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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The demographic situation in Russia has improved nréedly in recent years.This
is in large part due to the successful implememtatf policy measures to support fertility,
reduce harmful alcohol consumption, and improvetibath care systerin 2006-2012 Russia
recorded the fastest increase in total fertility rde (TFR) in Europe, and the second fastest in
the world. TFR rose from 1.3 to 1.7 children pemvem (30% increase). In absolute terms, the
number of births in 2012 was 1,896 thousand, arease from the 2006 value by 416 thousand
children, as the crude birth rate for the periocdreased from 10.3 to 13.3 per 1000 (up by
29%).

Despite the recent positive dynamics of the birthate, however, the potential for a
demographic crisis is not over In the coming years Russia will face the aftetmet the
catastrophic decline of fertility of the late 1989%d the early 1990é 10 years the number
of women in the most active reproductive age (20-3&ars, when almost two thirds of all
births take place), will fall by almost half; this will inevitably lead to a reduction in the
number of births. Despite the recent increase iR & 1.7, this remains below the level for
replacement. Given the sharp decline in the nurobaromen of child-bearing age in the next
generation, a considerabferther increasein fertility will be necessary to stabilize Russia
population, especially since larger cohorts willdmgering their 60s and 70s and thus increasing
mortality as well.

Russia's mortality rate remains very high by worldstandards. Despite a significant
reduction in mortality in 2005-2012, Russia stdtes 22 highest in the world according to
crude death rate (CDR), mainly due to ttecessive mortality rate among working-age
males The gap in life expectancy between men and woindruge: men'’s life expectancy is
fully 12 years lesghan that of women. Russia’s CDR of 13.5 per 1002012 was higher than
that in Mali, Burundi, or Cameroon; most importgntl remained higher than Russia’s crude
birth rate, so that without immigration the popidatwill continue to decline.

Mortality of working age males is the key componehthe situation. About one in
five deaths in Russia is related to alcohol (ab#2@ thousand deaths per year). About 300
thousand deaths annually are due to diseases a®sbuiith tobacco smoking, and no less than
100 thousand deaths result from the consequencésigfuse. Continuing deficiencies of the
health care delivery system also contribute to Rissgelatively high mortality levels.

Russia is a major migration-recipient country. Russia’s net migration rate has
become consistently positive even without takintp iaccount temporary (including labor)
migrants, many of whom are actually long-term restd of Russia. Temporary labor migration
is the most significant migration flow into the Ria Federation, as the Russian labor market
remains attractive for the Russian-speaking pojuaif the countries of the CIS. Educational
migration also has significant scale. Yet, despiie huge potential of the education system,
Russian trains only 80-90 thousand foreign studemtsy year and it takes only 3% of the
global market for educational services. Russia abgoeriencesonsiderable out-migration
Since 1989, more than 1.2 million people have madveth Russia to foreign countries. As
emigrants consist mainly of young educated andeskpeople, and in addition is accompanied
by the outflow of business and capital, stemming #&migration also forms a very important
part of demographic strategy for Russia.

It is important to note thathere is no hope of fully solving the potential
demographic crisis in Russia by relying mainly onmmigration. Compensating for Russia’s
projected fertility and mortality-based populatidasses through even extremely active
promotion of immigration will be almost impossiblall CIS countries (the main demographic
donors of Russia) are increasingly facing their dWamographic holes” associated with a
sharp decline in their birth rates in the 1990s.aA®sult, smaller and smaller age cohorts will
enter the labor market in the coming years in tHh8 Countries, leading to a significant
reduction of their excess labor force and verylyikeducing the migration flows to Russia.
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The experts of the Working Group on Families anddén of the Open Government
have calculated severbbsic scenarios of demographic development of Russincluding
inertial, optimistic and pessimistic scenarios #mel scenario corresponding to the goals stated
in the “Concept of Demographic Policy of the Rusdi@deration,” up through the year 2050.
The inertial scenario shows that if no new measarestaken to support the birth rate and to
reduce excessive mortality, the population will rdase to 140 million people by 2020 and to
113 million by 2050; the working-age population Ivdécrease by 8.7 million by 2020, and by
more than 26 million people by 2050. In the worstreario, Russia's population could shrink to
100 million people by the early 2040s. In the opdiio scenario, a combination of effective
measures to support the birth rate and reduce sixeemortality will help to bring Russia's
population to nearly 155 million by 2040. Thus, firece of today’s decisions on demographic
policy could be as high as the lives of more th@mrbllion of our fellow citizens, that is, more
than one third of the population.

At the moment, demographic policy in Russia is @spnted in a number of legal acts,
the most important of which is ti@oncept of Demographic Policy of the Russian Fetitmma
for the period up to 202fhereinafter Concept of Demographic Policy).

The Concept has played an important role in thesldgvnent of Russian demographic
policy, and consequently, in improving the demogregsituation in Russia. However, it has
been a while since the Concept was adopted, anddhmgraphic indicators have changed,
which implies the need for the new set of the demolgic policy measures. Also, the target
indicators on fertility, mortality and migration agated in this Concept will not be sufficient to
secure population stabilization (let alone growthiRussia, given the forthcoming demographic
dip, and therefore they should be revised.

Hence there isa need for new work to develop concrete, evidencexted and
updated targets for demographic policythat are cognizant of the huge scale of the ptegec
demographic dip, and whiclill balance efforts to influence fertility, mortality and
migration in favorable directions.

In the current report we present a set of meadusbin various countries and studied
in international sociology, which are very likelp thave a positive impact on Russia’s
population. Howeverthe time frame for effective action is limited The next decade is
absolutely crucial, as the proportion of people in the prime childieg years (aged 20-40
years old) will remain high for only another 5-7ayg after which it will be increasingly
affected by the echo of the 1990s’ demographiapsk.

The priority objectives of population policy in thext two decades should bertise
the birth rate to replacement level(about 2.1 children per woman), andréaluce mortality
to levels congruent with Russia’s overall level ofeconomic development especially
targeting the extremely high yet preventable maytaf working-age males.

The data show that the reproductive attitudes afskums are not static, and depend on
their socio- economic situation. For a long timegislogists and demographers of the European
countries with successful population policies arghtbirth rates have analyzed the empirical
data and had vigorous debates about exactly whiclalspolicies exert the greatest effect on
fertility. In this casethe potential for growth in the birth rate in Russia is much higher than
in most European countries, and measures to sufgoities with children in Russia may give
better results at a lower cost than in the OECDntraas that implement large-scale family
policies. Russia rates higher on both desired faside and adherence to traditional family
values than most European countries, including sconatries with higher fertility.

Evidence shows that when countries apply trulyatife measures of family policy,
spending for these purposes no less than 2% (ameétsoes even 3—-4%) of GDP, they can
achieve a systematic fertility increase which i$ Inoited to a bare 2—3 years’ time span. In
general, the birth rate in the developed worldubssantially higher in countries with higher
spending on family policy. European countries witgher fertility levels have reached a level
of 1.8-2.0 children per woman at a cost of spendrg% of GDP on family policies —
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provided that these funds are used effectivelyn8ipg on family policy in Russia (calculated
according to the OECD method), including the matgrcapital, was 1.5 % of GDP in 2010,
well below the 3 — 4% required to reach the le¥el.8 — 2 children per woman. The volume of
payments to families with children in Russia (exiohg maternity capital) in 2010 amounted to
approximately 0.58 % of GDP, which is lower tharthnse countries with the most successful
family policies, such as France or Sweden. In teahpayments to families with children
Russia lags behind nearly all OECD countries.

One factor that may makmore efficient family policy possible in Russia is that
poverty in Russia is unusually high compared withGD countries. There is a concentration of
poverty among families with children, especially arg large families and single-parent
families. All of the most effective measures to poip the birth rate would significantly reduce
poverty levels among families with children.

According to experience and researitie most effective way to raise fertility levels
is to provide a combination of cash allowances an@dx benefits for families with children,
together with government programs and laws to sdappomen in combining work and child-
bearing (access to the services of kindergartearmias, flexible work schedules for mothers).
France, for example, which has one of the mostdbb@sed programs of family support in
Europe, has enjoyed steadily rising fertility faamly two decades.

Allowances and tax benefits for familieswith children are considered, according to
the research, the most effective measures to eldggtlity. However, in terms of payments to
families with children, Russia lags behind nearly @QECD countries. Moreover, in most
developed countries, child-payment systems aloaenat sufficient to reach the highest levels
of fertility.

Combining work and motherhood is the key to a successful population policy ia th
modern world. As a rule, in the demographicallycassful developed countries mothers with
children under the age of 3 go to work more ofteant mothers with young children in
developed countries with low birth rates. An efileet system of early childhood care
(kindergartens, nursery schools, etc.) is theretoreessential part of an effective policy to
support the birth rate. Among all types of expam@iton family policy in OECD countries it is
the cost of childcare services that best correlatigls the level of fertility. Developing the
childhood care system for children under 3 is paléirly important.All demographically
successful countries in Europe have achieved higbwerage of children under 3 with a free
or subsidized childcare system However, in Russia there is insufficient accessstich
services due to the lack of places in the statdétigartens and high fees in non-governmental
ones, which makes the latter unaffordable for nfastilies. In 2009, the coverage of children
up to 6 years old for pre-school education in Rusgs only 58% (compared with about 90%
in France).

Significant support for fertility increases canaatesult fromhousing-related policies
such as securing those families having 3 and mbildren with priority rights for socially-
supported housing, the right to acquire housingpat on interest-free mortgages, etc.

Rapid growth in life expectancy is possible in Russ, which is proved by the
examples of historically close countries such a®rita and Poland, as well as other countries
of Central and Eastern Europe in the post-Sovieioge An analysis of gender and age
differences in mortality from various causes in stlasand these countries shows that mortality
can be reduced significantly by limiting the avhilay of strong alcoholic beverages (including
especially illegal spirits) and tobacco.

In recent years, Russia has adopted legislationnplement most of thekey
recommendations of the World Health Organization toreduce the harmful use of alcohol
At the moment priority should be directed to semgrthe practical implementation of these
laws, as well as to combating the illegal manufectand trade of alcohol. With regard to
tobacco control it is necessary not only to enfattoe Act for Clean Air in public places
(adopted in 2013) and other restrictions alreadyptetl, but also to legislate a total ban on
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tobacco advertising without any exception, andnttr@ase excise taxes to the level of Eastern
European countries.

Modernization of the health care systenis also a potentially large-scale resource for
mortality reduction in Russia, especially for mieldind older age groups. One of the major
barriers to the development of the Russian healtlh system is its lack of financing. In the
more developed European countries (with markedihdr levels of GDP per capita), the share
of health expenditure in GDP is approximately twuoets higher than in Russia. Thus, a real
reduction of this gap requires an increase in bagesof spending on health care in the Russian
GDP by a significant amount. However, not all impments require greater funding; there is
also room for gains through greater efficiency iadical spending. Modern health care systems
gain large cost savings from greater engagemeatipiatient treatment as opposed to hospital
care, and from a greater role for general pracidie and nurse practitioners in the treatment of
patients.

The most important area for improvement is to amegé theimplementation of
evidence-based effective practicabrough protocols and clinical practice guidelilrefussia,
e.g.through harmonization with those in Europe, theAUBustralia, Canada, etc., as well as
the motivation of health personnel to follow these, including the motivation to abandon
inefficient methods of diagnosis, prevention andatment of diseases. The quality and
availability of emergency medical care is also lvitaa reduce mortality. Mortality from
cardiovascular diseases will undoubtedly benefitmfrincreased availability of emergency
medical assistance, especially for cardiovascuants (heart attacks, strokes). The number of
such emergency care centers in most regions isaasty sufficient.

In the Russian context, with its vast geographrattey, it is important to preserve
access to health cardincluding emergency care) in rural and sparsely ppulated areas
This will require the preservation of obstetrictsnand enhancing the empowerment of nursing
staff.

In terms ofreducing mortality from cancer the most efficient and financially viable
approaches (in addition to anti-smoking measurediide mass screening for colorectal cancer
and mass vaccination of girls under 16 years oklresg human papillomavirus (to reduce the
incidence of cervical cancer).

Other effective evidence-based approachasaclude reducing and enforcing traffic
speed limits and automatic speed control, campaignsontrol drunken driving, the use of
helmets, seat-belts and child restraints, brindhregroad transport infrastructure in line with
international safety standards, establishment ofleno safety requirements for vehicles
produced and imported into the territory of the &tais Federation, and provision of timely and
high-quality emergency care for those involvedadad accidents.

Russia’smigration policy should aim to both eliminate the push factors #ng
reduce emigration, and to promote and streamlirecgsses of immigration, as well as
stimulating internal migration towards the Eastgarts of the country. Migration policies
should selectively attract the necessary categafiesimigrants on the basis of cultural and
qualification parameters, and maintamual net migration at a target level of 300 thousnd
peopleas defined in the Concept for Demographic Pol@yr calculations show that without
maintaining net migration at this level avoidinge tsevere negative scenarios for Russia’s
demographic future is impossible.

Reducing the emigration exoduss possible only through a radical change in the
conditions for the private sector to reward entepurship, and to raise the incomes of
professionals and skilled workers to compete wippartunities in Europe. This will require
reducing bureaucratic barriers to business devetopnthe elimination of corruption pressures
on people, creating jobs and opportunities for-géfillment in the professional and skilled
labor markets, and improvements in the investmigmiate.

The recognition of dual citizenship and teemplification of procedures for the
preservation of Russian citizenship to emigrantd #reir descendants could also strengthen

9
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Russia's ties with compatriots, as well as attaacadditional number of compatriots to Russia.
It would be helpful to improve the currgmtogram of repatriation enacted in Russia in 2007,
by providing improved access to Russian citizenshiywusing for the participants,
simplification of the procedures needed to provied for housing and agriculture, and tax
deductions for opening businesses, especially apgéically important (particularly border)
territories.

This report focuses on fertility, mortality, andgration at the national level in the
Russian Federation. Howevedemographic change is highly sensitive to local sat
contexts. Factors such as rural/urban differences in bagéitfeand mortality levels and in
responses to population policies, trends in infetmbanization and migration, and regional
differences in demographic behavior due to culttgkgion, and local conditions all can affect
Russia’s future population trajectory. This reptwtiches briefly on these matters in the
appendices. They will be further discussed in fittevisions of this report and in further
research at the RANEPA Research Laboratory in iPalliDemography and Social Macro-
Dynamics.

