russia will have to respond to the challenges of large-scale immigration 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 scrutinized 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 overall size, and the decline will be concentrated at the young end of the labor force. Adverse effects of demography on the Russian labor market make it important to mobilize all available reserves, which can even partially compensate deficits and tensions in employment and offset adverse effects on the pace of economic growth in Russia. Key reserves include: improvement of health and reduction of mortality; increased rates of economic activity among the young and middle aged; improvement 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 Russia Facing Demographic Challenges



rates; interregional re-distribution of human resources; and international labor migration. As the working-age population declines, high economic growth rates in Russia are increasingly dependent on productivity improvements. The reserves just mentioned could add about 13 million people to employment in Russia, offsetting 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 employment, from youth to old age, but only on condition that employees both keep their qualifications up to date and add new competences. More efficient use of dwindling of employment, education, health, pensions, social infrastructure, the family, etc. Ways and means of addressing the challenging socio-economic problems are presented in Chapter 7, entitled: “Demographic Challenges and Social Spending”. Regardless of how demographic changes actually occur, dependency pressure on the working age population will grow. However, specific structure of dependency pressure under one scenario of future development 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 optimistic forecast suggests that dependency pressure will grow much more rapidly than under the inertial forecast, due both to the growing child population and the more rapidly growing 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 Russia Facing Demographic Challenges







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 population will be lacking. At the same time no improvement of pension payments can fully tackle the problem of helplessness and loneliness in old age. One of the major tasks of old-age social policy, in conditions of society’s ageing, is to develop government and private programmes for social servicing of the elderly, home care and various forms of joint leisure by retirees (temporary care facilities, well-equipped old people’s homes, etc). Social institutions in the ageing society need to accomplish radical reconstruction of the system of social relationships for provision of care to the senior-age population. The young child care market in Russia remains under-developed. Available services are almost undifferentiated and even services offered by kindergartens are unaffordable for some social strata, while terms and conditions of service provision sometimes fail to match existing needs. No family can compensate existing 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 system, which will have to tackle new tasks and issues. All these are discussed in Chapter 8, entitled: “Demographic Challenges and the Education 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 decline 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 secondary and higher vocational education facilities 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, followed by modest growth in subsequent years. The decline in numbers entails various challenges 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 redundant teachers. Ongoing migration processes (greater number 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 successfully alongside a growing migrant population, 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 extend 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 Challenges and the Health System”. Priorities include greater affordability/accessibility and quality of medical care, development of the prophylactic system and more active precautions against
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major morbidity and mortality risk factors. Strategy to combat the mortality crisis in Russia should be designed through analysis of the structure of causes of death, and should deploy comprehensive and properly funded programmes 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 encourage careless spending by health facilities, growth of a shadow economy in the health sector, sharp differentiation in resources available to the sector in different regions, lower quality of available medical care and (inevitably) adverse effects on the quality of public health. Meeting current challenges to the health system requires more funding for medical care, but also wiser use of money through improved health care planning to suit the actual medicodemographic situation. There needs to be widescale implementation of economic management methods, which help to motivate better operating 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 ensuring 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 particular, 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 development, achieving an HDI score above 0.800. Russia Facing Demographic Challenges



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 Central & Eastern Europe. Most of the contribution to positive HDI dynamics was from rapid economic growth and appreciable increase of life expectancy. 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 Tyumen 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 Russian 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 development remain great, but regional indexes grew



Russia Facing Demographic Challenges







relatively evenly in 2005-2006, without widening of the gap between leaders and outsiders, which was noted in earlier Reports. Thanks to more active government social policy, growing economic inequality between “strong” and “weak” regions was partially compensated by different geography of life expectancy improvements. In 2006, almost 30% of the Russian 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 regions, and have limited human development prospects, while 6% of the population lives in the most problematic regions, where largescale financial support from the federal government will remain necessary for a long time to come. Chapter 10 also contains the first calculation ever made of the Gender-related Human Development Index (GDI) for Russia and its regions. The Index also takes into account influence 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 respect 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. This 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 aﬀected by natural decrease of population since 1992: shrinkage has totaled 12.3 million persons over 16 years. This 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 beginning of 1993, a reduction of 6.6 million persons. This is not the ﬁrst time that Russia has suﬀered loss of population. There were four such instances in the 20th century. However, the ﬁrst three instances were related to social and military disasters, and the population 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. Longterm evolutionary processes were at work – complicated by political, social and military disturbances, – which led inevitably to the depopulation, which began in 1992. The most important factor to consider is fertility. None of the generations of Russians, born after 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 deﬁned by older cohorts, it remained relatively high. But in the ﬁrst post-war decade cohorts of women with higher fertility gradually outgrew reproductive age and were replaced by younger cohorts with constantly declining fertility.



18



As a result, “transversal” indicators – crude birth rate and total fertility rate – were unable to regain their prewar 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 replacement of generations for the whole population of Russia and the net reproduction rate dropped below 1. The country entered a period of latent depopulation. This should be viewed as the beginning of the ﬁrst stage of Russia’s demographic 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 ﬁrst 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 replacement level signaled the start of depopulation, though it did not entail immediate natural decrease of population. For a certain time the process of depopulation was hidden (latent): population size continued to increase thanks to population growth potential, accumulated 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 oﬃcial forecast by the Central Statistical Oﬃce 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 population 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 eﬀect was very short-term and fertility started
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Figure 1.1. The net reproduction rate in Russia has been below the replacement level since 1964 to fall once again after 1987. The 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 catastrophically 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 outnumbered births for the ﬁrst 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 speciﬁcity 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. Speciﬁcally, 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 million 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). This has meant a steady decline of demographic pressure on the population of working age. In 1993 there
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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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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. The eﬀect has been to reduce the need for social spending by the state: to the extent that is determined by demographic proportions, such spending has been as low as it can be. Constant growth of the number of women of reproductive 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. This number has decreased in recent years but has stayed higher than ever in the past. The number of women in the more limited age group, which makes the greatest contribution to fertility (women of 1830 years, accounting for 75-80% of all births), increased 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. There is no doubt that increase in the number of potential mothers contributed to growth of births after 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 economically and socially positive changes in age structure. However, these favorable changes have only temporary 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 consequences 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 women 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.
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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, signiﬁcant 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. The 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. However, by 2012 the number of potential mothers will return 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. The 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 completely (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. The scale of future decrease is indicated by the medium scenario from Rosstat (2008), which suggests that decrease will decline to 463,000 persons in 2010, but will have risen back to 600,000 persons by 2017 and over 800,000 by 2025. Total population decrease 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 decrease of population will be accompanied by worsening of structural proportions, with highly unfavorable economic, 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). This
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Surge in fertility after 1999 will also lead to increase in numbers of children and young people under 16 years old, from just over 22 million at the beginning of 2008 (a lower ﬁgure than at any time in the 20th century). Attainment of working age by small cohorts of the 1990s will intensify the trend. However, 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 million by the start of the third decade of Actual decrease the century. Realization of the most faInstitute of Demography(Higher School of Economics) stochastic projection, 2007, median value Rosstat projection, 2008, medium variant vorable fertility and mortality scenarios UN Projection, 2006, medium variant USACensus Bureau projection, 2008 could push numbers as high as 30 million by 2024-2026 (matching the level Figure 1.3. All forecasts suggest that decline of natural in 2000), but a decline will then ensue. population decrease is temporary and will be Meanwhile, growth in numbers of chilreversed in a few years time dren under 16 years in the coming 10group has been growing throughout the last 5-6 15 years will contribute to growth of the young-age decades, with some ﬂuctuations, but the growth is now dependency ratio. clearly exhausted. Numbers of people of working age According to Rosstat’s medium scenario, the total saw a fall in 2006-2007, and this is the start of a sharp dependency ratio (young and elderly) will increase long-term decline. According to Rosstat, the workingfrom 578 per 1000 persons of working age (the age population will decline by 14 million in 2009-2025 historical minimum, registered in 2007), to 700 in (Figure 1.4). This coincides with estimates by the Institute 2015 and 822 in 2025 (by 20% and 41%, respectiveof Demography at the State University - Higher School ly). Contribution of the elderly to the total burden of Economics, which calculate probability of various (about 35% in 1970) will rise to 55-60%. If the more predicted values: the most likely (median) ﬁgure for optimistic Rosstat forecast, which predicts rapid working age population decrease in 2008-2025 is 13.9 growth of fertility, is realized, the dependency ratio million persons, and this ﬁgure could ﬂuctuate between in 2025 will still be almost 800 per 1000 of working 11 and 17 million within the limits of a 60% conﬁdence age (Figure 1.5). interval. Na tura l popula tion de cre a se in Russia
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1.2.3. Growing demographic burden on people of working age
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Shrinkage of the working-age population will be accompanied by increase of the demographic 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. After 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 (according to the medium scenario of the Rosstat forecast), which will be the highest level in history. There will be further increase by about 5 million persons in the period to 2025.