In sum, there are a large number of policies that auld raise fertility, reduce
mortality, and optimize migration in Russia. Some are a matter of making more efficient use
of resources or changing laws; others involve §iigant increases in social spending, though
these costs would be offset by keeping more mens¥and women with children in the active
labor force. However, unless a broad-based strabégiiverse policies to boost fertility and
reduce mortality are undertaken quickly, Russiapytation will likely be reduced by several
tens of millions over the next three decadesly prioritized and urgent implementation of
new and effective demographic policy measuresan allow for retaining the successful
achievements of the last few years and preventingra significant population loss due to the
demographic dip of the 1990s.

This opportunity will be irreversibly lost in 10 years.
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Section 1.Current demographic situation

SECTION 1.
CURRENT DEMOGRAPHIC SITUATION

The demographic situation has improved notably uisdta since 2005, largely through
the implementation of population policies, antiedlol measures, and healthcare system
improvements.

Natural population decrease has slowed down fromO&® in 2006 to the period low of
2,500 people in 2012. Preliminary data for 2013wghthe first natural increase since 1991.
Nationwide population stabilized at 143 million pé® while the Concept of Demographic
Policy in Russia until 2025 (hereinafter referredats theConcept of Demographic Policy
previously had targeted this level by 2015.

For the first time since 1992, when including neégnation, Russia finally saw a notable
populationincreasein 2011 and 2012

1.1. Birthrates

Over 2006—-2012, Russia posted the strongest gaiBarope and second fastest growth
globally in total fertility rate (TFR) — from 1.®t1.697 births per woman, or up by 30%.

Fig. 1.1. Dynamics of the Total Fertility Rate (births per woman)
in Russia, 2000-20123
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As a result, Russia jumped from 35th to 12th indperin terms of its TFR. In absolute figures,
live births reached 1,902 thousand children in 204&ich is 416 thousand births above the
level of 2006 (up 28%). The crude birth rate oves period rose to 13.3 per 1,000 people from
10.3". Back in 2006, age structure determined nearly 50%e TFR change with the other half
driven by the increase in birthrates; but sinceRUBR growth has been totally attributed to

! Socio-economic situation in Russia. January 20d8scow: Rosstat, 2013. P. 297. [Sotsial'no-ekdobeskoye
polozheniye Rossii].

% Total fertility rate. Updated 17.01.2013. Rosstat  data. URL:
http://www.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/population/dédemmo27.xls. Accessed: 28.04.2013.
% Total fertility rate. Updated 17.01.2013. Rosstat  data. URL:

http://lwww.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/population/dédemno27.xls. Accessed: 28.04.2013; Total fertiligte.
Rosstat data. http://www.gks.ru/free_doc/new_sitpiiation/demo/progn6.htm. Accessed: 28.04.2013.

* Socio-economic situation in Russia. January 20M8scow: Rosstat, 2013. P. 297. [Sotsial'no-ekdnbeskoye
polozheniye Rossii].

11



Demographic Policies of the Russian Federation: l@mges and Scenarios

increases in births per woman. Statistical analgbigws that increased fertility rates came
exactly from second and further childbirths

Following some slowdown in 2008-2011, an upsurgdentility observed in 2012
confirmed the efficiency of the newly introducedaseres.

Fig. 1.2. Dynamics of the Crude Birth Rate (per thousand)
in Russia, 2000-2012°
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Unfortunately, this phenomenon has remained unadiest by sociologists and demographers
so far. A tentative explanation links this resungeawth, which continues into 2013, with some
regional measures such as land allocations aftet @hildbirth, introduction of the regional
maternity capital, and allowances to families withee or more children.

Attributing this fertility growth to the so-calletliming shift” became quite popular in
recent years; and it seemed reasonable to suppasentainy women, offered the maternal
capital benefit for having a second child, were@yracting to move up births that they would
have had anyway in the following years. Howevaeatistics on birth intervals available for 35
Russian regions convincingly demonstrate the weskrad this reasoning. If the fertility
increase had only occurred due to timing shifts,weeld expect shorter intervals between the
first and second childbirths. However, this intéretuallywidenedconsiderabl{ In addition,
timing shifts would presumably move fertility to yioger age groups, but fertility, quite the
opposite, rose more among older women. Based tist&ts available for 35 Russian regions,
average mother’s age at childbirth of any orderdased year-on-year, and to even a greater
degree in 2007-2011 than in 2006 relative to 2005

® Rosstat.Analytical report on the results of the samplevsyr of reproductive plans of populatijRosstat.
Analiticheskiy otchet po itogam vyborochnogo nalgniya reproduktivnykh planov naseleniya]. 2012.
Published: 24.01.2013. URL: http://www.gks.ru/frdec/2012/demo/orp.doc. Accessed: 09.08.2013.

® Socio-economic situation in Russia. January 2($8tsial'no-ekonomicheskoye polozheniye Rossiinvéa’
2013 goda]. Moscow: Rosstat, 2013. P. 297; Birtteaths and natural increase, Rosstat routine tali.:
http://lwww.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/population/dédemno21.xIs. Accessed: 28.04.2013.

" See Rosstatinalytical report on the results of the samplevey of reproductive plans of populatijRosstat.
Analiticheskiy otchet po itogam vyborochnogo nalolgoiya reproduktivnykh planov naseleniya]. 201X:tise
4, tables 23-24.

8 Arkhangelsky V. Using statistical and sociologi¢aformation in assessing the effectiveness of patjmn
policies on fertility [Ispol'zovaniye statistichesk i sotsiologicheskoy informatsii pri otsenke rgativnosti
demograficheskoy politiki v otnoshenii rozhdayenjostnnovative development of the Russian economy:
regional diversity: Sixth International Scientificonference Moscow: Moscow State University, Faculty of
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Second and third births have increased most notabRBussid This is evidenced by
considerable TFR gains for second childbirths i@72(for third births the absolute increase of
the indicator was less profound — 0.027 vs. 0.®1k,the relative increase was even higher —
27.6% vs. 17.6%), while fertility rates for firsirthis showed zero growth. We can assume with
a certain degree of conviction that fertility rateanges for second and subsequent births in
2007-2011 largely resulted from the new populagaticies implemented in Russia since
2007. Over the full period 2007-2011, TFR for set@md subsequent births increased by
0.247—from 0.543 in 2006 to 0.790 in 2011—a remialk@ain of 45%.

Thus, the support given to families with second @il children evidently resulted in a
substantial increase in the birthrate after 20@6)ar than merely a short-lived forward shift in
birth-giving.

We arrive at similar results if we consider the mhbn fertility changes observed in
Russia over the period after 2000 (as illustratgdFgure 1.2a). Monthly births increased
materially at the beginning of the period under stderation (in 2001-2003); however, this
growth virtually came to a standstill in 2003-20@6it fluctuated within a range of 110-140
thousand births. The situation took another notaite only in 2007, when the Federal Law
#256-FZ “On Additional Measures of State Supportamilies with Children” of December
29, 2006, which introduced the maternity (familgpttal benefit, came into force on January 1,
2007.

To assess the influence of the newly introducedemdy capital on the birthrate
changes in 2007 it makes sense to figure out thethmwhen this measure should have had a
visible effect on the births dynamics. At first g&e, it would seem logical to expect the initial
signs of its influence on the number of seconchbidnly after September—October 2007 taking
into account the law’s effective date (January(7). However, we have good grounds to state
that the influence of maternity capital could ahdwd have manifested itself somewhat earlier.

Indeed, we can reasonably suppose that in the gleste introduction of maternity
capital influenced not so much the decision of sdamilies to have a second child as the
refusal of some women in their second pregnantyat@ an abortion. Since most women make
abortion decisions in the first two months of pragey, introduction of maternity capital should
have made its first strong impact on the women Whd gotten pregnant in November—
December of 2006. Hence, maternity capital shoadehinfluenced the number of births in
July—August 200%.

In fact, the abortions-to-live births ratio was doly 14% in 2007 (a record fall in all
modern Russian history) serving as the first pafahe idea that the introduction of maternity
capital benefits in 2007 affected birthrate dynamainly through promoting decisions against
abortions. The fact that just a year earlier, i0&0abortions had exceeded live births (106 to
100)* points to the massive potential of abortion ratelide in 2007 to affect the live birth
rate. That same year, also for the first time irdera Russian history, live births outnumbered
abortions (100 to 923,

We now move to discussing Figure 1.3 in more deldie Figure below shows that in
January—June 2007 crude births still hovered inrtimge common for Russia in 2003—-2006
(110-140 thousand births per month). In July—Aud2@d7 (exactly at the time when first
effects of maternity capital introduction should éxpected), the birthrate in Russia climbed
considerably above this range for the first timeanent years. At the same time, whereas the
birthrate had previously fallen to 110 thousandhisiror below, this time the decrease was

Economics, 17-19 April 2013: Collected articles.liwoe 1. Ed. by A. A. Auzan, V. P. Kolesova, L. Autdva.
Moscow: WP-Press, 2013. P. 777-785.

° See, for example: Zhdanov D., E. Andreev, A. Yasikne. Half a century of changes in fertility Russia
[Polveka izmeneniy rozhdayemosti v RosdiiEmoscop&47—-448 (December 2010).

19 perhaps an additional factor that effect of theemmal capital could start as early as July 200% tat the
relevant bill was introduced by the State Duma av&mber 2006. — See: http://izvestia.ru/news/387930

1; Number of abortions per 100 live births, 1960-20@fmoscopd39-440 (2010).
Ibid.
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limited to 130 thousand births. We note that theefafigure was still well above the average
numbers of the period between 2003 and 2006.

Fig. 1.3. Actual and registered number of Births per Months in Russia,
January 2001 - December 201413
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So, in July—August of 2007 Russia’s monthly birteranoved from the range of 110-140
thousand to 130-160 thousand births just in two thmnfollowing the enactment of the
maternity capital law. It stayed within this newge through 2009-2010 and climbed above it
in 2011-2012 after the adoption of a new childb&uipport package.

Rather often, we come across claims that matecapital had no effect on fertility
increase in Russia at all. The argument is thahduhe second half of the 2000s fertility was
on the rise not only in Russia, but also in virpiall European countries with low or extremely
low birthrates in late 1990s. Moreover, “the lowes the TFR downfall, the more considerable
was the subsequent bountiaiith no maternity capital initiatives in other auties. This leads
to the conclusion that “country-specific fertilidhynamics over the past decade do not show any
significant relations, which could allow one to idégkly attribute the changes to economic
successes or socio-economic state policies purSued”

Considering such statements, we need to note taternity capital introduction resulted
in a fertility increase more than just comparahlscdale to the gains observed in other European
countries over the same period. According to Fidure the fertility rise in Russia following

13 Data source: Registered number of births — (liz[Chislo zaregistrirovannykh rodivshikhsya (@ignyye
dannyye)]. Moscow: Federal State Statistics Seniitce2014. www.gks.ru. Actual number of births —rklan
Fertility Database, Max Planck Institute for Denmmhic Research (Germany) and Vienna Institute of
Demography (Austria), www.humanfertility.org.

14 Zakharov S. What will be the birth rate in Rusgié&koy budet rozhdayemost' v RossiiRemoscop@95-496
(2012). URL: http://www.demoscope.ru/weekly/2018B4&lemoscope495.pdf.

!5 Ibidem Actually, France and Sweden have had consistémglyer fertility than other European countriesd an
this is usually attributed to their socio-econostiate policies; so this statement is just wrong tBese analyses
with respect to France (http://www.demographic-aesk.org/volumes/vol19/16/19-16.pdf) and Sweden:
(http://www.demogr.mpg.de/papers/working/wp-2009-@af).
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the maternity capital introduction was not triviain fact, Russia outstripped (and by far at that)
all large European countries with populations 608,000 or more.

Fig. 1.4. Increase in the Total Fertility Rate (births per woman) in the
Countries of Europe in 2006-2009
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Data source: World Bank. World Development Indicat®nline. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ SP.DYN.TFRT.IN

It would also make sense to compare the birthrgteuthics in Russia after 1999 with
those of the Western Europe countries that hadotlest birthrates back in 1999 (see Figure
1.5). The diagram shows that Russia’s TFR in 1989 below even the lowest rates in Western
Europe. Indeed, fertility rates climbed in 1999-@@0 all of these countries. The five countries
under consideration moved into the range of 1.3+irths per woman by 2006 and fertility
rates stabilized further on within the limits 08%-1.45. Apparently, such countries can reach
this range, rather uppermost, only through imprguwtonomic situation, and the interval of
1.35-1.45 presents some kind of attractor. The daigege demonstrates that the introduction
of maternity capital helped Russia to raise itsilfgr rate in 2007—2008 to a completely new
level, beyond the low European attractor.
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Fig. 1.5. Dynamics of Total Fertility Rate (births per woman) in Russia and
Some Low-Fertility Western European Countries, 1999-2011%°
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Data sources: World Bank. World Development Indicsit Online. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2013.
URL: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ SP.DYN.RT.IN.

Nevertheless, Russia’s TFR remains substantiallpvbeboth the level of simple
population replacement (2.1 births per woman) éséertility rate of 1990 (1.89). According to
the sampling surveys of reproductive life pfdnshe expected number of children (1.92 for
both men and women) also falls short of the leeslded for replacement of the population and
the target fertility rate set by tli&ncept of Demographic Poli¢%.95).

Single-child families still prevail in the Russiaaciety and account for almost 2/3 of all
households with children; this eventually meandauuately fulfilled potential for second,
third, and subsequent order births.

16 Data sources: World BankVorld Development Indicators Onlin&/ashington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ SP.DYN.TFRT,INotal fertility rate. Updated 17.01.2013. Rosgfata.
http://lwww.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/population/dédemno27.xls. Accessed: 28.04.2013; Total fertiligte.
Rosstat data. http://www.gks.ru/free_doc/new_sitedppation/demo/progn6.htm. Accessed: 28.04.2013.