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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A NEW STAGE OF RUSSIAN DEMOGRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT ing the current European level. The 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 economically 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 designed for a much younger age composition. Reform of these systems to deal with irreversible changes in age ratio is one of the main challenges of coming decades.
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1.2.5. Decline in numbers of potential mothers



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



1.2.4. Population ageing Ageing of the population is a global tendency caused by new balance of births and deaths. Signiﬁcant 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 increased from 9% to 17% from 1960 to 2006. This percentage is the same as in the USA, although signiﬁcantly 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-



Russia’s demographic future depends to a large extent on the number of children 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 development will be more diﬃcult 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 “demographic 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-
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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%.



22



RUSSIA FACING DEMOGRAPHIC CHALLENGES



1.2.6. Russia's population decline Theoretically the natural decrease of population can be compensated by migration inﬂow, 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
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complete compensation does not seem too probable. 0.6 The expected ﬁgure, mentioned above, 0.5 of 11 million natural decrease of population in the coming 19 years is comparable with 0.4 12.3 million natural decrease during the last 16 years (1992-2007). That loss was only 0.3 46% compensated by migration, and most of the compensation was from the migra0.2 tory splash in ﬁrst half of the 1990s, when 0.1 there was a mass inﬂow of Russians from former Soviet republics. After 2000 net mi0.0 gration compensated only about one ﬁfth of natural decrease. Experience has made forecasters very cautious when predicting the role of miFigure 1.7. Share of people aged 40-59 in total gration in compensating natural decrease population aged between 20 and 59 will rise of population. Most forecasts expect conto 54% by 2026 tinued population decline. According to lion was reached in 2002-2003). The situation on the medium variants of some forecasts, the population “marriage market” is also highly favorable. of the country in 2025 will be 128.7 million (United These favorable conditions will soon be a thing of the Nation Organization and US Census Bureau)1, 137.0 past. Numbers of women of reproductive age (15-49 million (Rosstat, 2008)2, and 138.1 million (median years old) have been in decline since 2004: losses will be of the probabilistic projection by the Institute of Deover 5 million by 2015, and over 7 million by 2025 (commography at the State University – Higher School of pared with 2003). It is true that the number of women at Economics)3. This entails population decline by 10-20 their reproductive peak (18-29 years old, accounting for million persons or 7-10% compared with the maxi75-80% of births) has continued to grow. But this trend mum seen at the beginning of 1993. Since all authors will reverse in 2008-2009, leading to decline by 2.7 milof the forecasts oﬀer several scenarios, the range of lion in 2015 and 5.9 million by 2025. These estimates are possible size of the Russian population in 2025 is even not dependent on forecast variants, since all potential broader, varying from 120.6 million (the lowest UN mothers of 2015-2020 have already been born. scenario) to 144 million (the upper limit of Rosstat’s In 2004, when the number of births (1.502 million) forecast) (Figure 1.8). was at its highest in the period from 1992 to 2007, there In itself population decline is an undesirable prowere 37.7 births per 1000 women aged 15-49. For the cess, tending to reduce a society’s strength and dynanumber of women of reproductive age expected in 2025 mism. The decrease is particularly undesirable for Rusto give birth to the same number of children, this ratio sia with its huge territory, a signiﬁcant part of which is will have to rise to 45.7 per 1000. In any case, the annual thinly populated and underdeveloped. The situation is number of deaths through the whole period up to 2025 complicated by rapid natural decrease of population of will exceed 2.2 million, so 1.5 million births will not be working age, threatening to put a brake on the counsuﬃcient. For births to keep pace with deaths, the numtry’s economic development. In these circumstances, it ber of births will have to be close to 2.3 million per year. is natural to look at ways of increasing compensatory That entails 70 births per 1000 women of reproductive immigration. But potential for using migration as a soage in 2025. Such indicators have been unknown in Ruslution is now limited. sia since the mid-1960s and are unlikely to be achieved in coming decades. 1.2.7. Large influx of immigrants Increase of population through migration in coming decades will depend largely on Russian migration policy. But whatever this policy is, it has to take into consideration objective limitations of a socio-psychological and socio-economic nature, which make full-scale compensation of population loss by means of migration unlikely.
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Oﬃcial demographic policy of the Russian government 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 inﬂows of over 300,000 persons annually”. The most ambitious of latest forecasts by Rosstat (see Figure 6), which looks extremely optimistic (in particular, 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. According to this scenario, natural decrease, and thus also need for compensatory migration, will decline below 200,000 persons in 2012-2017, after 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 mortality 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 decrease. Authors of the forecast consider such volumes of migration as unrealistic, and suppose that migration will in fact provide only partial (about 55%) replacement of natural decrease. That will not be enough to stabilize 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 oﬃcial data, registered migratory increase of population in Russia in 2007 was 240,000 and the average ﬁgure in 2001-2007 was 175,000. Until now this increase has consisted 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 declining: in 2006 the two groups were only just above 50% of all immigrants and ethnic Russians alone were just 43%. This trend will continue as numbers of Russians located abroad who are disposed to move back home gradually decline. Greater shares of foreign immigrants will signiﬁcantly 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, signiﬁcant increase of immigrant arrivals looks more likely than sharp increase of fertility, making it reasonable to view migration inﬂows 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 inﬂows of migrants. At present, demographic policy remains focused on return from abroad of people whose homeland is Russia. But potential volumes of such migrants are limited, even in the most favorable scenario.