7 Rosstat.Analytical report on the results of the sampleveyr of reproductive plans of populatijRosstat.
Analiticheskiy otchet po itogam vyborochnogo nalgniya reproduktivnykh planov naseleniya]. 2012.
Published: 24.01.2013. URL: http://www.gks.ru/frdec/2012/demo/orp.doc. Accessed: 09.08.2013.
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1.2. Imminent demographic dip

Despite the current upward fertility trends, thendgraphic crisis is not yet over and
Russia is facing new challenges.

The major problem is that in the coming years Rugsil face the consequences of the
catastrophic birthrate collapse seen in the la&04%nd early 1990s (i.e. the consequences of
the so-called demographic dip of the 199s)

We have to emphasize the unprecedented scale optiteaning demographic dip, even
more significant—because it will be sustained miaciyer—than the post WW Il demographic
crisis (see Figure 1.6). In other words, the nundfeRussians that were not born due to the
fertility collapse in late 1980s and early 1990sse&veral times higher than the number of
Russians that were not born as the result of WW L.

Fig. 1.6. Demographic Dips of the Second World War and the 1990s in
comparison. Number of newly born Russians per years!®
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The young people born in the early 1990s — thet leaserous generation in the postwar
period — are now entering their childbearing yelrRRussia today, the number of 15-year-olds
is only half the number of 25-year-olds. The numbewomen in their active childbearing
years (age 20-29), who account for almost 2/3 taf tarths nationwide, will almost halve in a
decade’s time; this will inevitably lead to a matkeduction in births.

1.3. Mortality

Russia’s demographic crisis has two parts. The ifrs low number of births; as we
have just noted, while there has been a recentkuptifertility, the imminent sharp decline in
young women of child-bearing age means that theh'tdearth’ will probably decline. The
second part is extraordinarily high mortality fon andustrialized middle-income country.
Russia has a rather high death rate by global atdeadand the primary problem here lies not
only in an ageing population but in extremely higlrtality rates among working-age men.
Men aged 30-70 years old account for approximabeky third of excessive deaths among

18 A demographic dip usually means a decrease ihsittie to smaller cohorts entering childbearingcagepared
to preceding generations.
19 Calculations by Justislav Bogevolnov based orfFéeral State Statistics Service data.
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males. According to the WHO data, if this situatr@mains unchanged, four out of every ten
male school-leavers in Russia will not live unhkir retirement age, as against only one in
Albania, Syria, or the Gaza Stfip

Fig. 1.7. Mortality of Russian males aged 25-40 years is one of the highest
in the world
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Russia ranks 44th globally in terms of per capiaPGbut only 145th by life expectancy for
men, falling behind dozens of far poorer countreeeh as Tajikistan, Yemen, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, or Hondurds Some regions with a deeply depressing demogragihi@tion
(Amur, Pskov, Sakhalin, Smolensk, Tver Oblasts) emmpare by male life expectancy (58-59
years) with Sudan, Eritrea, Ethiopia, or Senegdlilevlife expectancies of 53-54 years in
Komi-Permyak Okrug, Chukotka Autonomous Okrug, diysta Republic are similar to those
of the least developed African countries such agNiBenin, or Malawi.

Mortality for women is closer to normal for coumesiwith Russia’s level of per capita
GDP. There is thus a tremendous gap of 12 yedifeiexpectancy for men and women. This
gap reaches 14 years in some regions with the umdavorable demographics (for example, in
Bryansk, Novgorod, Ryazan, and Tver Oblasts) aneeds 16 years in Komi-Permyak Okrug.
Despite a notable decrease in mortality seen ib2P012, Russia still ranks 22nd in the world
by mortality rate’? with extremely high mortality in working-age meeibg the major reason
behind this.

Approximately every fifth death in Russia, or abdQ0,000 deaths annually, is alcohol-
related®. Smoking-related diseases add around 300 thoudeaths per ye&t and drug-use

% Demographic Yearbook of RussjRemograficheskiy yezhegodnik RossBP1Q Moscow: Rosstat, 2010.
P. 182; World Bank.World Development Indicators OnlineWashington, DC: World Bank, 2013.
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-depet@nt-indicators. Cited on 09.08.2013.

2L Natural movement of population in the regions bé tRussian Federation in January-December 2010.
Preliminary results for the 12 months of 2010. Mwnsc Rosstat, 2011; World BankNorld Development
Indicators Online Washington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL: http://@atorldbank.org/data-catalog/world-
development-indicators. Cited on 09.08.2013.

22 World Bank. World Development Indicators OnlineéWashington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-depah@nt-indicators. Cited on 09.08.2013.

% See, for example, Demin A., Korotayev A., Khalioar D. Alcohol abuse in the Russian Federation:
socioeconomic consequences and countermeaddiesipotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federatsii
sotsial'no-ekonomicheskiye posledstviya i mery igooteystviya]. Moscow: Public Chamber of the Russia
Federation, 2009.

24 zaridze D. G. et al. Smoking - the main reasontf@ high mortality of Russians [Kureniye — osnoxaa
prichina vysokoy smertnosti rossiyaikjestnik RAMN (2001): 40-45; Gerasimenko N., Zaridze D., Sekh&.
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effects cause at least 100,000 dedtHradequate quality of medical care makes andtbéty
contribution.

From 2006 through the present, mortality has dedliand life expectancy has grown;
indeed the last 7 six years have seen the gregéess in life expectancy since 1965 (see
Figure 1.8). Much of this gain stems from anti-alcbmeasures being introduced since 2006.
Mortality in working-age men declined more than 2B&tween 2005 and 2009, largely due to
these measures.

Fig. 1.8. Life expectancy at birth in Russia, years, 1960-2013
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The quality of medical services system has alsoenmadgress, as evidenced by the fact, for
example, that infant mortality dropped by almos¥d&ver the period 2006—2012.

Tables 1.1 and 1.2 compare male and female mgrtaies per 100,000 people in
Russia and Germany in 2008 by cause of death. We $&eected Germany as a benchmark
Western Europe country that exemplifies the difiees in death rates and causes between
Russia and the West. Comparing male mortality rextd®ussia and Germany clearly indicates

Health or Tobacco: Facts and Figures [Zdorov'yealbak: Tsifry i fakty].Proceedings of the Forum "Health or
Tobacco?! Moscow, 2007; Maslennikov G., Oganov R. Mediaad aocio-economic damage caused by tobacco
smoking in the Russian Federation: circulatory aystdiseases [Meditsinskiy i sotsial'no-ekonomichesk
ushcherb, obuslovlennyy kureniyem tabaka v Rossiyskederatsii: bolezni sistemy krovoobrashcheniya].
Profilakticheskaya meditsina (2011): 19-27.

% See, for example, Khaltourina D, Korotayev Russian cross: factors, mechanisms and ways tccowss the
demographic crisis in Russ[&usskiy krest: faktory, mekhanizmy i puti preoelilya demograficheskogo krizisa
v Rossii]. Moscow: URSS, 2006.
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the leading contribution of circulatory system dises and external causes to Russia’s high
male mortality. According to the data available,ledst 38% of male deaths in Russia are
preventable, including 18% of total deaths frondaarascular diseases, 12.7% of deaths due to
external causes, and 2% of deaths from diseagbe oéspiratory system.

The substantial contribution of alcohol to the italy high mortality listed as due to
external causes (homicide, suicide, accidents, birggvand submersion, etc.) in Russia is well
known, and has been substantiated by analysisroélates of mortality dynamié$ results of
forensic autopsié§ and case-specific retrospective longitudinal wsial of mortality®.
Therefore, despite a certain decline of deathgdisis alcohol-related from 2006, statistics
suggest that alcohol remains a huge contributdrussia’s high male mortality. Also, various
studies confirm that mortality rates correlate smtmuch with alcohol consumption in general,
but rather with consumption of spirits (or harduligs), both legal and illegdl People
consuming spirits usually take considerably moreolabl at once compared to weaker
beverages such as beer or wine. Consumption oé lalgphol doses per occasion boosts the
probability of death due to heart diseases, hypsiv@, cerebral hemorrhage, accidents,
assatrélgs, and so on. At the same time, the toxafitylegal spirits compares to that of legal
liquor™.

% See, for example, Nemtsov Alcohol History of Russia: the recent perigélkogol'naya istoriya Rossii:
noveyshiy period]. Moscow: Librokom, 2009.

" Tischuk E. inzdravookhraneniye Rossiyskoy Federas{lL997): 3436; Zaridze D et al. Alcohol poisoning is a
main determinant of recent mortality trends in Raissvidence from a detailed analysis of mortadigtistics and
autopsieslinternational Journal of Epidemiolod38/1 (2009): 142—-153.

8 policies to control mortality crisis in the traniin period [Politika po kontrolyu krizisnoy smertnosti v
perekhodnyy period] / Ed. by V. Shkolnikov, V. Cigskov. Moscow: UNDP, 2000. P. 117; Leon &.al
Hazardous alcohol drinking and premature mortdfitjRussia: a population based case-control studpncet
369/9578 (2007): 2001-2009.

% See, for example, Demin A., Korotayev A., Khalioar D. Alcohol abuse in the Russian Federation:
socioeconomic consequences and countermeadudiesipotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federatsii
sotsial'no-ekonomicheskiye posledstviya i mery igooteystviya]. Moscow: Public Chamber of the Russia
Federation, 2009.

%9 Nuzhnyi V. P., Savchuk S. A. Alcohol mortality atakicity of alcohol [Alkogol'naya smertnost' i tsikhnost'
alkogol'nykh napitkov].Partnery i konkurentyp (2005): 1826; 6 (2005): 2735; 7 (2005): 2431; 8 (2005):
15-21.
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Table 1.1. Tabular humbers of excess male deaths in the age below 70 in
Russia (2008) in comparison with Germany (2007), per 100 000 dead in all
ages and from all the causes
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The three major reasons behind excessive mortibiy diseases of the circulatory
system are high levels of spirits consumption, afethe highest levels of tobacco
consumption/exposure globally, and poor managermémardiovascular diseases (including
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment) that failscomform to best international practices.
Moreover, we can attribute elevated mortality frdieeases of the respiratory system among
men of 40-60 years to the smoking epidemic in RygeD.
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Table 1.2. Tabular numbers of excess female deaths in the age below 70 in
Russia (2008) in comparison with Germany (2007), per 100 000 dead in all
ages and from all the causes
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In Russia, excessive mortality among women comptrdtat in Germany amounts to
only 16%, with external causes playing a far legmiicant role. Excessive deaths from
diseases of the circulatory system is the mairedéfice, and these deaths are concentrated in
elder age groups as compared to men. This sugtesishe major potential of reducing
mortality in Russian women lies in the area of mabicare improvements.
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1.4. Migration

Russia is a net migration recipient country, as ignation outnumbers emigration, even
excluding temporary — including labor — migrantany of whom de facto end up residing in
Russia.

Temporary labor migration represents the singlgdstrinternational migration flow into
the Russian Federation. Russia’s labor market mesratitractive for able-bodied workers from
the CIS member countries.

In 2012, Russia granted 1.6 million work permitddreign citizens. Four former Soviet
Union (FSU) countries currently provide the largasinber of foreign workers — Uzbekistan (c.
40%), Tajikistan, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan, totalialgout 70% of all work permits. Notable
flows also come from China, Turkey, Vietnam, andtNd<orea among non-FSU countries
As for the sex-age structure, male immigrants dateinn Russia (about 90%) with the
overwhelming majority of workers being between b8 89 years; these account for c. 80% of
all male immigrants. In recent years, labor migsaiot Russia tend to “grow younger” — from
2007, the age group of 18-29 years has been preyalver the category of 30-39 years.
Education and skill levels have been on the declioe. Despite Russia having eased entry
regulations for highly qualified labor migrants,ettoccupational makeup remains largely
unchanged thus far. Temporary labor immigratioRtssia remains mainly a low-skilled flow
with as little as 44 thousand out of 1.4 millionnwgermits issued to high-skilled specialists.
Corrupt practices penetrate labor migration as mmtrants seek legalization; meanwhile
employers lack economic stimuli to hire native laboe to the availability of cheap foreign
workers with few or no labor rights or protectidhs

Foreign labor immigrants are distributed unevemyRussia with Moscow, Moscow
Oblast, Saint Petersburg, and Leningrad Oblastgthi@ unquestionable leaders. These regions
combined account for about 58% of all foreign woskien Russia. Additional sizeable portions
of migrants concentrate in oil-rich Okrugs — Yamblenets and Khanty—Mansi. The Far East
of the country hosts some 10% of labor immigramiag mostly from China, North Korea,
Central Asia, and Vietnam.

In July 2010, Russian authorities de facto legdlifgeign workers hired by individuals
by introducing licenses — special work permits diizens from visa-free countries who work
for private persons. Based on formal statisticthefFederal Migration Service, over 2 million
people obtained such licenses in 2010-381Rormally, the share of international labor in-
migrants among people employed on the Russian lalaoket remains relatively low at about
5%. However, this share is rather substantial imes@ectors such as construction, where it
reaches almost 19% by official estimates. With famal workers factored in, Sergey
Riazantsev estimates that this share could runouUp0+60% in such sectors of economy as
construction, utilities, transport, trade, and gm=y.

There is a material gap between official data dnedreal scale of labor migration. The
number of undocumented labor immigrants (estimaies rather approximate) exceeds the
officially reported headcount by several times. Teasus of 2002 gave more or less realistic
statistics, finding about 2 million people in R@ssiot accounted for in earlier counts. Another
census of 2010 “added” 1,000,000 people to the tegsnpopulation and temporary labor
immigrants presumably were responsible for suchaddition. Calculations based on the
estimates of primary categories of undocumenteeéidar workers in Russia suggest their
headcount could total some 5 million persons. €it&z of other CIS countries form the vast

31 Ryazantsev S.abour migration in the CIS and Baltic countriesenids, consequences regulatipfrudovaya
migratsiya v stranakh SNG i Baltii: tendentsii, lgalstviya, regulirovaniye]. Moscow: Formula law,020

%2 Ryazantsev SWorkers from Central Asia in the Housing and Utilitector of MoscowWorking Paper, ILO
Subregional Office for Eastern Europe and CentsaéhAMoscow: I1LO, 2010.