1.2.8. Possible rise of emigration As well as facing hitherto unknown problems of immigration, Russia in the last 15-20 years has had to deal with problems of emigration. The 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 justiﬁes talk of a “brain drain”. While migratory exchanges with former USSR republics give Russia positive net immigration, the balance of migration between Russia and other foreign countries – the so-called “far abroad” – has been consistently negative. This trend was established in the second
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“Any country has limitations on its immigration capacity, associated with social adaptation in the host country of immigrants with different 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 significant 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 “locals” and “aliens” … All of this is fully applicable to Russia: like other countries, which have undergone demographic 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 cerPopula tion of Russia 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 country). The number of emigrants rose quickly, although the huge burst of emigration from Russia, which some countries of Western Europe Rosstat, 2008, high variant Rosstat, 2008, medium variant feared at the start of the 1990s, did Rosstat, 2008, low variant UN, 2006, high variant not materialize. UN, 2006, medium variant UN, 2006, low variant Initially, emigration had a mainInstitute of Demographystochastic projection, 2007, median value USACensus Bureau, 2008 ly “ethnic” character: Germans and Jews were 60-70% of all registered emigrants. Armenians, Greeks Figure 1.8. Most forecasts are of further Russian population decline and representatives of other ethnic 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 In 2006 in his Message to the Russian Federal Assemyear for a certain time, and then started to decrease. bly, President Vladimir Putin called demography “the However, the outﬂow gave a large net loss in migratory most acute problem of modern Russia”. His speech foexchange with countries outside the former USSR. Accused attention of the government and society on probcording to Rosstat data, the loss was more than 1.1 millems of demography and led to some practical measures lion persons in 1989-2006, and this only includes regisfor amelioration of the demographic situation. Vladimir tered migration. But unregistered emigration was also Putin and the current President Dmitry Medvedev have at high levels. emphasized that Russia has so far only taken the ﬁrst Registered emigration in 2006 was only 10,000 steps and that eﬀorts to overcome the demographic cripersons, which represents a large decline and, apparsis need to be developed further. ently, should not cause special anxiety. But we should Many diﬃcult tasks remain to be solved along the bear in mind that depopulation trends are also gaining way, and the start of a new phase of demographic develstrength in Europe, leading to workforce shortages in opment, with many highly unfavorable aspects, makes many countries. Western European countries therefore their solution even more complicated. There is no reason need immigrants and they are diversifying inﬂows by to expect that the demographic crisis in Russia, which is accepting newcomers from Eastern Europe and Russia. the outcome of negative inertia accumulated over deWhen Eastern European countries entered the Europecades, will be quickly overcome. Many demographic an Union, many of their workers moved to more prosillnesses have no tried and tested cures. Some of these perous states, aggravating labor shortage problems and illnesses are common to other urbanized, industrial and encouraging these countries to use workers from Ruspost-industrial countries, have roots in modern ways of sia, Ukraine and some other CIS countries. Facilitation life, and are highly intractable for governments, even for of residence procedures for “Gastarbeiters” from Russia, a government that pursues a vigorous demographic polUkraine and Belarus, adopted in 2008 in Poland, are an icy. The capacities and limitations of such policy need illustration of this growing trend. If diﬀerence in salato be given a sober and realistic assessment. We canries between Russia and such countries as Poland (not not change everything, which we do not like. So policy to mention Western and Northern Europe) remain in needs to include not only eﬀorts at changing adverse place, competition with Europe for workers will become trends, but also measures for adapting to trends, which another serious challenge for Russia. cannot be changed. 150
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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 total fertility rate (TFR) was one of the lowest among 40 industrial countries: only the Czech Republic (then Czechoslovakia), latvia, Ukraine (then a republic of the USSR) and Croatia (one of republics of yugoslavia) had lower TFR than Russia. This list
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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 19621965 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 countries. 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), Switzerland (1.55), Germany (Federal Republic of Germany, 1.45), the Netherlands (1.60), Finland (1.63), Italy (1.64), Austria (1.65), Canada (1.67), Sweden (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 optimistic expectations during the first years of Perestroika. 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, Ireland, 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 Russia 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 cities: 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 fluctuations 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 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.
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Figure 2.2. Total Fertility Rate in Russia: total, urban, and rural population, 1959-2007 Russia Facing Demographic Challenges
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons 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. Buryatia, Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachayevo-Cherkessia Tyva have Chechnya shows the highest TFR North-Ossetia, at present – 2.77 births per woman, as reported byand official statistics played an(though important role this process of leveling. in 2006 quality of in recording in Chechnya is uncertain). The autonomous districts of Evenkia, Ust-Ordyn Agin Buryat, Chukotkaofand Tyva come rates of 2.1, FigureBuryat, 2A shows distribution subjects of next the with Federation bywhich TFRjust in ensures 1990 and replacement in these The of next specific groupillustrate with coefficients in an interval of 1.6-1.9 2006. Overall levels decline andregions. increase peakedness the leveling of differences includes 10 regions: autonomous districts and republics of Siberia, North Caucasus, Kalmykia, Komibetween rates in Russian regions. Chechnya shows the highest TFR at present – 2.77 Permyak District (except Kabardino-Balkaria, North-Ossetia, Karachayevo-Cherkessia, Khakassia andin the births per woman, as reported by official statistics in 2006 (though quality of recording Jewish Autonomous District where the TFR is significantly RussianUst-Ordyn national TFR Buryat, is determined Chechnya is uncertain). The autonomous districts lower). of Evenkia, Aginby 50 regions of Russia where rates vary from 1.2 to 1.3. Leningrad, Tula, Saratov, Voronezh, Tambov regions, Buryat, Chukotka and Tyva come next with rates of 2.1, which just ensures replacement Mordovia and St. Petersburg city have lowest rates (1.15 max. in 2006).



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



Despite some fluctuation of fertility in the early 1990s, Russia remains in a group 28  of countries with the lowest rates. In 1995 the total fertility rate was 1.34 and the country
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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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At present we have full data for numbers of chil2.2. WTohat female stopdoes loss ofreal population at current mortality rates, needs to bewho kept at a dren actually born fertility to cohorts of women, were level cohort of 2.1. Asfertility seen in the diagram, the USAborn (2.09) (1.99) come in the and 1950sFrance and earlier. Estimates tell us? onlythemselves



of expected fertility for cohorts born in the 1960s The total fertility rate is an important index for and now completing their reproductive biography are cohort also veryfertility reliable.tell International comparisons tracing current changes2.2. in fertility, but it is not a What does real female us? perfect tool. It uses the concept of a “hypothetical show a common trend towards decline of comtotal fertility rate is an important indexcohort for tracing changesdeveloped in fertility, pleted fertilitycurrent in all industrially (synthetic)The generation”, which represents a very convenient model of reality but not the reality itself. Sourbanized countries. These countries are all falling but it is not a perfect tool. It uses the concept of a “hypothetical (synthetic) generation”, ciety is naturally more interested in the number of gradually the limit replacement gener- is which represents a very convenient model of realitybelow but not the of reality itself. of Society ations, and Russia is leading the way (Figure 2.4) of children born by each real generation of women. The naturally more interested in the number of children born by each real generation model of a hypothetical generation allows assessOnly preliminary estimates are possible for women. The model of a hypothetical generation allows assessment of the current younger cohorts of women, born in the second ment of the current demographic situation without demographic situation without the need to wait realand generations, the need to wait until all real generations, participatpart until of theall 1970s the 1980s andparticipating now of active in childbearing over a given period of time (for example, this year), rise above reproductive ing in childbearing over a given period of time (for reproductive age. age. But model does not give age. complete knowledge about the ultimate of real example, thisthis year), rise above reproductive But Such estimates are usually obtainedfertliliy by summarizing the number of children alreadyTFR born by eachnet this model does not give complete knowledge about generations. Paying too much attention to such indexes as period and the ultimate fertliliy of real generations. Paying too generation of women at the time of observation reproduction rate of population can lead to serious mistakes in estimation of actual much attention to such indexes as period TFR and with the number of births expected in case an avfertility trends. erage woman from the current generation has the net reproduction rate of population can lead to seriAt in present weofhave data for numbers of children actually born to cohorts ous mistakes estimation actual full fertility trends. same birth rates at later ages as was demonstrated in of



closest to this target.



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 Russia Facing Demographic  29 are also very reliable.Challenges 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
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Figure 2.4. Completed fertility for generations of women born in 1940, 1950, 1960 and 1970: European countries. Figure 2.4. C  ompleted fertility forselected generations of women born in 1940, 1950, 1960 and European countries.in Europe 2005. Council of Europe, 2006. For 1970 Source: 1970: Recentselected Demographic Developments are provisional estimates. 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 based retrospective data limited thethe yearsecond of observation part of by thewomen 1970swho andhad thereached 1980s andarenow of on active reproductive age. by the year 1999 (the year in which the current rate was those ages.Such For generations of women aged 15 in the estimates are usually obtained by summarizing the number of birth children year of observation, the estimate of ultimate fertility at its minimum level) and respective estimates already born by each generation of women at the time of observation with the number of for is based the “expected” component and coincides the same generations, obtained 7 years later, after birthsonexpected in case an average woman from the current generation has the same several years of birth-rates’ increase (the last data fully with usual TFR for hypothetical generations. birth rates at later ages as was demonstrated in the year of observation by women who are for 2006). It is evident that the cohort completIn had the course of transition to older generations the reached those ages. For generations of women aged 15 in the year of observation, ed fertility of women born in and 1950 coincides (1.88 child per value of the “expected” component declines and theon the the estimate of ultimate fertility is based “expected” component woman) did not change – these generations actual birth rates play an increasing role. fully with usual TFR for hypothetical generations. In the course of transition to olderwere Since age-specific rates year by year, alreadydeclines close to leaving reproductive agerates and have generations the birth value of change the “expected” component and the actual birth left it today. Values for generations born in the estimates “actual” and “expected” components play anofincreasing role. of completed fertility for one and the same generafirst half the estimates 1960s have of changed veryand slightly Since age-specific birth rates change year by of year, “actual” – from 1.75 to 1.76, – but the increase of fertility tion and (consequently) their overall value can also “expected” components of completed fertility for one and the same generation and change. In modern Russia, where there currently in previous years isRussia, appreciable for cohorts (consequently) their overall valueis can also change. In modern where there isfrom secondaged half over of the25 1960s they over gained an currently increase ofan birth rates inofgroups women aged ofthe increase birth of rates in groups women and –even 35from giving birth at later ages and estimate of their over 25 and even over 35 and so long as this increase and so long as this increase continues to be observed, estimates of completed fertility ultifertility rose above 1.6 children continues be observed, estimates completed may betoreviewed upwards eachofyear, not only mate for the youngest generations but (to also1.63 forfrom 1.58). Expected values for generations born in the fertility may be reviewed upwards each year, not older cohorts. only for the youngest generations but also for older 1970s also have to be reviewed. As compared with Table 2.1 shows estimates of completed fertility for the post-war generations. estimates based on data accumulated by 2000, the cohorts. These estimates are based on retrospective data limited by the year 1999 (the year in later estimates give an increase of 0.1-0.2 children Table 2.1 shows estimates of completed fertilwhich the current birth rate was at its minimum level) and respective estimates for the per woman. But, even taking this increase into acity for the post-war generations. These estimates same generations, obtained 7 years later, after several years of birth-rates’ increase
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Table 2.1. A  ctual and prospective completed fertility of generations of Russian women born in 1950-1984 Birth cohort of women