% Ryazantsev S., Gorshkova ., Akramov S., Akramovire Practice of Using Patents for Labor Activity by
Foreign Citizens — Migrant Workers in the RussiagdEration(the Results of the Study). Moscow: International
Organization for Migration, 2012.
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majority as they have rights to visa-free entryRuossia, but then they fail to register as
temporary residents or obtain work permits as ipd by the legislation. Many newcomers
reside in Russia for several years or pay visithér homelands now and thén

Student migration

Despite its considerable potential in the areadofcational services, Russia attracts just
80-90 thousand foreign students annually and haer@ 3% share of the global education
market. Students mainly come to Russia under gowvenh programs or along well-trodden
routes — either their parents had studied in Russidghey are ethnic Russians whose parents
intend to relocate to Russia in due course. Thestapce countries include Kazakhstan, China,
India, Ukraine, Vietnam, and Uzbekistan. Russianglege the similarity of educational
systems, and relatives attract students from Cl8lewon-FSU students find Russian tertiary
education institutions cheap compared to the Westees. Apparently, Russia’s policy with
regard to student migration is far from active #mel country does not seek to bring in crowds
of foreign students. In addition, unreasonableibegrfor foreign students preclude them from
working more than a certain amount of hours in RusSome institutions of higher education
feature poor amenities and studying conditions. édwer, information resources for
international promotion and effective tools to fofRussia-oriented student flows are non-
existent. In many cases, Russian institutions takeoordinated actions to attract foreign
students; at times, they compete against each.ddh®ally, graduates of local institutions of
higher education face rather complicated and tioresaming naturalization procedure despite a
de-jure relaxed regulation granting Russian citbhgm for them. Nor does Russia have a
proactive state strategy of inviting foreign poatirates for graduate, doctoral, internship or
professional development prograths

Emigration

Over 1.2 million people have left Russia for pergrarresidence in non-FSU countries
following the USSR’s breakdown. Germany, Israeld dSA have traditionally been and
remain the main destinations for Russian expagigienong newer destinations of the Russian
emigration we can highlight European countries Iéfid, Spain, and the United Kingdom in
the first place), Canada, Australia, New Zealamdi @hina. In addition, Russia has become a
rather large exporter of labor force to the intéorel markets as 45-70 thousand Russians
leave their homeland annually under work contraxtly. The largest portion of temporary
labor migrants heads for the United States and gurtm recent years, Russians have had an
increasingly marked footprint on the labor markigtsAsia and Australia. Major employing
countries include the USA, Cyprus, Malta, the Nd#dmes, Germany, and Greece. CIS
countries look far less attractive for Russiansirejathe background of the “old” foreign
universe, although they host some small sharesbaofrImigrants from Russia. Although legally
hired, many Russians obviously have not notifiedesagencies of their overseas employment.
Overall, reducing emigration (through improved digiand working standards in Russia for
corresponding population cohorts) which includes stiyo well-educated and qualified
specialists, young and active persons, accompdydalsinesses and capitals outflow among
other things, presents a fairly important demogi@peserve for Russia. Although reducing
emigration will do little to offset the impact ofuBsia’s mortality and low fertility on overall

% Ryazantsev S., Khoriye N\Mlodeling migration flows from Central Asia to Ras§Modelirovaniye potokov
trudovoy migratsii iz stran Tsentral'noy Azii v Rdai]. Moscow: Nauchnyy mir, 2011.

% Pis'mennaya E. BSocial effects of migration and training policies attract foreign students in Russia and
abroad[Sotsial'nyye effekty uchebnoy migratsii i polaik sfere privlecheniya inostrannykh studentov gd$fa
za rubezhom]. Moscow: Ekonomicheskoye obrazovar2geg.
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population, its importance is magnified by the f#tat much emigration is of high-skilled
workers while very few immigrants are in the hidtiled category®.

Prospects of smaller migration gains for Russia

It is critical to note that any hopes to overcomme population crisis in Russia by means
of migration alone are groundless. It is next tpassible to make up for population losses due
to Russia’'s extremely high adult mortality and Idertility even through aggressive
encouragement of migration as all CIS countriess@s principal “demographic donors”)
face their own demographic dips related to abragwirdurn in births of their own in the 1990s.
As the result, increasingly smaller age cohortd bl entering the CIS labor markets in the
years to come. These will greatly reduce the ssrfdbor force in CIS countries, restraining
Russia’s potential migration gaifis

Russians residing abroad can potentially contribatenmigration to a certain extent.
However, their role in forming migration flows sHdwnot be overestimated; they could make
some compensatory component at best. We will dis¢he opportunities related tour
expatriate fellow countrymen in the context of addressing Russia’s demograpésaes in
Section 3.

% Ryazantsev S., Pis'mennaya E.. Emigration of istenfrom Russia and the Russian scientific diespo
“circulation” or "brain" drain [Emigratsiya uchertykz Rossii i rossiyskaya nauchnaya diaspora:Kiyatsiya”
ili “utechka” umov]. Sotsiologicheskiye issledovani®g2013): 24-35.

3" Russian demographic prospe§Bemograficheskiye perspektivy Rossii] / Ed. by@sipov and S. Ryazantsev.
Moscow: ISPR, 2008.
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SECTION I1.
FORECASTING
RUSSIA’'S DEMOGRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT

Situation today

HISTORICAL CHANCE
2013 the highest ratio in the
143 million world of young and
working-age adults to total
population — potential for
new births and economic
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Experts from the Open Government's working group family and children have
analyzed the main scenarios of Russia’s demograghielopmerif including no-action

% For methodology description see: Korotayev A., likhaina D., Bogevolnov J. Mathematical modelingdan
forecasting Russia's demographic future: five seesgMatematicheskoye modelirovaniye i prognozaoiye
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(inertial) and best-case scenarios, as well assttenario envisaged by the Concept of
Demographic Policy. Table 2.1 outlines the targets as set by the €mnc

Table 2.1. Goals by Indicators of the Concept of Demographic Policy*°

2006 2010 2015 2025

Population (million people) 142 1243 142— 145
143

Mortality decrease (times) 1.5 1.6
Infant mortality (infants per 1,000) 10.2 7.5 5.1
Maternal mortality (per 100,000 births) 23.8 227 149
Life expectancy at birth (years) 66.6 68.77* 70 75
Total fertility rate (births per woman) 1.30 1.54F 1.70 1.95
Migration gain (thousand people per year) 132 158 00 2 300

Note: 2006 data used as initial values. * Data 2009—-2010 [Source 2006, 2010: Federal State Siegi§ervice]

Both the Concept and Presidential Executive Orde608 from May 7, 20120n
Measures to Implement the Demographic Policy ofRhssian Federatidf envisagefurther
birthrate increases. Although life expectancy irs&ta has advanced to record highs, the said
Executive Order calls for its increase to the lesktHungary by 2018. In other words, the
Concept and Executive Order set targets that seémerrreasonable by European standards.
However, according to our calculations, achievihgse objectives would not suffice to halt
Russia’s depopulation. Fertility, mortality, and gnaition target rates, as set by Russia’s
Demographic Policy, cannot assure subsequent knmg-population growth (see Figure 2.1),
and population decline will resume as soon as 2b2Wnder the no-action scenario, Russia’s
population will diminish to 140 and 113 million gele by 2020 and 2050, respectivE)yunless
additional measures to support births and preveathd are implemented.

Analysis shows that at the current fertility rateot@bly below the level needed for
population replacement) and mortality rate (verghhby international standards), for all the
improvements attained, Russia’s population willidapcontract in the decades to come — to
138.5 and 112.4 million people by 2020 and 205€peetively.

demograficheskogo budushchego Rossii: pyat' stiyendrScenario and prospects for the development of Russi
[Stsenariy i perspektiva razvitiya Rossii] / Ed. Wy Sadovnichy, A. Akaev, A. Korotayev, G. Malinkys
Moscow: Lenand/URSS, 2011. P. 196-219. See alsergip 1 to this report.

% presidential Executive Order #1351 of Octoberd0®70n Approval of the Concept of the Demographic Bolic
of the Russian Federation to the year 202RL: http://document.kremlin.ru/doc.asp?ID=0419€1ted August
09, 2013.

% One year is a standard delay in processing stafistemographic data; hence the use of 2006 taiagh the
document was signed in October 2007.

“1 According to intermediate data on population censfi2010, Russia’s population at the moment ofsuen
amounted to 142.9 million people. S&€dpuros A. Kem MbI ce6s cuntaem? Poccrar OABEN UTOTH HEPEIUCH
nacenenus.  Poccuiickas — 2azema,  (emepanbHbelii  Beimyck  Ne5440  (64), 28.03.2011. URL:
http://www.rg.ru/2011/03/27/perepis-rosstat-sitmhtCited August 09, 2013.

“2 presidential Executive Order #606 of May, 7 2@r2 Measures to Implement the Demographic Policthef
Russian Federatiarhttp://news.kremlin.ru/acts/15257. Cited August 2013.

43 A. Akaev et al. Modeling and forecasting of global, regional andtinaal developmenfModelirovaniye i
prognozirovaniye global'nogo, regional'nogo i ratsi’'nogo razvitiya]. Moscow: Program of PresidiaffRAS
"Complex systems analysis and mathematical modelirige world dynamics", 2012.

27



Demographic Policies of the Russian Federation: i@mges and Scenarios

Fig. 2.1. Population of the Russian Federation (millions) according to
various scenarios of demographic development for the period till 2100
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If the inertial scenario unfolds, upcoming depogpiala and changes in Russia’s age structure
will likely affect all aspects of socioeconomic eééypment:

28

Labor and economic potential Unless Russia takes immediate and meaningful
measures aimed at total elimination of its excesamortality and boosting fertility, this
country will face a dramatic contraction of its Wimg-age population: by 7—8 million
people by 2020 and by over 26 million people by @@5ee Figure 2.2). The age
structure of the economically active populationl wécome a great deal more mature,
endangering projectedeconomic growth, investment appeal, and structural
modernization of the economy

Human resources. Some spheres of economy, which are directly astamtiwith
modernization prospects, such as industry, andneegng, will suffer the most from
the aging of the workforce, as they will soon starlose their senior personnel. Despite
the innovation-based economic growth desperatedged, the oil and gas industry, as
well as the financial sector, will likely continue “prosper” amid looming personnel
shortages since they offer higher salaries andat@act sought-after educated young
people.

Healthcare and public welfare.Increasing numbers of people at much higher agiés w
result in higher healthcare costs for the statesesior citizens consume medical
services per capita significantly above averageaddition, the rapid escalation of
demand for specialized medical services for sennghlsrequire changes in medical
specialties and doctors’ training. The need for rg@ecy medical services and
integrated social security centers for the eldeili/increase substantially.



Section Il.Forecasting Russia’s Demographic Development

Fig. 2.2. Projected dynamics of the Russian working age population (in
thousands) according to the inertial scenario
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» Education. Shrinking cohorts of Russian students will resualtfewer institutions of
occupational education if not compensated by edutat and educational-labor
migration. Ageing workers will require a new systeinlifelong learning intended for
reeducation and conversion training to keep theadymstive. The demand for initial
professional and vocational secondary schoolsradgliice.

* Pension systemThe national pension system will also face chgksn as the ratio of
the working-age population to unemployable citizenk drop from the current 2.7 to
below 2.0 by 2035 and further to 1.6 in 2650Assuming no change in taxation or
pension age requirement with regard to the pensystem will result in the percent of
retirees’ income replaced by pensions dropping 6% 2n 2030 from 36% last year.
With the demographic situation unchanged and inemdxs of pension reforms,
maintaining current replacement rates will entddiidional expenditures to the amount
of about 0.2% of GDP annualffy

» Defense capabilitiesBy 2020, the draft-age (18—27 years) male pomuawill fall by
3.8 million men (more than one third) and by 4.3lioni (or more than 40%) by 2050,
which will pose a problem in terms of manning tieed forces.

* Politics. Political stability depends directly upon thetst ability to fulfill its social
obligations. Destabilization and loss of faith e tgovernment can in turn contribute not
only to deterioration of the socioeconomic situatidout also to an intensified
demographic crisis, similar the disaster seen @®@1890s with negative trends gaining
momentum.

» Geopolitics. The demographic situation in the Far East, wheresRuneighbors the
world’s three largest economies (China, Japan badXS.), poses a particular threat.

4 According to the Federal State Statistics Serfdoecast, the ratio of pension-age to working-ageutation will
increase 1.5 times by 2030; the United Nationsiptednore than a twofold increase by 2050.
% Calculations by V. Nazarov. (Gaidar Institute Emronomic Policy, Moscow).
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The population of the Far Eastern Federal Distatld shrink to less than 4,000,000
people (by almost 40%) by 2050 for the reason®wffertility, elevated mortality, and
migration outflow. Such developments would alsoager the territorial integrity of
Russia as the single largest state.

In view of its demographic challenges, Russia ramsdium-term risks of losing
economic growth momentum and competitiveness, wtslesocial, political, and geopolitical
stability might come under pressure in the longemt unless additional measures are taken
today, aimed at mitigating the consequences o1 #9®s demographic dip.

A WORST-CASE SCENARIO

At the same time, the inertial scenario is obvipusbt the worst case. In fact, this
scenario assumes life expectancy in Russia thr@0§B will remain at its 2010 level and total
fertility rate at the 2011 level. Yet the years26fl0 and 2011 were hardly among the worst in
post-Soviet Russian history — actually, these yaarsed out to be among the most favorable in
terms of birth and death rates. Unfortunately, éhare not sufficient grounds to exclude the
possibility of a deteriorating situation in Russidh regard to fertility or mortality. In Russia’s
recent history, we have seen fertility rates afeldxpectancies rise, but then collapse to levels
below those preceding the upturn (see Figure 2.3).

Fig. 2.3. Dynamics of total fertility rate (births per woman) and life
expectancy in Russia*®. “Alcohol dips” of the 1990s and early 2000s
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6 UNICEF. Social monitoring "Innocenti"Florence: Innocenti Research Centre, 2004. PWi8{d Bank.World
Development Indicators Onlin&Vashington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL.: http:/@atorldbank.org/indicator.
Accessed: August 09, 2013.
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Our worst-case scenario reflects Russia’'s demogrdpture in the case of a victory of
the alcohol and tobacco lobbies and reduced fimgn@ support families with children, when
lead to a regress of mortality and birth rateshi lows of the 1990s. It also incorporates an
economic crisis, producing a dramatic upsurge i@mployment with subsequent decreases in
migration gains to zero by 2022. While this scemanay seem unduly dismal, recent proposals
— including ending maternity capital payments faghler-order births, cancelling full payments
for public nurseries, allowing a 150% increase ofdkrgarten payments for middle-class
parents with two children, and freezing or evenreasing the excise taxes on vodka and
cigarettes — make this gloomy scenario ever m@akste.

Figure 2.4 summarizes the results of our calcuiatifor the worst-case scenario,
compared to the inertial trajectory. In the woratoome, Russia’s population may shrink to
100,000,000 people as soon as in early 2040s.

Fig. 2.4. Pessimistic and inertial scenarios of the Russian population
dynamics for the period till 2040, millions
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2.1. Demographic effect of comprehensive family
policy using a minimum of 3% of GDP to this purpose

Other European countries that have attained sfeltiéity rates closer to replacement
have invested heavily in family-support policieso &amine the effects of adopting similar
policies in Russia, we modeled the effect of effectinvesting 3% of GDP in such state
policies by smoothly (over a ten-year period) bimggage-specific fertility rates of 2020 to the
level of Iceland in 2005 (which corresponds to tltéertility rate of 2.05 births per woman),
while leaving age-specific mortality rates intat2810 level. Figure 2.5 presents the projected
change in the population of the Russian Federatompared to the inertial scenario.

Fig. 2.5. Scenario of full-scale measures of fertility support in comparison
with the inertial scenario of the Russian population dynamics, millions,
2013-2040
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Under this scenario, Russia’s population will deseeto 133.5 million people by 2040 rather
than to 122 million as seen by the no-action seéendfeasures to support fertility alone thus
could produce a very strong effect on the long-t@opulation trend (adding 11.5 and 17.6
million human lives by 2040 and 2050, respectivelbyt these measures alone will not suffice
to prevent Russia from still experiencing populatizcline.
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(Figure 2.6 and Table 2.2).

2.2. Potential effects of stronger anti-alcohol policies

To find other ways to improve Russia’'s demographiospects, we examined the
potential effects of strong anti-alcohol policieQur estimates prove that the long-term
demographic potential of a vigorous anti-alcohdigyaemains rather high in the current situation

Fig. 2.6. Scenario of full-scale anti-alcohol policy in comparison with the
inertial projection of the Russian population dynamics, till 2040, millions
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Table 2.2. Scenario of full-scale anti-alcohol policy in comparison with the
inertial projection of Russian population dynamics, millions per year and,
millions till 2040 (the “price tag” in millions of additional human lives)

Year Russia’s population according to the corredpan “Price tag” in millions of
forecast human lives for the
Business-as- Comprehensive anti-alcohol corresponding year
usual/inertial forecast policy forecast (million
(million people) people)
2020 138.5 141.7 3.2
2030 130.8 139.6 8.9
2040 122.0 134.4 12.4
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The above data clearly points at the huge demogragaitential that could be unlocked
through the implementation of standard World Hedlitganization recommendatidfisin
respect to the future of this country. If implemehtthese measures — not just low-cost, but
quite the opposite, outright beneficial for thetsthudget — could save more thamelve
million Russian lives by 2040. The measures should indledke(i.e. manifold rather than by
some percent) hikes in excise taxes on spirith@iritroduction of a government monopoly on
retail liquor sales, among other things. Therefanethe short to medium term, rigorous anti-
alcohol policies offer even larger demographic pbé& compared to fertility support measures,
and at far lower cost (on the other hand, encoogadpirth-giving has greater long-term
potential as discussed below).

Interestingly, at this time the potential demogiapffect through 2040 of a full-blown
anti-alcohol policy has somewhat contracted fron616 12.4 million people, as compared to
the previous similar projection which began witke thigher baseline of age and sex based
mortality rates of 2007 rather than 2010Generally, this is a positive and welcome
development as it means that even the compromissunes to curb alcohol affordability that
have been implemented in this country in recentsyshould save the lives ofore than four
million of our compatriots in the decades to come (provided these measwagsnsplace, of
course). These same figures show how little we tdioree in this regard compared to what
could be achieved, and how far we have to go.

2.3. Strong effects of the complete elimination of
excess mortality

Complete elimination of excess mortality in Russén produce a particularly strong
long-term effect on demographics. In addition tgigorous anti-alcohol campaign, it should
involve a full-scale anti-smoking policy and majonprovements in the national healthcare
system, with at least 10% of GDP allocated to thmsposes. We modeled the effects of these
policies through bringing age-specific mortalityes of Russia in 2020 to the level of Norway
in 2009. (Note that this scenario does not sugtiedt Russia will catch up with Norway by
2020, as Norway will likely further reduce its mality in the coming decade. Rather, it
assumes that Russia will be able to reduce thetgapjs Russia in 2020 will reach Norway’s
2009 level, although this scenario is still sometdimistic.)

Under this scenario, if complete elimination of Ra% excess mortality could be
achieved, the Russian population would grow to Z4&illion people by 2040, rather than drop
to 117 million as seen by the no-action scenartopit it differently, Russia in 2040 will return
to the current level of about 143 million inhabignn the short to medium term, therefore, the
complete elimination of Russia’s excess mortaliil} have a particularly strong demographic
effect (20.7 million saved lives by 2040), notalslyonger than childbirth support measures.
However, the elimination of excess mortality wouldve its main impact on the next
generation; in the longer term it would not fullgunter the effect of smaller youth cohorts and
low fertility over several generations. Therefalegspite its large near-term impact, eliminating
excess mortality alone will not prevent Russia'spydation from eventually returning to
decline. As shown in Figure 2.7, this change wiiffise to halt population loss by the mid-
2010s and even ensure a certain population grawtlugh to late 2020s. However, the Russian
government should also adopt a fertility boostiragkage of policies to maintain current

" Demin A., Korotayev A., Khaltourina DBAlcohol abuse in the Russian Federation: socioentin@onsequences
and countermeasuregZloupotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federatsotsial'no-ekonomicheskiye
posledstviya i mery protivodeystviya]. Moscow: HaliChamber of the Russian Federation, 2009.

“8 Korotayev A., Khaltourina D., Bogevolnov J. Mathatinal modeling and forecasting Russia's demogcaphi
future: five scenariosScenario and prospects for the development of R{lgsitematicheskoye modelirovaniye i
prognozirovaniye demograficheskogo budushchegoiRgsat' stsenariyev]Stsenariy i perspektiva razvitiya
Rossii/ Ed. V. Sadovnichy, A. Akaev, A. Korotayev, G. Matsky. Moscow: Lenand/URSS, 2011. P. 196-219.
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birthrates; otherwise, Russia’s population willrsta decrease from the early 2030s, with this
contraction gaining momentum over the following ngea

Fig. 2.7. Scenario of complete elimination of Russian excess mortality in
comparison with the inertial projection of the Russian population dynamics,
till 2040, millions
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2.4. Combination of measures to prevent
depopulation: the best-case scenario

We highlight that, given the recent severe demdgcagips in the 1990s, and current
adverse trendspnly a combinationof effective measures to support fertilignd eliminate
excess mortality could prevent Russia from evehtuhiting out. We include this combination
as the best-case scenario in our analysis (Fig8je 2

We should carefully note the huge spread betweenldivermost (worst-case) and
uppermost (best-case) scenarios. Indeed, shoulsidRdevelop under the worst-case scenario,
its population will total less than 102 million pg#e in 2040, while the best-case scenario
suggests almost 155 million. Therefore, the costemisions made now potentially equals more
than 50 million human lives of our compatriots,meore than one third of today’s nationwide
population.

It is worth a special mention that, in early 204Bsissia will start to experience the
consequences of the demographic dip of the 199688 amnder the best-case scenario, as the
children of the fewer mothers born in the 1990seentheir prime childbearing age.
Nevertheless, in the optimum scenario, in the ddtédf of the century Russia’s population will
finally stabilize at slightly above its current tdg (see Figure 2.9).
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Fig. 2.8. Forecast scenarios of the demographic future of Russia, projected
dynamics of the population of the Russian Federation in 2013-2040,
millions
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As we have noted, in the near term (the next 30syethe greatest impact on demographic
trends will come from eliminating excess mortalijowever, our forecast analysis through
2100 suggests that for the period after 2040, tleatgst long-term potential demographic
improvements come from fertility support measuhedeed, without a fertility boost, even with

full elimination of excess mortality, Russia’s pdgion will experience an accelerating decline
after 2040 that parallels the projections of thextial or pessimistic scenarios (see Figure 2.10).
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Fig. 2.9. Optimum demographic scenario of the dynamics of the Russian
population (combination of an effective system of fertility support measures
and the elimination of the Russian excess mortality), millions, 2012-2100
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Fig. 2.10. Forecast scenarios of the demographic future of Russia,
projected dynamics of the population of the Russian Federation in 2013-
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As we see, only a marked rise in births can prevRossia’s population from
experiencing a long-term decline. However, unaccamgd by excess mortality elimination,
this is achievable only in the second half of tbéntury. Only thecombinationof fertility
boosting measuremnd eliminating excess mortality can achieve bothevention of immediate
population decline and stabilize long-term popolatat current or higher levels.

If the fertility boost can be achieved, then thegea of future population projections is
for Russia to have less than 132 million peopl21f0 if the problem of potential depopulation
is addressed through fertility boost measures drte best-case scenario encompassing both a
rise in births and elimination of excess mortalitguld produce a population of more than 158
million. Hence, at least 26 million lives are ailst.

In sum, according to our estimates achieving tingetalevel of 145 million people by
2025 will primarily require:

* Life expectancyof no less 79.9 years y 2025 (77.6 for men an@ 8@t women,
respectively)

* Fertility rate of 2.05 births per woman by 2025

» Actions needed to maintain migration at the lewdlsecent years (c. 300,000 migrants
per year) with improved quality of migration gains.
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SECTION III.
DEMOGRAPHIC POLICY MEASURES

Top governmental officials of the Russian Federatice already aware of the destructive
consequences of the inertia development scenaitio jt& threat of large-scale depopulation, and
recognize the necessity of taking action aimedtabilzing the size of the population.. In
particular, Vladimir Putin, the current Presidefhtiee Russian Federation, stated during his term
as the Prime Minister that the main priority of #iate is to save the natf6n

"Unless Russia implements a long-term comprehenaiyenda for demographic
development to build up its human potential andettgy its territories, it risks turning
into a geopolitical “void,” whose fate would be did by other powers. Today,
Russia’s population is 143 million. Experts fordc#isat in case of an ‘“inertia
scenario” — that is, with nnew measures introduced, and with all the present srend
still in place — by 2050 Russia will only be sont¥ dmillion strong. But if we manage
to formulate and implement an efficient, comprehengolicy for population saving,
then Russia’s population may increase up to 154omilThe historic cost at stake in
choosing Ek)%etween action and inertia is thereforeesb0 million lives within the next

40 years":

At the statutory level, this priority has been panity fixed in the Concept of
Demographic Policy for the period up to 232%hich came into force in 2007 (the second stage
of the Concept is being implemented currently), an@residential Executive Ordélo 606 of
May 7", 2012 "On Measures to Implement the DemographiicyPof the Russian Federatiol3"

Threats to Russia's demographic development al@useHowever, a thorough research
of international best practices makes it possibliel¢ntify approaches and state policies that may
positively affect demographic indicators.

However, the time window of opportunities is lindtéor a number of indicators. Russia
now has a unique resource which enables it to réaehoptimistic scenario of demographic
development — this is having one of the world'shbgl shares of population in the active
reproduction and working ages (15—-60 years). Tiitudes a high percentage of people in the
prime working and parenting ages (20—40). This uss® will be available over the next 5-7
years; after that, the effect of the demographg afi the 1990s will become more and more
pronounced each year. Meanwhile, these 5-7 yeayssaffice to take Russia to the optimistic
demographic scenario — provided that large-scéllecteve, "concentrated” demographic policy
Is implemented. Russian President Vladimir Putimpleasized in his State-of-the-Nation Address
the necessity to use the resource of having yoopglption groups.

"Today, the share of the young, active, working ipafpon aged 20 to 40 years in
Russia is one of the highest among the developedtces. But in just 20 years, this
age group could be reduced by half. If nothingdee] this trend will continue. Either
right now we can open up a lifelong outlook for glmeing generation to secure good,
interesting jobs, to create their own businessedyuy housing, to build large and
strong families and bring up many children, to la@py in their own country, or in
just a few decades, Russia will become a poor, |aegly aged (in the literal sense of
the word) country, unable to preserve its indepeodend even its territory".

V.V. Putin, State-of-Nation Address, 12 Decembet20

““Transcript of Vladimir Putin's speech at the forunof health professionals: 14.04.2011.
http://www.sarinform.ru/news/2011/04/14/71045.

0 putin V. Building of justice. Social policy for Rsia [Stroitel'stvo spravedlivosti. Sotsial'nayditja dlya
Rossii]. Komsomol'skaya Pravdd3.02.2012. URL: http://www.kp.ru/daily/3759/28®3.

* presidential Decre®e1351 of 09.10.2007 "On approval of the Concept efridgraphic Policy of the Russian
Federation for the period up to 2025." URL: htgioument.kremlin.ru/doc.asp?ID=041941.

°2 presidential Decre®606 of May 7, 2012 "On measures to implement deapiyc policy of the Russian
Federation."
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The current young generation should resolve
two critical tasks at once
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Priority goals of the demographic policy over thexintwo decades should include an
increase in birthrates to the population replacereel (about 2.1 childbirths per woman) and a
reduction in mortality, especially liquidation okeessively high mortality of the working-age
males.

If each of these strategic areas is supported bgnveide implementation of effective
evidence-based state policies, the optimistic Joemd the demographic future for our country
becomes a reality.

However, state policyper sedoes not suffice to achieve the optimum demogmaphi
scenario of demographic development. Active paoditon and involvement of business, private
sector, mass media and, finally, the society itseffecessary as well.