Estimate based on 1999 data



1950-1954 1955-1959 1960-1964 1965-1969 1970-1974 1975-1979 1980-1984



1.88 1.88 1.75 1.58 1.40 1.23 1.16



Children actually born per woman by 2007 1.88 1.88 1.76 1.60 1.39 1.05 0.55



Estimate based on 2006 data Expected births in addition to Total number children already of births born 0.00 1.88 0.00 1.88 0.00 1.76 0.03 1.63 0.13 1.52 0.38 1.43 0.78 1.33



Difference between 1999 and 2006 estimates 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.12 0.20 0.16



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



count, the final number of births for these generations continues to decline. Only further increase of the birth rate at ages over 30 can stop the shrinkage – 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 agespecific 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 generation, they would have to surpass women of previous 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 decrease 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 fertility at least to the replacement level of real generations?
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2.3. P  otential 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 “Concept for demographic policy of the Russian Federation 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 differs 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 (respectively 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, development 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.
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons havior or is only a fluctuation of the “birth calendar”, observed in many countries after introduction of measures to stimulate the birth rate, but hardly We will begin by examining achievability of tarever leading to an increase of fertility in terms of gets set out in the new Concept. real generations. The new measures were introduced on January 1, Demographers fear that, even if the total fertil2007 and since then, Russian society has fixed its ity rate for hypothetical generations increases for a attention on the rising trend in absolute numbers time, it will decline again, as has happened in nearly of births. In fact, the number of births was already all countries, which have introduced measures to increasing from 2000 (though with interruptions). stimulate fertility. The increase in 2006 was 22,000 births. The increase However, let us assume that a miracle happens was determined mainly by a structural factor – the and Russia manages to avoid a subsequent drop, innumber of women at peak reproductive age (under stead achieving steady growth of the TFR to 1.95 by 30) was in a growth phase. In fact, this increase was 2025, as envisaged by the Concept, and to 2.11-2.12 only an “echo” of a birth-rate increase in the 1970s (population replacement level) by the year 2030. and 1980s, when the present generation of parents Will this solve Russia’s fertility problem? was born (Figure 2.5). Influence of age-specific ferIt should be remembered that this is a problem tility rates in 2006 as compared with the previous of actual generations of women, who have not been year was positive but weak – it was twice less signifireproducing themselves starting with generations, cant than the structural factor. born after 1910 and entering into active reproducIn 2007 the number of births increased much tion age from the end of the 1920s. They fully remore strongly, by 130,500 or 8.8% compared with placed previous generations of mothers by the end the previous year. According to preliminary estiof the 1950s, which is when the next stage of rapid decline of the TFR began (TFR as pe25 3000 riod measure always reflects reproductive behavior of a mix2500 20 ture of 25-30 individual years of age 2000 generations, living 15 at the same time). 1500 What will happen to completed fertil10 1000 ity of real generations if the TFR tar5 get in the Concept is 500 achieved? The answer de0 0 pends, to a certain 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 extent, on changes in the age-specific Number of births Crude birth rate fertility curve. One and the same result – 1.95 births on avFigure 2.5. Number of live births and crude birth rate: Russia, 1960-2007 Figure 2.5. Number of live births and crude birth rate: Russia, 1960-2007erage per woman from a hypothetical Demographers that, of even total fertility rate for hypothetical generations mates, favorablefear influence the if agethe structure exgeneration – can be achieved with different age disincreasesplains for aonly time, asofhas happened in nearly all countries, 1%itofwill thisdecline increase.again, Increase fertility tributions of births per mother.which It can be achieved, have introduced measures to stimulate fertility. itself (intensity of childbearing) played the most for example, by increasing the birth rates in each age However, us This assume a miracle happens and manages to avoid a(proportional importantlet role. can bethat considered a success, groupRussia of women in equal proportions subsequent drop, instead achieving steady the TFRButtoit1.95 by achieved 2025, as but the question is whether it will be possiblegrowth to fol- of increase). was also at a “younger” lowbyupthe thisConcept, result and,and mosttoimportantly, profile inlevel) Russiaby in the 1973year and at an “older” envisaged 2.11-2.12 whether (populationfertility replacement thethis development reflects fertility real change in people’s befertlity profile in Sweden in 1986 (Figure 2.6). 2030. Will solve Russia’s problem? Per 1000 population
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2.3.1. Existing ratios predetermine fertility far into the future



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  Russia Facing and entering into active reproduction age from the end of the 1920s. They fullyDemographic replaced Challenges 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
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Figure 2.6. A  ge-specific fertility rates(sum (sum of of one-year age-rates by five-year age- group) – actual in Figure 2.6. Age-specific fertility rates one-year age-rates by five-year ageRussia inin1973, in 2005 and possible in case the is maintained group) – actual in Russia 1973, in 2005 and possible insame caseTFR thelevel same TFR level is maintained (in brackets), per 1000 women (in brackets), per 1000 women From the point of view of achievement of the final index, targeted by the Russian government Concept, three variants ofhypothetical age distribution dynamics are equal. But they Table 2.2а. C  all ompleted fertility of and real generations with proportional are not equal in terms of changing completed fertility real birth cohorts of women, increase of 2005 age-specific fertility of rates since many generations have passed various parts of their reproductive cycle and influence upon their behavior is only possible at later parts of the Live births per 1000 women aged:cycle. Completed fertility by age of 50 Birth Yearthree of We cohort will examine models, presented in Figure 2.6, in more detail (Tables of hypothetical 2025303540of real of women 2.2, 2.2b, 2.2c and observation  Figure 2.7). 15generation 45+ 19
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Table 2.2. Completed fertility hypothetical real generations with 1941-1945 1960 123 of792 773 497 and268 94 14 proportional increase of 2005 age-specific fertility rates
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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.
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons Table 2.2b. C  ompleted fertility of hypothetical and real generations assuming gradual return by 2025 to the Russian age model of 1973. Birth cohort of women
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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 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 2.2а, 2.2b, 2.2c and Figure 2.7). The main conclusion is as follows: even if the situation develops in the most favorable way possible, 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



34







10



11



1.90



per 1000 women of this age, which is the level observed in Russia in 1963 (it was even higher previously). The same and even higher levels of fertility 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 below 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 results 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 stimulation 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 efficiency for at least two decades and includes measures, which have appeal for women over 25 and, particularly, for women over 30.
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Table 2.2c. C  ompleted fertility for real and hypothetical generations assuming gradual shift to Swedish age model by 2025 Birth cohort of women



Livefor births 1000 women aged: generationsCompleted fertility by age of 50 Table 2.2c. Completed fertility realper and hypothetical assuming Year of 152025303540of hypothetical gradual shift to Swedish age model by 202545+ of real
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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. 2.3 2.2 2.1 2 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.3 1941- 1946- 1951- 1956- 1961- 1966- 1971- 1976- 1981- 1986- 1991- 19961945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 Birth cohort of w om en Actual



Proportional increase



Return to Russian model-1973



Transition to Sw edish model-1988



43 Figure 2.7. C  ompleted 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.
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons Also, when assessing the prospects for Russia’s demographic crisis, it should be noted that, although generations of the 1990s have an opportunity to improve the fertility situation, these generations are very small and their absolute contribution to the total number of births, even at higher fertility rates, cannot be large.