President Putin stressed in his State-of-the-Naiiddress two main spheres of action. In
order to end the population loss and ensure thasiRs population has fully overcome the
consequences of the demographic dip of the 19B@sapproached the pre-dip population
number of 1990), the following policies need toitn@lemented over the next ten years:

"Demographers say that the decision to have andglechild is a potential decision to
have a third. It is important that more familiekeathis step. And, despite some
experts’ doubts (with all due respect), | stillibee that families with three children
should become the standard in Russia. But a gesdtrdust be done to make this a
reality".

V.V. Putin, State-of-Nation Address, 12 Decembet20

"In the past four years life expectancy in Russia grown by almost 2.5 years (this is
a good indicator) and has exceeded 70 years. Hoyweéemortality rate remains very
high, especially among middle-aged men. Together nuest fight the frankly
irresponsible attitude in society towards healttiyng. Along with the development of
public healthcare more attention should be pajgtéwentive care. Naturally, this does
not mean that we should focus less attention omawipg healthcare and increasing
its accessibility — not at all. However, it is restough to limit our efforts to medicine.
The Government should introduce programs for repdpgobs with hazardous
conditions and improving road safety. Only smok{ng know this well as we have
discussed this many times already), alcohol and) duddiction cause hundreds of
thousands of premature deaths in our country exeay'".

V.V. Putin, State-of-Nation Address, 12 Decembet20
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Achieving these goals is hard, but still possilReassia has significant potential for both
increasing birthrates and reducing mortality raéesl this potential can be activated with
effective demographic policies.

CURRENT DEMOGRAPHIC POLICY IN RUSSIA

At present, Russian demographic policy is defingdalmnumber of statutory acts. The
basic document is the Concept of Demographic Pafayhe Russian Federation for the Period
up to 2025 approved by Order of the President @Rhbssian Federation No. 1351 of 9 October
2007.

The adoption of the Concept reversed the trenth@ftate policy in Russia, positioning
the state strongly towards supporting demographavtp. However, the targets set in the
Concept are insufficient to overcome the demog@phsis in Russia because of the imminent
echo of the demographic dip (as shown in Sectiaof fhis report). Achieving the fertility,
mortality and migration target values set in the€apt will not ensure the subsequent long-term
growth of Russian population in the long term. Timeans that even more aggressive goals and
policies than those implied by the Concept willfeeessary, if Russia is to overcome the echo
of the demographic dip. In addition, the policie®ognsed in the Concept and some other
population policy documents lack a detailed desiotip necessary for their practical
implementation.

At the same time, the international experiencehm gocial policy public management
shows that the effective policy measures shouldgeeific to work to be applies within certain
thresholds and in particular circumstances. Thetieypmeasures are usually identified based on
the research of international, regional and natigmactices of a certain social policy issue
management.

The key policy directions according to the Concepé in line with the policy
recommendations derived from sociological researcthese matters. However the set of policy
measures of the Concept can be implemented eftieetieely or ineffectively.

Therefore, this Report contains a set of specifitlence based measures based on
sociological research which are highly likely tovlasignificant positive effect on the
demographic indicators.

Order of the President of the Russian Federatior6R6 of 7 May 2012 "On Measures to
Implement the Demographic Policy of the Russianefatibn” sets new targets for demographic
development and contains a number of quite effeatmeasures, but it is not a systemic policy
document.

Resolution of the Russian Federation GovernmentINd2 of 3 November 2012 "On
Measures to Implement Order of the President oRissian Federation No. 1199 of 21 August
2012 'On the Assessment of Performance of Executive Badi#®e Constituents of the Russian
Federation,” although it introduced a number of dgraphic indicators to guide the
performance of governors in Russia’s constituetities, does not propose any policies that will
definitely facilitate the achievement of these perfance indicators. Additionally, this document
is that it does not take into consideration thecdgpefeatures of the various regions, such as the
variations in their social and demographic treraag] the resources in place that can be used to
improve each particular region’s demographic situnat

The State Program of the Russian Federation "HzmkhDevelopment” contains a
number of measures which may produce a tangibledngn mortality reduction. Nonetheless,
the resources allotted to the Program are cleadyfficient to achieve the targeted crude death
rate of 11.4 per 1000 by 2020, and the measurésegbrogram are detailed enough to evaluate
their possible effectiveness.

Migration, as we have shown in section 2 abovel pidy a critical role in sustaining
Russia’s population size. However, the Concept ajrddion Policy of the Russian Federation
up to 2025, approved by the President of the RnsBederation on 13 June 2012 does not
contain any quantitative indicators. The State Rmwgstimulating return of compatriots to
Russia, approved by is directly linked to demogyapHowever, according to the Audit
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Chamber, 8,800 thousand people moved to RussiaObg Aas part of this Program, or only
13.5% of the target number for these y&arsvhich clearly points to the currently low
effectiveness of this Program.

Thus, Russia's demographic policy needs to be gévigith a view to making its
measures more efficient based on analysis of iatemmal and Russian experience of
demographic policy and its components, and takirtg consideration the massive scale of
threats from the approaching demographic ‘diphi@ ¢eneration born in the 1990s.

3.1. Measures to support fertility

Russia needs a "concentrated” demographic polieg -ever a limited period of time
(given the approaching echo of the demographic dipg necessary to implement the most
effective policies to increase fertility. The fagnpolicy should be focused on bringing down the
existing obstacles to families in having their deginumber of children.

The desired number of children can be influencedthie policies of support for families
with children. According to a nation-wide Russiam®&y, women estimate the probability of
having their 2“ and 3 birth over the next 3 years to be 40% higher &% Gigher accordingly
if the state offers additional support for familigsart from the current polici¥s It should be
noted that people who grew up in two- and threédcfamilies are currently in their active
reproductive age, which considerably increaseslikeihood of second, third and subsequent
childbirths in their families.

It is advisable to actively use the experiencehef developed countries which managed
to raise their fertility rates to the populatioplscement level or have maintained this level for a
long period of time. Such examples do exist in degeloped world, even though the Western
decline in fertility seemed irreversible. Howevénge last decade showed that this trend is
reversing. Many Western and Eastern European deanaire experiencing strong fertility
growth. Targeted family policy measures were thenndriver behind a significant rise in
fertility in recent years, in particular, in Gre&titain (from 1.63 childbirths per woman in 2001
to 1.94 in 2008) and Slovenia (from 1.2 childbirth2003 to 1.53 in 2008). Such countries as
Belgium, Norway, Finland, Iceland, the Netherlandigstralia, Latvia, Spain, Bulgaria, etc. also
managed to significantly raise their birthrates.

There is widespread skepticism regarding the eVWfecéss of family policy measures
intended to stimulate fertility, since they alletyecesult in only a short-term rise in fertilitya(f
2-3 years) due to a shift in a birth calendar, waththrates subsequently declining again.
However, actual data show that countries which @m@nt truly effective family policy
measures and spend at least 2% (sometimes 3-4842ioflGDPs for these purposes manage to
achieve consistent fertility growth (rather tharfeefs lasting for 2-3 years only) (see
Figure 3.1).

%324.02.2010. Accounts Chamber of the Russian Federehecked the program of work with compatridisoad.
URL: http://www.ach.gov.ru/ru/news/archive/24022018ccessed: 01.09.2013.

** Rosstat.Analytical report on the results of the sample synof reproductive plans of populatijRosstat.
Analiticheskiy otchet po itogam vyborochnogo naldgoiya reproduktivnykh planov naseleniya]. 2012.
Published: 24.01.2013. URL: http://www.gks.ru/frdec/2012/demo/orp.doc. Accessed: 09.08.2013. P. 61.
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Fig. 3.1. Fertility trends (births per woman) in some European countries,
2000-2010°°
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According to surveys, despite a widespread stepeotymmigrants played a relatively
insignificant role in this fertility growt}.

For a long time, sociologists and demographers wbjean countries with successful
demographic policy and high fertility rates haveiay discussed, based on empirical data,
what precise social policy measures have provednibst productive for increasing birthratés.
Data from the Organization for Economic Developmantl Cooperation (OECD) are most
commonly used for such calculations. OECD memh&kide most post-Socialist countries of
Eastern Europe. Therefore, a survey based on sagnijpim OECD countries is quite valuable
for analyzing potential trends in Russian society.

According to these surveys, it is possible to gairincrease in fertility by 0.5 childbirth
per woman if proven and effective measures arentake®r instance, in France effective

® World Bank. World Development Indicators OnlineWashington, DC: World Bank, 2013.
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-depeb@nt-indicators.

*% Childbearing trends and policies in Europ&d. by T. Frejka, J. Hoem, T. Sobotka, and Lulémon. Rostock:
Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research, 2008

" See: McDonald PThe "Toolbox" of Public Policies to Impact on Féiyi— A Global View Paper presented at the
annual seminar of the European Observatory on Kamitters, Low Fertility, Families and Public Padis.
Sevilla: European Observatory on Family MatterswLBertility, families and Public Policies, 2000. UR
https://digitalcollections.anu.edu.au/bitstreamA/88446/3/sevilleMcD1.pdf;, D’Addio A.C., d’Ercole M.
Trends and Determinants of Fertility Rates in OCEDunties: The Role of Policie®aris: OECD, 2005;
McDonald P.Low fertility and the state: the effectiveness oligies. Low fertility in Russia: challenges and
strategic approaches[Nizkaya rozhdayemost' i gosudarstvo: effektithgmlitiki. Nizkaya rozhdayemost' v
Rossiyskoy Federatsii: vyzovy i strategicheskiyedigmwdy]. Moscow: Prava cheloveka, 2006. P. 27-56;
Bradshow JFertility and Public Policy: How to Reverse the mideof Declining Birth Munich: Social Policy
Research Unit, 2008; Klusak J. 2010Effects of Different Measures of Family Policy oertiity. Sociologicke
vecery. www.sociologickevecery.fsv.cuni.cz/prace/2Kl0sacek.pdf;OECD. Doing Better for FamiliesParis,
OECD, 2011. URL: http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/ sakissues-migration-health/doing-better-for-
families_9789264098732-en.
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measures to support families with children helpedbting total fertility from 1.6 to 2.07
childbirths per woman from 1994 to 2010, restorfegility to the population replacement level.
Also in Sweden, such measures raised fertility frbf to 1.98 childbirths per woman over
1999-2010. Such fertility gains may be sufficieneddless to say, provided that Russian
excessive mortality is liquidated) to prevent dagafion of our country?.
International and Russian practice shows that tbst mffective measures of support for

families with children in terms of effects on fétyi are as follows:

» sufficient levels of family policy spending;

* increased payments and allowances to families etitldren and tax refunds for parents;

» accessibility of child care services, especiallydoildren under three years;

» flexible working hours for mothers;

* housing for families with children.

We believe the most important policy actions inaregto fertility were mentioned in the
State of the Nation Address by Russian Presideadixfiir Putin (12 December 2012): these are
to create favorable conditions for combining molleexd and professional activity, to develop
the childcare and pre-school education system arutdvide housing support to families with
children. Below we consider each of these areadudmg existing successful international
experiences and opportunities for their adaptatdrussian conditions.

3.1.1. THE HIGH IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY VALUES IN RuUssIA

Before going into detail on specific policies toise fertility we should note one
exceptionally favorable factor for future fertilitgrowth: in recent years the commitment of
Russians to family values has surged higher. Inabnas Russians already desire to have more
children than they actually have now, the poterfbalpolicy measures to increase fertility is in
some ways much stronger in Russia than in otheofg&an countries. Therefore, measures to
support families with children may yield good résuh Russia with less spending than in some
OECD countries pursuing large-scale family policies terms of commitment to traditional
family values Russia is better positioned than nkmsbpean countries, including countries with
higher fertility rates (France, Finland). Accorditggnumerous surveyg&mily is a top priority
for the Russian peopleand the main value for the absolute majority adpgte. Families want
to have more children more than 50% of families would like to have taluldren and more
than 25% three children. The desired number ohirh a family (2.33) is higher than the
replacement requirement, and this value is sas#oas the total fertility rate grows.

8 Korotayev A., Khaltourina D., Bogevolnov J. Mathetinal modeling and forecasting Russia's demogeaphi
future: five scenariosScenario and prospects for the development of R{igkitematicheskoye modelirovaniye i
prognozirovaniye demograficheskogo budushchego iRgest' stsenariyev. Stsenariy i perspektiva rayga
Rossii] / Ed. by V. Sadovnichy, A. Akaev, A. Korgé G, Malinetsky. M. Lenand / URSS, 2011. P. 1@5B-1
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According to the latest wave World Valuessurveys, 90% of polled Russian people said
that a family is very important for them. This iodior is average as compared to other countries
worldwide: Russia lags behind such countries asr@i@oEgypt, the USA etc., but outpaces
most Western European countries, including Finladdrmany, Switzerland, the Netherlands,
etc. Moreover, the share of Russian people sayily is very important for me" has been
rising steadily: from 79% in 1990 to 84% in 1999 &0% in 2008, or up 11% within 19 years
(see Figure 3.2).

Fig. 3.2. The share of respondents mentioning family as their top priority in
Russia and other countries>®
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The fact that family is valued more highly in Ras$han in some European countries
with stronger fertility (France, Finland) suggettat Russia’s potential for further stimulation of
fertility rates by family support measures is quiege.

The high importance of family is also shown in eer® Russian survey of life priorities.
For instance, when asked "What targets would yke to achieve in your life?", the most
common response from respondents in all age gravags‘Create a happy family and bring up
good children” (93% of all people polled). The @lling three most popular answers were
“Have)GoreIiabIe friends” (91%), “Live my life hondgt (90%) and “Have an interesting job”
(86%)™.

% SourceWorld Values5" wave (2005-2008) for the countries of the worldwvedl as previous waves for Russia.
% Friends, family, honest life: life priorities ofuBsian peopledOmnibus VTSIOM Weekly pofiress release 1973,
11.03.2012. URL: http://wciom.ru/index.php?id=4598x112593.
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Another measure of how important families are fte tRussian people is the
unprecedented growth of trust in the family, whies recently doubled, rising from the lowest
level worldwide into the top ten. In fact, the shaf respondents who fully trust their families
has climbed to a record high in Russia — from 46%990 (the lowest globally) to 91% in 2007
— ranking 10th among 53 countries. With that, Rus$gs notably outstripped such developed
countries as the USA, France, Switzerland, Gernaandymany post-socialist countries, such as
Ukraine, Poland, Romania, Moldova (Figure 3.3).