2.3.2. Reproductive intentions of Russians have not changed Likely outcomes of Russia’s family-related demographic policy, following its renewal in 2007, can also be viewed under another aspect – by considering 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, “Parents 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 respondents 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 regarded as less important (they are viewed as important 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 behavior 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 certainly have more children than we planned before”, was given by only 1% of respondents, while 81% of respondents believe that the measures will not affect 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 entail inevitable decline of annual birth rates after a short-lived “baby-boom”. Comparison of results of the surveys, conducted in 2004 and 2007, concerning intention of respondents to have a child (or another child) in the coming three years gives cause for concern. There
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are no noticeable changes of intention, except for a modest increase of optimism among men and women aged 30 years about prospects for enlargement of their family (Table 2.4). It is quite possible that a steady period of attention by the government to family issues will cause people’s expectations to become more optimistic, 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 occurs 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 children 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 different 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 influence fertility by financial and other inducements, is less efficient than a policy oriented to freedom of choice with respect to childbearing and with respect 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 institutions 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 secondary. But the experience of France and some Nordic countries shows that emphasis on maximizing ability 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 aspiration 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.



support family policy should be welcomed. Financial support for such policy has always been insufficient, and family allowances lost nearly all of their value in the 1990s. As discussed in Chapter 7 below, 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 policy – the provision of “maternity capital” – has now



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



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). We will have as many children as we planned to have before, but earlier than we had planned We will possibly have more children than we planned before We will surely have more children than we planned before No effect: we will follow our previous plans for having children



% 10 8 1 81 100



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



Table 2.4. D  istribution 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, % Age
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Survey 2007 (after introduction of measures in the 2007 Concept)



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.
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons become part of the whole system of domestic dedecline in family income due to birth of a child can mographic policy. This “capital” a typical one-off never be complete and is not intended to be – not premium payment. In Russia it is hoped that the only because capacity of the state budget is limited payment will bring a large demographic dividend. and excessive increase of tax levels is undesirable, But international experts regard such payments as but also because large compensation would reduce least efficient from the point of view of long-term need for earned income and thus undermine labor influence on fertility. Such measures usually cause motivations in society. only short-term surges and shifts in the timing of Experience worldwide shows that family allowbirths – larger or smaller depending on size of the ances, whatever their form and size, have never been premium, – but have zero potential for stimulating successful in effecting major changes of ultimate higher cohort fertility quantum and increasing the cohort fertility. Fertlity level in the modern world number of wanted children. Regular increase of has only a weak connection (if any connection) with the payout size in order to keep it attractive, is not economic wealth of society and redistribution of sustainable, since there is a limit to what the govthis wealth in favor of families with children. ernment can afford. Also, experts emphasize that 2.8 shows a comparison of relative expenchildren. This function of allowances is veryFigure important in Russia as well. But, in all any upsurge of fertility rates in reaction to this sort ditures on family policy (as % of GDP) in developed countries, the relative leveling of start-up conditions is achieved, not only through direct of incentive tend to be focused at the lower end of countries over the last twenty years with their fertlifinancial support, but through the state system of education, health care, etc. the social spectrum, entailing further aggravation ty. Difference in expenditures is huge, but difference Compensation by government of decline in family income due to birth of a child can of poverty problems. in the TFR is very modest and does not correlate never be complete and is not intended to be – not only because capacity of the state So, while the government’s plans to increase with budget spending on the family. There is also budget is limited and excessive increase of tax levels is undesirable, but also because spending on families with children are laudable, no correlation between the TFR and GDP per capita large compensation would reduce need for earned income and thus undermine labor it is unrealistic to expect that realization of these (Figure 2.9). motivations in society. plans will lead to the desired growth of fertility. It is unlikely that the new Russian government Experience worldwide shows that family allowances, whatever their form and Family allowances play a certain role in leveling policy for stimulating fertility will prove efficient size, have never been successful in effecting major changes of ultimate cohort fertility. inequalities between families from different social in the long run, since it is inadequately designed, Fertlity level in the modern world has only a weak connection (if any connection) with strata and, as a consequence, in leveling initial opimbalanced and overestimates the importance economic wealth of society and redistribution of this wealth in favor of families with portunities for children. This function of allowof financial incentives. Increase of allowances to children. ances is very important in Russia as well. But, in families with children will not compensate the Figure 2.8 shows a comparison of relative expenditures on family policy (as % of all countries, the relative leveling of start-up condicosts of raising children, particularly in conditions GDP) in developed countries over the last twenty years with their fertlity. Difference in tions is achieved, not only through direct financial when demand for labor (including female labor) is expenditures is huge, but difference in the TFR is very modest and does not correlate support, but through the state system of education, growing fast and standards of mass consumption with budget spending on the family. There is also no correlation between the TFR and health care, etc. Compensation by government of are rising.
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Figure 2.9. GDP at purchasing power parity per capita (2002) and completed Figure 2.9. G  DP at purchasing parity capitaborn (2002)inand completed fertility of fertility ofpower cohorts ofper women 1960-1964 cohorts of women born in 1960-1964 It is unlikely that the new Russian government policy for stimulating fertility will efficient in the long run, since it is inadequately designed, imbalanced and widowhood. At the same time, repeat marriages 2.4.prove overestimates Fertility changes have the importance of financial incentives. Increase of allowances to families have become more widespread, leveling the negawith children will not compensate the of raising children, particularly conditions limited dependence oncoststive consequences of early divorce.in Also, from the when demand for labor (including female labor) is growing fast and standards of mass end of the 1950s to the beginning of the 1990s the marriage consumption are rates rising. marriage age was deckling in both sexes, as was the number of people who had never been mar-



duration of marriage for women of active age ininrates Russia actually ried. Totalreproductive impactonofmarriage increase the number of increased 2.4.1. Lifetime marriage is no longer 2.4. Fertility changes have limited dependence (Figure 2.10), although growing rates of divorces and deaths wouldoutweighed suggest a decrease. early marriages and repeat marriages dominant 2.4.1 Lifetime marriage is no longer dominant
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Changes inChanges the spherein the sphere of family relationships are important for correct All marriages of family relationships assessment of are fertility outlook. Structure of the population of reproductive age is 22 important for correct asundergoing a rapid transformation as regards matrimonial status. Some trends already 20 sessment of afertility out- but others have long history, have gained strength in the last 10-15 years.5 18 age 25 look. Structure of the pop- of people who have been through divorce has been bygrowing The share 16 ulationthroughout of reproductive by age 30 the post-war period. Unfavorable trends in the adult mortality observed since 14 age is the undergoing a rapid mid-1960s, have increased the risk of early widowhood. At the same time, repeat by age 35 12 transformation as have regards marriages become more early 10 widespread, leveling the negative consequencesbyof age 40 matrimonial status. 8 the 1950s to the beginning of the 1990s the marriage age divorce. Also,Some from the end of by age 45 6 was the number of people who had never been married. trendswas already have a in long deckling both sexes, as by age 50 history,Total but impact others have of increase in4 the number of early marriages and repeat marriages gainedoutweighed strength in the last negative impact 2of divorces and early widowhood. As a result, the average 0 5 10-15 years. The share of people 5 who have through For been detailed analysis of trends in marriage-and-partner relationships in Russia, see: Demographical divorcemodernization has been of growRussia, 1900-2000. edited by A.Vihnevsky, M., 2006, Part 2; S.V. Zakharov, Age-related Birth cohort p.271-300; of women S.V. Zakharov, New trends in ing throughout the postmodel of marriage // Otechestvennie Zapiski, 2006. 4(31). family formation in Russia // Mir Rossii 2007. V.XVI, 4. p.73-112; S.V. Zakharov, Transformation of war period. Unfavormarriage and partner relationships in Russia: Is the “golden age” of traditional marriage coming to an able trends in the adult 2.10.Women T otal time spentand in legal marriages of on all orders end? // Parents and Children,Figure Men and in Family in Society. Based sample survey. mortality observed since 2.10. per woman whomarriages has O.V. ever Sinyavskaya. been byInstitute Collection of Figure analytical articles, Vol.1. / Sc.spent editor.: T.M. Maleeva, Moscow. Total time in legal of in allpartnership orders per woman who has the mid-1960s, have infor Social Policy, 2007, p.75-126. the specified age, Russia, birth cohorts of women ever been in partnership by the specified age, Russia, birth cohorts of women creased the risk of early Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004) Source: Author’s estimates based on 49Russian GGS (2004)
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in Russia entered a new stage of development in the mid1990s. Firstly, gradual decline of the mean age at marriage came to an end and began