Fig. 3.3. The share of respondents who fully trust their families®!, 2005 -
2008
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®1 SourceWorld Values5" wave (2005-2008) for the countries of the worldvadi as previous waves for Russia.
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3.1.2.FAMILY POLICY SPENDING

By and large, OECD countries with higher familyipplspending have higher fertilft§
We see that fertility rates clearly correlate whblic family spending. As showcased by the
chart (Figure 3.4), European countries reach thditie rate of 1.8—2 births with family policy
spending at 3—4% of GDP, provided that these filhnesources are spent effectively.

Fig. 3.4. Correlation between state family policy spending (% of GDP) and
total fertility rate (births per woman) in OECD countries in 2005
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It is true that several OECD countries have spleat thuch or more on family policies
without raising fertility. However, this Central Epean cluster is an example of ineffective
family policy spending, based on a model of stali@anhe married mothers raising their children.
These countries’ family policies virtually ignoreomen who work and single mothers, and thus
fits poorly to the realities of child-bearing andnfily structures in modern industrialized
societies. These countries have erred by allocatiegey only to bonuses for families with
children but not to the more important and effezfpolicies of supporting working women with
children through funding for child-care and presalk§®

Russia's family policy spending (calculated usihg OECD methodology), including
maternity capital, amounted to 1.5% of GDP in 2046cording to the Audit Chamber, public

%2 For comparative purposes, the Organisation fomBooc Cooperation and Development (OECD) has deeslo
its standard indicatoFamily policy spendingThis indicator includes expenses on children benebirth and
maternity leave payments, baby care service febid(day care centres, nurseries, childmindersyluding
payments to parents for these purposes, tax rdturfdmilies with children.

65 A 200 Billion Euro Waste: Why Germany is Failing Boost its Birth RateDer Spiegel February 8, 2013.
URL: http://www.spiegel.de/ international/germanyfy/-shows-germany-wasting-billions-on-failed-faynil
policy-a-881637.html.
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financing to support family, women and children ami@d to 0.79% of GDP in 2010, not
including regional spendifiy

Fig. 3.5. Family support spending (payments, services and tax benefits) as
% of GDP in OECD countries in 2009 and in Russia in 2010 (estimate)
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Note: calculations of public family support sperglin Russia were made using the OECD methodologgdan
Report on execution of the consolidated budgdt@Russian Federation by the Federal Treasury asRwand on
execution of budgets of the off-budget funds. Thakrilations did not include payments to certastegories of
citizens (military serviceman, radiation victim$;.¢ or payments related to orphans.

Payments to families with children in Russia (nutliding maternity capital) in 2010
were about 0.58% of GDP, much lower than in coaatwith successful family policies, such as
France or Sweden. Tax refunds in 2010 amounted4® of GDP, which is quite low as
compared to other countries. However, there iseason to believe that this type of support to
families is more important than the other ones.

Russian public spending on children's servicesldctiay-care centers, nurseries) are
slightly below the average in the OECD countriegt ib is far below the spending in those
OECD countries with near-replacement fertility. @uwsly, in the future the amount of family
policy spending should increase and these allagasbould become more effective.

The experience of successful OECD countries iningigertility to near-replacement
levels shows that what is necessary is an integratel diverse set of family policies, that
provide both material support for families with children (inconog housing subsidies, tax
refunds, bonusesand institutional support that enables women with dtah to continue
working (day-care centers and pre-schools, pradentaternity leaves, job security). It is by

% Analysis of the efficiency of public spending. Repd the State Scientific and Research InstituteSgstem
Analysis under the Audit Chamber of the Russianefaibn Moscow: The Audit Chamber of the Russian

Federation, 2011. P. 34.
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making childremeitheran excessive financial burdemyr a hindrance to work and career, that
successful family policies have promoted highetilfgr rates. However, this combination has
usually required an allotment of over 2.7% of GDRhte full range of family-support policies.

3.1.3.ADDRESSING CHILDREN AND FAMILY POVERTY

We have to end the situation where the birth ofhédccauses a family financial
difficulties or pushes them to the edge of povrty
Vladimir Putin. Address at the meeting in Nabergzh@helny on
implementation of demographic policy and regionalgprams
targeting the healthcare system progress. 15.02.20

The policy to address poverty, including family actdld poverty, depends on how the
poverty line is determined.

Russia uses the absolute poverty level, measuréteashare of population with money
income below the minimum subsistence level (MSL)ioh is calculated based on the consumer
goods basket. In Russia, this metric declined f&%1%5% in 1992 to 12.7% in 20%1 However,
in this case the key statistical characteristithes function of the approved composition of the
consumer goods basket.

OECD countries use the relative poverty approadtere/the poverty line is determined
as 60% of the median income (the EU methodologke Tevel of relative poverty in Russia,
calculated using this method, was in the range6s332% in 2010, or much higher than the
average for the EU countries (16.4%), which israadiconsequence of the extremely high level
of inequality in Russii.

The USA widely uses for social discussion purpdkesSelf-Sufficiency Standard, or the
level of income at which a family may realize itskc needs, including food, housing, child care
services, healthcare, transport and other necesspanses.

It's noteworthy that the minimum subsistence lavedQ 2012 was RUB 6,705 per
month, 60% of median income in 2011 was RUB 9690menth, and the threshold of self-
sufficiency standard in 2012 was RUB 12,400-14 g@&0month, subject to family composition.
Thus 12.7% of the population was considered poadieims of income below the minimum
subsisé%nce level in 2011, while 25.5% of Russkeopfe had income below the 60% of median
income”.

The high level of inequality in Russia (by the Hugan standards) has a strong impact on
children. Relative child poverty in Russia is 29,3Rhile it ranges from 6% to 8% in Europe. At
present, the risk of falling below the poverty limereases for a family with each subsequent
birth. In 2011, the share of low-income househ@Wish per capita income below the minimum
subsistence level) was 18% among single-child ias)iR6% among families with two children
and 46% for full families with three and more chéd.

The level of poverty in Russia is extremely highcasnpared to OECD countries and
concentrated among families with children, espBcidhrge and single-parent families.

® http://archive.government.ru/special/docs/18137/.

% The Russian Federal Statistics Serviiee number of people with income below the minirsubsistence level
and money income deficiURL: http://www.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/poputatiurov/urov_51g.htm. Cited on
11.04.13.

®” EUROSTAT.  Atrisk-of-poverty rate by poverty thhedd, age and sex. URL:
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.daSelatilc _li02&lang=en. Cited on 20.02.12.

% Center for Women'$elfare. The Self-Sufficiency StanddddRL: http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.or@ited
on 10.05.2013.

% Calculations by Lyudmila Rzhanitsyna and Tatyae#iRénova.

© The Russian Federal Statistics ServBeakdown of low income population by main grougsséd on selective
research of household budgets; in percentlURL: http://www.gks.ru/ free_doc/ new_site/
population/urov/urov_53.htm. Cited on 11.04.13.
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Households with children and children below 16 geair age have the maximum exposure to
poverty; poverty among children below 16 yearsiol@011 was 75% higher than the Russian
average. The share of families with children amibreglow-income population increased against
the backdrop of positive GDP and consumer incoroevtr.

40% of large families experience significant probdewith housing (old, damp housing
in urgent need of overhaul), and with seasonahuligt and footwear supply to children; one
third of families are unable to purchase all theditiees prescribed by doctors and have to
underfeed themselves; and children in 25% of |lafgerilies are unable to obtain secondary
education, since they have to earn their livingy(@®o for families with one or two children).
These extreme difficulties of large families cuthgract as effective anti-advertising for large
families and high fertility rates.

Single-parent families with children, or aboutl9% of all families with children below
18 years old, represent a very sensitive groupld€m in single-parent families are exposed to
becoming low-income due to massive non-payment lohoay, with regular payments
accounting for only 30% of all cases, and 50% akbn partnerships see no alimony payments
at all. Moreover, in 50% of cases alimony paymeatount for less than half of a child's M&L

Even 16% of full single-child familieswere unable to overcome some characteristics of
poverty and nearly 30% of families with two childréhad income below the minimum
subsistence level in 2009. Poverty among singletdamilies may not be considered a norm,
since this means that average salary of one orfm#nts is below 1.5 MSt.

The reason behind high levels of family and chitdgrty (both in absolute and relative
terms) is that sufficient public measures havelresn taken to address poverty and inequality
among households with children. Societies with ghHevel of inequality (like in Russia) will
inevitably have a high level of child poverty, snchildren are among the most sensitive
economic categories of population, especially whavespecial measures have been taken to
support families with children.

Measures to address poverty in the society as dewinaluding mechanisms to distribute
income among various categories of citizens andngmegions and target benefits to population
with the lowest income, require separate considerat

As regards the current family support system, idicig benefits, it does not provide
sufficient social support to families with initigllow income and high risk of poverty and offers
almost no opportunities for low-income families ¢@ercome poverty. For most types of
families, the cumulative "children's” package pdilcc remains lower than the minimum
subsistence level per child. Meanwhile, in Europeauntries family policy measures produce a
significant impact on children poverty. Specifigalin France, they have more than halved the
poverty level in large (three and more childrempifges.

All of the most effective measures to support birdtes have a considerable positive
impact on poverty among households with childreendits to families with children represent
a strong instrument to address children and famdyerty. In addition, measures to support
mothers on the labor market, such as affordablkl clay-care centers, public nurseries, and
flexible working hours for mothers also represemtimportant means of reducing family and
children poverty, since they increase the numbeatdry earners in the family and add to earlier
and better employment of mothers after their métetaave.

L OECD,0ECD Family DatabaseParis: OECD. 2011. P. 43.
2 OECD,0ECD Family DatabaseParis: OECD. 2011. P. 46-47.
3 OECD,0ECD Family DatabaseParis: OECD. 2011. P. 47.
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3.1.4.BENEFITS AND TAX REFUNDS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

According to various surveys, benefits and tax mdéufor families with children rank
among the most effective measures which positiirafyact the fertility raté. However, it is in
the share of payments to families with childrenaagercent of GDP where Russia is lagging
behind OECD countries.

International practice analysis shows that the following types of benefits are uked
families with childrer

Universal child benefit is paid as long as a child is under age or urgiklme gets a
university degree. Such benefits add to incomestedution in the society in favor of families
with children, since children by definition have mxome of their own. The amount of the
benefit may vary subject to the child's order ia thmily and the family's material standing.

Universal child benefit is paid in the following watries: Austria, Belgium, United
Kingdom, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Italy (for thkird and subsequent childbirths),
Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, Polgsthce 2004), Portugal, Slovakia,
Finland, France (for the second and subsequertishirSwitzerland, SwedeiiRussia has no
universal federal child benefit which largely expkits relatively low budget spending on
payments to families with children as compared ECD countries. Some regions allocate such
payments to large families. However, as a ruleatheunt of this payment is low.

Child benefits for low-income families with children — unlike the universal benefit,
such benefits are paid only to low-income famikggh children. In 2013, Russia introduced a
monthly benefit for poor families with 3 or moreildnen in regions with unfavorable
demographic situations in the amount equal to thenmmum subsistence level determined in the
region. The benefit is paid until the child becorttese years of§.

Maternity payments are paid to mothers and, in some countries, tefatto take care
of their babies from childbirth to the age rangfingm 2 months to 3 years. The benefit amount
may be equal to a certain percentage of the matloerfather's salary.

In Russia, such benefits amount to 40% of the galba woman (or a man where benefit
is paid to a man) for the previous two years, batnmore than RUB 16,241.14 per month.
Federal Law No. 255-FZ of 29 December 2006 "On Mamy Social Insurance in Case of
Temporary Disability and due to Maternity" providés a minimum monthly child care
allowance, and the amount of this allowance to working women from 1 January 2013 was
set at RUB 2,425 per month for first child and R4®07.85 per month for second and
subsequent childréh The benefit is paid until a child gets 1.5 yealts

It should be noted that the allowance has a lowpmoreation ratio and that a lower
compensation ratio will be less effective as a measo support fertility rates for women with
high income. We would also point out the extremigly level of support to Russian non-
working women.

"4 McDonald P. 2000. The "Toolbox" of Public Policiesimpact on Fertility — A Global View. Paper peesed at
the annual seminar of the European ObservatoryamniliF Matters, Low Fertility, Families and PubliolRies.
Sevilla; D’Addio A. C., d’Ercole M. MTrends and Determinants of Fertility Rates in OCEBunties: The Role
of Policies Paris: OECD. 2005; McDonald P. Low fertility attte state: policy efficiencyLow fertility in the
Russian Federation: challenges and strategic apphes Moscow: Human Rights, 2006. P.-56; Bradshow J.
Fertility and Public Policy: How to Reverse the fideof Declining Birth Munich: Social Policy Research Unit,
2008; Kluséek J. Effects of Different Measures of Family Pgli©On Fertility. 2010.Sociologicke wéery.
www.sociologickevecery.fsv.cuni.cz/prace/2010/Kksapdf; OECD. Doing Better for FamiliesParis: OECD,
2011. URL: http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-isss+migration-health/doing-better-for-families . 9289
4098732-en; Thévenon O., Gauthier A. Family Padidie Developed Countries: A ‘Fertility-Booster’ WiSide-
effects.Community, Work and Famili4/2 (2011): 197-216.

> OECD. Notes for the social expenditure age-spengifiles. Doing Better for ChildrenParis: OECD, 20009.
URL: http://www.oecd.org/els/family/44362348.pdf.

® The Ministry of Labour and Social Security of tRaessian Federation. Families in regions have stadeeceive
monthly monetary payments for third childbirth. A 2013. URL: http://www.rosmintrud.ru/videobaBk6.

" The Ministry of Labour and Social Protection of tRussian Federation. On 15 May the Internationaify Day
is celebrated. 15.05.2013. URL: http://www.rosmidtru/social/family/104.
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International research shows positf/estatistically insignificarff and negativ& impact
of maternal leave duration on fertility rates. Thitgs not clear whether longer maternal leave
increase or decrease fertility, but in any caseeffext is small.