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 mid1990s. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons Firstly, gradual decline of the mean age at marriage came to an end and began to rise (first marriages were postponed), Figure 2.11. Firstly, gradual decline of the mean age at marriage came to an end and began to rise (first marriages were post30 29 poned), Figure 2.11. 28 Second, total intensity of marriag27 es has also decreased. Reduced mar26 riage rates at young ages were partly 25 increase in the mar24 Second, total intensity of marriages has also decreased. Reducedcompensated marriage by rates 23 riage rates after 25, ung ages were partly compensated by increase in the marriage rates after 25, butbut this compen22 sation was by no means complete. ompensation was21by no means complete. Third, the number of unofficial 20 Third, the number of unofficial couples (cohabitations, consensual unions, couples (cohabitations, consensual 6 of growth. gistered marriages” or informal partnerships) has seen an avalanche unions, “unregistered marriages” or The turning point was in the mid-1990s. While only 20-25% of couples in partnerships) Russian 6 has seen an informal All marriages, men All marriages, w omen rations of the 1930-1950s First started family lifeFirstwithout being officially married, this avalanche of growth. marriage, men marriage, w omen The turning point ortion was at least twice higher among generations of the 1970s (Figure 2.12). In was in the midWhile(in only 20-25% of couples ecent past cohabitation was mainly a specific feature of repeat1990s. unions the 2005
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Figure 2.11. Meanofage at marriage forage men women contracted marriages s-70s, 25-30% second unions were sealed bywho official marriage, but all the rest up Figure 2.11. Mean at and marriage for men and women who contracted marriages up to 50), 1979-2006. to 50),But 1979-2006. sted of informal cohabitation). nowadays this proportion is applicable to first Source:published ROSSTAT published and unpublished registration data, andand author’s estimates. Source: ROSSTAT and unpublished registration data, author’s ns. Legal marriage is becoming a rare event civil in civil second unions and it is exceptional estimates. ohabitation innegative second unions to be and immediately ratified by officialgenerations marriage of(Figure in Russian the 1930-1950s started impact of divorces early widowhood. . In first unions informal cohabitation usually leads to official marriage, but the married, this family life without being officially As a result, the average duration of marriage for 50 proportion was In at least twice higher among genof active reproductive age in Russia ability of everwomen registered marriage decreases fromaccohort to cohort. generations erations of the 1970s (Figure 2.12). In the recent tually increased (Figure 2.10), although growing ussians born in the second half of the 1950s, over 95% of total time in partnerships past cohabitation was mainly a specific feature of rates of divorces and deaths would suggest a deng women of reproductive age consists of official marriage. For generations born in repeat unions (in the 1950s-70s, 25-30% of second crease. second half of the 1970s this indicator is barely 75% and current trends make unions were sealed by official marriage, but all the Marriage relations in Russia entered a new er decrease inevitable (Figure 2.14). rest consisted of informal cohabitation). But nowastage of development in the mid-1990s.



days this proportion is applicable to first unions. Legal marriage is becoming a rare event in second 50 unions and it is exceptional for 45 cohabitation in second unions to 40 be immediately ratified by official 35 marriage (Figure 2.13). In first 30 unions informal cohabitation usu25 ally leads to official marriage, but 20 the probability of ever registered 15 marriage decreases from cohort 10 to cohort. In generations of Rus5 sians born in the second half of the 0 1950s, over 95% of total time in - 1929 1935-39 1945-49 1955-59 1965-69 1975-79 partnerships among women of reproductive age consists of official Birth cohort of women marriage. For generations born in the second half of the 1970s this by age 20 by age 25 by age 30 indicator is barely 75% and current trends make further decrease inevitableage, (Figure 2.14). Figure 2.12. C  umulativeof percentage women who gure 2.12. Cumulative percentage women of who had, byhad, the specified All the trends described above by the specified age, entered a first partnership ered a first partnership which was a consensual union (not a legal marriage): are reflected in nuptiality structure which was a consensual union (not a legal Russia, birth cohorts of women. of Russian population, as recordmarriage): Russia, birth cohorts of women. Author’s estimates based on RussianGGS GGS (2004). ed by censuses. The 2002 Census Source: Author’sSource: estimates based on Russian (2004). First partnership=consensual union
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Figure Figure2.13. 2.13.Percentage Percentageofoffirst firstand andrepeat repeatunions unionswith withvaried variedinitial initialstatus: status: Russia, cohorts by year when partnership began Russia, cohorts by year when partnership began Figure 2.13. P  ercentage of first and repeat unions with varied initial status: Russia,



cohorts byestimates year when partnership began Source: Author’s based ononRussian GGS Source: Author’s estimates based Russian GGS(2004). (2004).



Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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found that the share of married men and women These trends in matrimonial status and family 100 100 had significantly decreased as compared with data partnerships are often viewed as the reason for low of the micro-census 95 of 1994 (Table 2.5). The defertility. But is this assumption justified? 95 bybyage 2525 despite all the age cline was most noticeable among young reproducAs shown above (Figure 2.10), 90 by age 3030 which women tive groups. Marriages 90 before 20 and even before changes, the average period by during age 25 had become rare. The share of persons aged of reproductive age in Russia are35married has been bybyage age 35 8585 20-24 who declared themselves married decreased growing, and this is unlikely to have negative imbybyage 4040 age by 15 percentage points over 12 years (in 2002 less pact on fertilty of Russian generations. 8080 bybyage 4545 age than a half of women and less than quarter of men On the other hand, major changes in relationbybyage 5050 of this age said that they ship structure are bound to age influence structural 7575 were married). Until recently this age group in Russia was characterized characteristics of childbearing. Study of this influ7070rate and maximum birth by maximum marriage ence is difficult due to lack of information. Offirate. The 2002 Census also found an increase in cial Russian vital statistics do not enable analysis the proportion of people who describe themselves of fertility from a viewpoint that takes account of as “married” but have not registered their marriage whether unions are first or repeated, the type of Birth cohort Birth cohort women (Table 2.5). Also, there are many reasons for as-ofofwomen union (registered marriage or cohabitation), their suming that the population census understates the duration, and many other important factors. These number of informal unions. statistics do not report cohabitation of parents at Figure ininlegal marriage asas per total Figure2.14. 2.14.Proportion Proportionofoftotal totaltime timespent spent legal marriage persent sentofof total Sample surveys, which focus on legal statuslasted the at time of child birth and doby not allow the social time spent ofofunion which three months, time spentin inallalltypes typesless union which lasted atleast least three months, byspecified specified of unions and more on the actual state of affairs in category of “single mother” to be distinguished. age: age:Russia, Russia,birth birthcohorts cohortsofofwomen women households, give a less distorted picture of family The only representative sample survey in Russia, Source: Author’s estimates based GGS (2004). Source: Author’s estimates basedononRussian Russian (2004). structure. The two waves of Russian Generations whichGGS offers useable data is the above-mentioned and GenderAllSurvey (2004, 2007) show that the survey, Russian GGS. Its data willofbeRussian used hereafAllthe thetrends trendsdescribed describedabove aboveare arereflected reflectedininnuptiality nuptialitystructure structure of Russian share of single men and women at all ages is signifter. population, population,asasrecorded recordedbybycensuses. censuses.The The2002 2002Census Censusfound foundthat thatthe theshare shareofofmarried married icantly lower than the 2002 Census suggests (Table men menand andwomen womenhad hadsignificantly significantlydecreased decreasedasascompared comparedwith withdata dataofofthe themicromicro2.5).census The difference is due to degrees of complete2.4.2. he growing role of repeat was most noticeable among young census ofof 1994 1994 (Table (Table 2.5). 2.5). The The decline decline wasT most noticeable among young nessreproductive in recording cohabitation, which depends on groups. Marriages before 20 and even before 25 had become rare. unions reproductive groups. Marriages before 20 and even before 25 had become rare.The The the wording of persons questions aged about 20-24 marriage status of share who declared themselves married decreased by 15 shareof of persons aged 20-24 who declared themselves married decreased by 15 7 respondents . Thepoints population censuses and(in sample The number and duration ofand repeat unions percentage 1212years than a ahalf ofofwomen less percentage pointsover over years (in2002 2002less less than half womenand lessthan than is surveys showofequal shares of age men and women, liv-were on the increase and their this contribution to the quarter ofofthis that married). Until recently inin toquarter ofmen men this agesaid said thatthey they were married). Until recently thisage agegroup group ing with a partner in official marriages. tal number of births is also on the rise. LiberalRussia Russiawas wascharacterized characterizedbybymaximum maximummarriage marriagerate rateand andmaximum maximumbirth birthrate. rate.The The Although estimates of informal unions in the ization of matrimonial legislation in the second 2002 Census also found an increase in the proportion of people who describe 2002 Census also found an increase in the proportion of people who describe census and in the sample surveys are different, halftheir oftheir themarriage 1960s simplified the process ofthere divorce themselves asas “married” but not (Table Also, themselves “married” buthave have notregistered registered marriage (Table2.5). 2.5). Also,there overall conclusions are beyond doubt: there is a and increased the chances for second marriage at trend to leave creation of a family until a later age an age when reproductive potential is not yet exand a trend away from official marriage. hausted. 5252
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons Table 2.5. Married men and women in different age groups, according to data of various surveys 18-19



Men



20-24



25-29



Age, years: 30-34 35-39



40-44



45-49



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



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 AllRussia 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).



In the 1950s first unions were completely dominant. Over 99% of first children and 98% of second 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.
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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 subsequent births. The contribution of single moth-
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Table 2.6. Contribution of first and repeat unions to births, 1949-1953, 1974-1978 and 1999-2003* 1949-1953



All births



1974-1978



1999-2003



93.2 6.8



83.7 16.3



97 3



90.6 9.4



First unions Repeat unions



99.1 0.9



First unions Repeat unions



99.3 0.7



First unions Repeat unions



98.1 89.5 1.9 10.5 Third and subsequent births 97.5 84.4 2.5 15.6



First unions Repeat unions



First births



Second births



76.7 23.3 64.5 35.5



* 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).



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 extent on reproductive behavior of partners in repeat unions. As mentioned above, repeat unions nowadays 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 “extramarital” 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 married 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 fertility not only accelerated but became rather common 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 2.7. Percentage of non-marital births to mothers at different ages, 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2006 Age 15-19* 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49** Age not stated***



1980 18.7 7.9 9.4 13.5 21.5 23.8 23.1 75.2



1990 20.2 11.0 11.8 17.3 25.5 34.8 36.5 85.5



2000 41.0 25.6 24.7 26.4 31.2 34.9 36.8 93.7



2006 47.2 28.2 24.6 26.4 29.9 34.2 34.1 97.3



* 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
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%



Non-marital births, %



Non-marital births, %



the survey, single mothers give birth to 8-10% of births, 60 70 which is less than one third of all non-marital births. But ac50 60 cording to data from official statistics, the share of births 40 Russia 50 registered by declarations 30 from single mothers is twice 40 Russia higher. 20 There is good coordination 30 between official registration 10 data and data of the Rus20 sian GGS for the 1970s, so it 0 is reasonable to 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.1 assume that 10 discrepancy between the two Total Fertlity Rate measures in later years is due 0 to some specific factor. This 1.1 1.3 1.5 2.15. Correlation 1.7 1.9 Figure between 2.1 TFR and share of non-marital births in 40 factor is probably better state developed countries, early 2000s. Total Fertlity Rate provision for single mothers, dating from the second half 1970s: since socialthroughout seChildbearing out-of-legal marriage has become mass phenomenon Figure 2.15. C  orrelation between TFR and share of non-marital Figure 2.15. Correlation between TFR and share of non-marital births of in athe 40 society. But official statisticsearly offer2000s. little scope for its proper and this has tended to curity study, provisions are now in births in 40 developed countries, developed countries, early 2000s. encourage inaccurate assessments. One of theplace, mostwhich widespread of these is offer extra alidentification of non-marital with single This was justified in the past, andmotherhood. benefits to single mothers, declarabirths (2000-2005 data). In Sweden and Esto-birth lowances particularly in the first but post-war decades. But nowadays, special Childbearing marriage has ain mass phenomenon throughout tion of extramarital status ofas a birth has research economicshows, nia the out-of-legal share of non-marital births is become 55%, non-marital are mainly unregistered couples and not to single mothers. advantages. So real status of a woman at the Greecestatistics only 5% and in Japan onlybirths 2%. generally society. But official offer little scope forA its propertostudy, and this hasfamily tended to This is proved by Figure 2.16, representing trends in the share of of birth tends be falsified espositive correlation between total fertility and the encourage inaccurate assessments. One of the most time widespread ofto these is and statisticalnon-marital births. The data are from civilian registrars and the Russian GGS. According timates the number of single in Russia to the share of non-marital worth noting. Devel- This identification of non-marital birthbirths withissingle motherhood. was of justified in the past, mothers single mothers give birthtend to 8-10% of births, which is less than one third of all to be exaggerated. withsurvey, below-average TFRs include particularly inoped the countries first post-war decades.births. But nowadays, as special research shows, non-marital But according to data from official statistics, the share of births The first mothers. important conclusion, therefore, is that some are withmainly high and some with low shares of nonnon-marital births toregistered unregistered couples and not to single by declarations from single mothers is twice higher. most births nowadays are the result births. But in countries with relatively trends high This ismarital proved by Figure 2.16, representing in thenon-marital share of non-marital of unregistered unions, fertility the share of non-marital births is always births. The data are from civilian registrars and the Russian GGS. According which to thehave become much (Figuregive 2.15).birth to 8-10% of births, which is less than one third of all survey, singlehigh mothers Childbearing out-of-legal 35 non-marital births. But according to data from official statistics, the share of births marriage has become a mass pheregistered by declarations from single mothers is twice higher. 30 nomenon throughout society. But 25 official statistics offer little scope for its proper study, and this has 20 tended to35 encourage inaccurate 15 assessments. One of the most 30 widespread of these is identifi10 cation of non-marital birth with 25 5 single motherhood. This was justified in 20 the past, particularly in 0 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 the first post-war decades. But 15 nowadays, as special research ROSSTAT, non-marital RusGGS-2004, non-marital shows, non-marital births are 10 ROSSTAT, single mothers RusGGS-2004, single mothers mainly to unregistered couples 5 and not to single mothers. This is 0proved by Figure 2.16, Figure 2.16. Proportion of56 non-marital births and births representing trends1975 in the 1980 share 1985 1970 1990 1995 2000 2005 to single mother in total number of births, %: of non-marital births. The data Russia, 1970-2005. are from civilian ROSSTAT, registrarsnon-marital and Source: RusGGS-2004, Official Rosstat non-marital vital statistics data and author’s estimates based the Russian GGS.ROSSTAT, According on Russian GGS (2004).single mothers singletomothers RusGGS-2004,
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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 apparently reflects better precautions against unplanned pregnancy at the very beginning of adult life (at the time of first sexual experiences). 70



(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.



60 50
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40 30



Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004).
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2.4.4. Role of unregistered partnerships in reduction of the fertility is greatly overestimated.
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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 family environment, in which children are born and educated. This environment is becoming more complex and diverse. What is the effect Year of all this on overall fertility in Russia? It is often assumed that informal unions are much less likely to produce children 1 2 3 4 5 than traditional marriages, so that extension of the practice of unregistered cohabitation will have negative impact on the overall fertility. So advocates of traditional family life Figure 2.17. components of of non-marital births, 1949-2003, its erosion as a cause of the recent fertility1949-2003, decline. %% FigureStructural 2.17. Ssee tructural components non-marital births, But is fertility in fact so different in different types of union? (1) births to mothers who never had a shared household with a partner; (1) births to mothers who never had a shared household with a partner; (2) births at least 6 months creation shared household with a partner; Tobefore answer thisofquestion we analyze the average number of children born in the (3) births from first union (including which were later converted into marriage); first union (firstcohabitations, for the woman), which, as already mentioned, still make the chief 57(including (4) births from second and subsequent unions cohabitations, which were later into in three types of contribution to the overall fertility. We compare levels of converted this indicator marriage); union (Figure 2.19): (1) unions, which began with official registration (about 50% of all (5) other extramarital including those atborn least 10 after rupture a union. which began with cohabitation, first births, unions for women inmonths 1975-1979); (2) ofunions, Source: Author’s estimates based on Russian GGS (2004). followed by marriage registration (about 40%); (3) informal unions, which remained unregistered (about 10%). more common. The second important conclusion 90 is that many mothers who 80 are not officially married 70 prefer to register a new60 born child as single moth50 ers, even though they have 40 a shared household with 30 the child’s father (they pre20 sumably have the father’s 10 support in doing so). 0 More detailed trends in structure of non-marital births (by status of the parents at the time of child birth) are shown in Figure (1) Direct marriage by age 25 (2) Cohabitation-->Marriage by age 25 (3) Cohabitation by age 25 (4) Direct marriage by age 35 2.17. The contribution (5) Cohabitation-->Marriage by age 35 (6) Cohabitation by age 35 of first unions remained stable at 40-50% throughFigure 2.18. Distribution of women, having experience of first cohabitation with Figure 2.18. D  istribution of women, for having experience of first cohabitation with shared household at least 3 months by age 25 and 35, byshared types of union: household for at least 3 months by age 25 and 35, by types of union: Russia, Russia, birth cohorts.



birth cohorts.



(1), (4) unions started with marriage registration; (1), (4) unions started with marriage registration; (2), (5) unions started with informal relationship followed by(cohabitation), marriage registration; (2), (5) unions started (cohabitation), with informal relationship followed by marriage registration; (3), (6) unions without marriage registration. Note: Estimates are based on calculation of total number of person-days in 58 the specific status by female birth cohorts. 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 tional marriages, so that extension of the practice of unregistered cohabitation will have negative impact on the overall fertility. So advocates of traditional 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 registration (about 40%); (3) informal unions, which remained unregistered (about 10%). As of today, unions, which started with marriage, and consensual unions, which were converted 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 – equaling 0.2 births per woman aged 35. A difference of comparable magnitude but in the opposite direction is registered for generations of women born in



out the post-war period. However, the contribution 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 occurrence at that time). Today every third child out-ofregistered 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 apparently 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 family 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-
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Figure 2.19. A  verage 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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first half of the 1990s for the first time in Russia’s history, despite the fertility e. Abortion ratio per 100 live births has fallen by more than half over 15 years e 2.20). The number of expected abortions per woman during her lifetime at the of the 1990s was 3.4, but that figure had declined by 2006 to 1.3 (less by two ons or nearly 2.5 times).
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live births  per 100 100 



per1000 1000 women 15-49 



10 years by the age of 35, but in different types of first 180 200 300 unions, then total fertlity rate 280 by this age will be 1.2 births 180 160 for a woman, who started her 160 140 250 230 union with marriage registra140 120 tion, 1.3 births for a woman, 120 100 200 who started her union as an 180 100 80 informal relationship leading 80 to marriage registration, and 60 150 130 60 1.1 births for a woman who 40 40 never registered her union. 20 80 100 So if duration of unions was 1955 1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2005 equal, the reproductive result would be almost the same. 1000 women aged 15-49  per live births per 1000   15-49 100100  From the point of view of a fertility level, official status of the union does not seem re 2.20. Number Figure of induced abortions perabortions 1000 women 2.20. N  umber of induced per 1000aged 15-49 years per to have any significance in 100 live-births, Russia, 1959-2007 women aged 15-49 years per 100 live-births, modern Russia, though a Russia, 1959-2007 Source: Author’s calculations based on official ROSSTAT data. psychological sense of uncerSource: Author’s calculations based on official ROSSTAT data. tainty about the relationship in case of unregistered unions may have negative the first half of the 1930s until the second half of Federal Family Planning programme, implemented since the 1990s, has proved surprisingly impact on decisions about child-bearing. On the the 1940s. In that period fertlity in unions, which t. An entire family planning service has being created, essentially from scratch. (See: Female other hand, it could be that such unions are not started with cohabitation and led to marriage, was in Russia. Analytical report, prepared by the Commission for Women’s Affairs, the Family and registered and the relationships are more liable to higher. raphy, attached to the President of the Russian Federation, and by the International Foundation ofdeprived breakdown because the partners FirstCare. unions where1998). marriage has never been her and Child Health Moscow Unfortunately, the Statethreat Duma theprecisely program of cannot agree about having a child together? registered have twice lower fertility than unions, budgetary financing in 1997-1998. Sex education programmes were also closed down. Possibly, which as marriagethe (Figdeputies expected thatwere thiseventually would be registered a way of increasing birth rate.Most first unions, in which marriage is never registered, are “trial marriages”, which initially ure 2.19). There is no specific long-term trend of had a matrimonial purpose but failed the “durabilchange in fertility in these unions. So 61there are no ity test”. These breakdowns predetermine the low significant changes in ratio of fertility in ever regaverage duration of informal unions. According istered and never registered unions. to our preliminary data, “trial” unions often break The calculations above omit one important facdown due to unplanned pregnancy and untimely tor: different types of union differ significantly by their duration. In essence, we are comparing cubirth of a child. However, the share of informal unions, which break down after birth of children, mulative fertility rate, achieved in different perihas been declining in recent decades and, on the ods of time, i.e. in the different average durations contrary, the probability of breakdown of childless of various types of union. Indeed, mean duration unions is becoming higher8. But whatever the reof a union, in which marriage is never registered, is only half of that of a union, in which marriage is productive behavior of unions, which never lead to at some time registered (6.5 years vs. 11-12 years formal marriage, their demographic significance in for women aged 35). However, unions that started modern Russia is very weak due to their relatively with marriage registration last only slightly longer small number (10% maximum of the total number 1. .  than unions with postponed 1982marriage 14 registration 30 17 of first 21 unions, 11 see4 Figure4 2.19). (the difference in averagecirca is about 0.5 of a year). When partners who start their union with infor17,1 16,4 20,4 12,5 3,7 1985 20,0 2. If, * we calculate normalized “productivity” of difmal relationships make10,4 a success of their cohabitaferent unions – the average number of births per tion (the usual case), they eventually register a forone year of a union’s duration – by 64 dividing avermal marriage and form the second type of union age total number of births by average duration of (according to the terminology we use here), which each type of union, the difference between fertilare in no way inferior to traditional unions by eiity rates in different types of union almost disapther duration or by birth rates. Informal unions pears. If we compare three women born in 1965eventually leading to official marriage are becom1969, each of whom cohabited with a partner for ing much more widespread at the expense of tra
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Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons ditional married unions, so they deserve particularly 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, correspondingly, reduction of useless births was one of the main social achievements in the course of demographic modernization (demographic transition). The next historical stage in evolution of the fertility is achievement of maximum possible coincidence between number of births and the number of pregnancies, and maximization of pregnancies, which occur when they are intended. This has become possible thanks to the contraceptive revolution, which has provided highly efficient tools for pregnancy control, primarily through hormonal and intrauterine contraception. Most recently levels 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 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 in-
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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 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). Doubt is sometimes cast on the rate of decline in numbers of induced abortions. The decline may be exaggerated due to incompleteness of accounting (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 results of some sample surveys suggest that the accounting error is insignificant and gives no ground for denying a fast decline in the number of abortions in Russia. Lowering of abortion numbers has been facilitated by rapid conversion to efficient pregnancy control practices (Table 2.8). According to data from the Russian GGS, the share of women of reproductive 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 Russia. 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 developed family planning culture. The Netherlands, for example, has the lowest abortion rates in the
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Table 2.8. U  sage of contraceptive methods in Russia: selected survey data, % of women in reproductive ages using contraception



5. Russia (Russian GGS, 2004)***



11.4



* 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.



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 Netherlands the world leader in this respect. * * * * * Positive shifts in Russian fertility, seen in recent years, should not give rise to excessive euphoria: 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 dubious value. Although the official Demographic
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Policy Concept declares a course towards stimulation of fertility in Russia, careful analysis of proposed measures raises doubts that targets will in fact be achieved and suggests that positive results will have a temporary character. Negative fertility 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 government 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 correlated in young, medium and older age groups, and



49



Chapter 2. Growth of Fertility: The Start of a Road with Distant Horizons in unions of different types. Based on former Russian 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 fertility 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 family 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 undeniable 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 fertility 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 demographic diversity.



1 2 3



Signed by President V. Putin 09.10.2007, Decree №1351. Concept for demographic development of Russia until 2015, signed by the Russian Prime Minister M. Kasyanov, 24.09.2001. “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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Chapter 3



Lower Lower Mortality: Mortality: The Categorical The Categorical Imperative Imperative 3.1. An intolerable gap The mortality crisis is one of the clearest manifestations of Russia’s long-term demographic crisis. Signs of this crisis have been visible since the mid1960s. At that time Russia has not yet caught up with Western countries with respect to mortality reduction, 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 stagnation: 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 Russia’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  European 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-
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Figure 3.1. L ife expectancy in Russia, European Union, USA and Japan, 1946-2006, years Russia Facing Demographic Challenges
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Chapter 3. Lower Mortality: The Categorical Imperative quite possible that Russia is now behind many countries of Asia and Latin America by life expectancy.



Italy Iceland Sw itzerland Sw eden Spain Norw ay Greece France Netherlands Germany Austria Great Britain Finland Ireland Belgium Portugal Denmark Slovenia Czech Rep. Republic Croatia Poland Slovakia Bosnia and Herzegovina Hungary Bulgaria Romania Lithuania Estonia Turkey Latvia Belarus Ukraine Russia



3.2. The crisis can be overcome



Russia is not the only industrially developed country where unfavorable mortality trends since the mid-1960s have caused an increasing gap compared with countries that have the same development level. The same processes were observed to varying degrees in all former “socialist” countries of Eastern Europe and in former European republics of the USSR. 0 20 40 60 80 100 Russia always stood out by high mortality rates, even among these Figure 3.2. L ife expectancy in European countries countries, but the dynamics of in 2004, years mortality in the 1970s-80s in all these countries were similar (stages, behind many developing countries1. The nature nation or decline of life expectancy, attaining crisis of mortality statistics in these countries suggests levels) (Figure 3.3). that such data should be treated with caution, as However, trends became more varied from the they are sometimes based on local surveys and fail end of 1980s and a steady increase of life expecto encompass the whole country. Nevertheless, it is



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
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Figure 3.А. Life expectancy at birth in Federal districts in 1990-2006, years Throughout the period under consideration highest life expectancy has been observed in the Southern Federal 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 period (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 regions 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 Men
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