Baby bonusesare intended to compensate expenses which a féacidg directly after a
baby is born. Some countries where such bonuses wioduced soon saw a notable increase
in birthrates, including in Spain (EUR 2,500), Aatia, Singapore, Canatla

In Russia, a lump-sum maternity benefit is paithemamount of RUB 8,000 (as provided
by Article 12 of Federal Law No0.81-FZ of 19 May B9%n State Benefits to Citizens with
Children™). Also, Federal Law No. 256-FZ of 29 Detdzer 2007 "On Additional Measures of
State Support to Families with Children" provides maternity capital to a family at second
childbirth. Upon the child reaching three yearsagk, this capital may be spent to improve
housing conditions, get education or increase ahemst pension accruals. A small part of
maternity capital may be paid to parents in cash.

Judging by the increase in fertility rates in Rassfter maternity capital was introduced,
which appeared to be the strongest among Europmanrees, maternity capital has proved to be
a successful innovation that may also be implentemeother countries looking to increase
fertility.

Meanwhile, the administration of maternity capitaéeds adjustments and wider
application. The issue is especially importantrimal regions where the low income problem is
much more relevant than housing, education andigensThis is indirectly underscored by
fraud cases which are mainly caused by poverty thedimpossibility of financing current
children's needs. International family policy experecommend as a top priority to support
families with small children. Therefore, it makense to increase the share of maternity capital
that may be paid in cash at childbirth and uncaoowi#ily. Regions should be granted an
opportunity to participate in decision-making ore twider application and uses of maternity
capital and, concurrently, a right to control hamds are used.

Tax refunds are provided to working parents. Such measurescansidered more
effective than benefits in terms of encouragingepts’ employment, while benefits appear to be
more effective in terms of supporting fertility eat According to Article 218 of the Russian Tax
Code, since 1 January 2012 the standard tax refuRlissia is RUB 1,400 at first childbirth;
RUB 1,400 at second childbirth and RUB 3,000 atdtlaind subsequent childbirths. This refund
is provided for persons with annual salary of asteRUB 280,000.

Possible solutions in regard to material benefitsot support higher fertility:

e increase consolidated budget spending on familgyflom 1.5% to 3% of GDP;

e develop family economic security standards andochice them in regions as an
additional factor for poverty assessment purposes;

* provide targeted support to low-income familiesaosocial contract basis.

* introduce a universal child benefit;

e increase the minimum and maximum amount of mateb@nefits;

e in addition to the benefit, introduce at childbidhcertificate (voucher) for a minimum
children’'s goods package, such as bed, baby carcaghing etc.

8 Adsera A. Changing Fertility Rates in Developedifitties: The Impact of Labor Market Institutiodeurnal of
Population Economic&7 (2004): 17-43; Luci A., Thévenon The Impact of Family Policy Packages on Fertility
Trends of OECD Countriefaper presented at Population American Associatiweting Washington, March
30 — April 2, 2011. URL: http://halshs.archives-ettes.fr/docs/00/66/06/30/PDF/REPRO2INEDWP.pdf.

9 Gauthier A., Hatzius J. Family Benefits and FiytilAn Econometric AnalysisPopulation Studie§1 (2007):
295-306.

8 p'Addio A. C., d’Ercole M. M. Trends and Determinants of Fertility Rates in OCEBunties: The Role of
Policies Paris: OECD, 2005; Hilgeman Ch., Butts C. Womdafsployment and Gertility: A Welfare Regime
ParadoxSocial Science Resear8B (2009): 103-117.

81 Goldstein J.et al The End of “Lowest-Low” Fertility?Population and Development Revié&/4 (2009): 663—
699; OECD.Doing better for familiesParis: OECD, 2011. P. 112.
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» wider application of part of maternity capital fourrent needs on a social contract basis,
and in the case of rural families for setting upitttfarms, family businesses and car
acquisition.

e introduce a minimum amount of alimony payment dmal possibility of paying them in
case a parent avoids payments through the speddiimd with subsequent collection of
payments from the non-payer.

» co-finance payment of regional maternity capital tfurd and subsequent childbirths to
the level of the federal payment in demographicdéipressed areas.

* increase tax benefits and refunds for parents haithe families to the level at least equal
to the child's minimum subsistence level.

3.1.5.COMBINING MOTHERHOOD AND CAREER
“We need to create favorable conditions primarilyWwomen so that they did not fear
that having a second and third child would clogeghth to a career, to good jobs and
make them limit themselves just to housekeepingatWie have started to do is to
resolve problems of waiting lists to child day camnters, professional retraining
programs for women with children, support to flégilemployment would directly
impact a family's choice in favor of second anddtahild.”

V.V. Putin, State-of-the-Nation Address, 12.12.2012

An opportunity to combine work and parenthood, udahg motherhood, is a key to
successful demographic policy in the modern wohdernational experience in developed
countries underscores that fertility is currentighter in areas where the percentage of working
mothers is higher, where the level of women's etilutcas higher and where the unemployment
rate is lower (whereas in late 1970s the correfatias the opposité)

For instance, in such countries as Greece, Spaly, Blovakia, Hungary, only 50-60%
of women with children have paid employment, andiliiy rates in these countries are quite
low, much lower than the replacement level (1.25-dhildbirths per woman). Meanwhile,
economic activity among their counterparts with aioldren is 5-10% higher, i.e. childbirth
prevents a woman from participating in the laborrke On the contrary, in more
demographically successful developed countried) sisciceland, France, Sweden, Finland, and
Denmark, where the fertility rate ranges betwe®s-2.2 childbirths per woman, 75-85% of all
mothers aged 25-54 have paid employment and thbaegagen the employment rate of mothers
and childless women is mininial

As a rule, mothers with children under three yeddsmore often go back to work in
demographically successful countries than in coemitwith low fertility. For instance, about
60% of women with children under three years oldkwia France, more than 70% in Sweden
and Denmark, whereas in the Czech Republic and &tyngnly 15-18% of such women are
working.

It is extremely important to provide an opportunftyy combining motherhood with
career to women with a high level of education. ifigkinto consideration that about 83% of
young people of relevant age in Russia now havieenigducation, it is hard to overestimate the
importance of taking measures that facilitate conmig motherhood and careers.

Creating favorable conditions for employees to comlpob and parenting duties is not a
burden for employers either. In particular, reskars from Harvard University and the London
School of Economics, having surveyed 450 firms ian€e, Great Britain, Germany and the
USA have concluded that creating family-friendlybgodoes not at all weaken a firm's

82 See: D'Addio A. C., d’Ercole M. MTrends and Determinants of Fertility Rates in OCEBunties: The Role of
Policies Paris: OECD, 2005. P. 28.

83 0OECD. Family Database OECD, Paris, 2011. http://www.oecd.orglels/ faesiindchildren/
oecdfamilydatabase.htm.
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effectiveness or profitability. Expenses to creat&family friendly attitude” are rewarded by
additional motivation of employees, fewer sick lesyv declining churn rate, improved
productivity and employee satisfaction levels. ddtiction of family-friendly jobs is extremely
effective for highly qualified professionals whoeahard to replace and for positions with
flexible working hours. It's noteworthy that firmgith high quality management started to
introduce such practices, as did firms where wohmre a strong presence in managefftent

Russia-specific features

As noted above, the current generation of youngkingrage people in Russia is called
to resolve two tasks, economic and demographitieasame time. Taking into consideration the
upcoming massive loss of the working-age populadioa to the demographic hole, the value of
each Russian employable person for the nationahaug will increase. The country cannot
allow a large number of working women (includingtily qualified specialists) to "fall out" of
the labor market for several years due to the ttzat they have to stay with children at home
solely because of a lack of supporting conditiangnable them to easily combine parenthood
and professional activity.

On the other hand, constant competition for the jods and social positions in modern
market societies leads to postponement or evemmmtellation of childbirths. Therefore, a
woman is more inclined to decide in favor of havangecond and third child in those societies
where motherhood does not produce a strong obstacker income and career. Therefore,
creating favorable conditions for a combinatiomudtherhood and career is a strategic priority
to support fertility and families with children.

According to surveys, an absolute majority of Raissivomen are inclined to select a
combination of work and motherhood as their lif@atgtgy. For instance, according to the 2008
survey, more than 80% of Moscow women choose this greferred life stratefjy

One of the top priorities in providing support tonking mothers is to run an affordable
childcare system providing diverse services of riglality. This sphere will be considered in
detail in the next section.

3.1.6. AN AFFORDABLE AND DIVERSE SYSTEM OF CHILDCAR E SERVICES
(NURSERIES, CHILD DAY-CARE CENTRES, CHILDMINDERS, E TC.)

Development of an effective childcare system (clild/-care centers, child-minders,
nurseries) is one of the most effective measureangf fertility support policy. As shown in
Figure 3.6, among all types of family policy sperglin OECD countries, spending on the
childcare system (child day-care centers, nurseci@il-minders) most strongly correlates with
the fertility rate.

8 Bloom N., Kretschmer T., Van Reenen J. Are Farfiliendly Workplace Practices a Valuable Firm Rese@r
Strategic Management JournadR/4 (2011): 343-367. See also: OE@ing better for familiesParis: OECD,
2011. P. 131.

8 Report on representative sociological survey "Mdtibod and career in life of women with childrerMoscow"
by all administrative districts (sampling represehby 1,464 people) as part of the "Working Mothgr®gram
ordered by the Committee for Public Relations ofe thcity of Moscow. 2008. URL:
http://www.mamanarabote.ru/index.php/issledovas@spolitpredpriatia/355-2010-08-04-05-53-22.html.
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Fig. 3.6. OECD countries: correlation total fertility rate and spending on
childcare system as % of GDP, 2006

2,20 e
5
M.Zealand
G,
United Kingdom
2,007 France
I_F-) Sweden
3
= G Morway .
g (usvis ] oo
Austral : .
§ Belgium Finland
= 180 =
% Netherlands
Nr
(0]
+—
@
-
2
%
(O]
Y—
©
+—
o
[t
R Linear = 0,364
'
1,20
T T T I T T
0,00 0.25 0,50 0,75 1,00 1.25

Childhood care expenses, % of GDP

Note: Correlation factor 0.603, significance 0.00%ource: OECD Family Database, OECD, Paris. URL:
http://www.oecd.org/els/familiesandchildren/oecdigdatabase.htm

We can see that most countries are divided intogwte clearly defined groups:

* countries with low fertility rates and low publipending on their child care systems
(including many South and Central Europe countr@esl a number of former socialist
countries);

» countries spending a considerable part of GDP {1.33%0) to run a comprehensive
childcare system and having fertility rates closetlie population replacement level
(France, Great Britain, Scandinavian countries).

In addition, it is extremely important to developtiwn the child care system not only
institutions for children above three years oldt blso a range of services for the youngest
(below three years old) children. According to @malysis,all demographically successful
European countries have ensured high coverage oérith children within their childcare
system. For instance, 40% of under-3 children etsitarious child care institutions in France
and Great Britain, more than 50% in Norway andaodland 66% in Denmark. By comparison,
countries with lower fertility rates have much weakoverage, such as only 2-3% in the Czech
Republic and Slovakia and 18% in Germany.
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Fig. 3.7. OECD countries: correlation between standard birth rate and the
percentage of under-3 children in early childhood care system, 2006
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However, in no way does this mean that prioritiésh@ family policy should only
include the under-3 childcare system, leaving olgeg-school children out of attention.
Demographically successful countries actively depedll types of services for all children of
pre-school ages, which ensures very high covergghib system of children below three years
(see above) and children from three years to tme tihey go to school. For instance, this
coverage was above 90% of children in Great Brigaid 99% in France.

Such measures result in a substantial increaseaothers’ participation in the labor
market, which would considerably reduce childred &amily poverty (see below). As a matter
of fact, the risk of child poverty is the lowestfamilies where both parents work.

The Situation in Russia

Russian families have unequal access to child deg/ @enters, since those centers charge
fees (and, therefore, are hardly accessible forvillaerable households) and generally are
insufficient in numbers to provide full coveragedsfildren of relevant ag&s In 2009, 58% of
children below six years were covered by prescleatication (compared with about 90% in
France’. With a reduction in the number of child day-caenters, more than 1.9 million

% |s Russia prepared to invest in its future? Repérthe Public Chamber of the Russian Federationsddw:
Public Chamber of the Russian Federation, 2008.(F.. Russian).
8" OECD. Starting Strong II: Early Childhood Educatand Care. Paris: OECD, 206.326—328.
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children are on the waiting list to be assignedieschool educational institutions. In 2000—
2009, the number of families on the waiting lisitled nearly seven tim&s

Creation of the necessary capacity through buildiegy child day-care centers is an
extremely expensive measure (cost of constructiap raach RUB 1 million per new child). An
effective solution may be in the active developmamnthe private sector of preschool education
and childcare services, which is currently limitgdexcessive statutory regulation.

The question of childcare provision is most acatethe youngest children, with only
16% of children below three years provided wittitngonal care services (compared with 31%
on the average for OECD and 48% in France). DutiegSoviet period, this issue was resolved
through a system of nurseries. However, judginghey2005 data, nurseries no longer function
as a key preschool institution. Meanwhile, for mémy-income and single mothers, nursery is
almost the only institution which enables motherseturn to work and retain the level of family
income, especially given that the payment of childwance stops when a child becomes 1.5
years old. Nurseries also appear to be an imponi@ains to support women who wish (or even
have to) go back to work as soon as possible. Tdrerethe need for nurseries is high and
restoration of this childcare institution for youdigildren should become a priofity

Russian Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev said on 28yM2013 that RUB 50 billion
would be allocated to develop children's preschastitutions®. However, only children's
preschool institutions for children from three &ven years old were at issue.

International experience

The EU Summit in Barcelona in 2002 announced tha gbachieving full employment
and therefore set targets to remove barriers to emsnparticipation in the labor market. The
Summit set targets of covering 33% of under-3 chitdand at least 90% of pre-school children
with daycare and preschool slots by 281®nly some countries managed to achieve thistiarge
however, those have been by far the most demogm@phsuccessful (their fertility is mostly
close to the replacement level).

Structure of child care services: France's experiere’>

It is interesting to consider the child care systestablished in France. It's noteworthy
that such services cover 48% of children belowehyears and nearly 100% of children from
three years to school age (most all children of enge category atteretole maternelle In
2009, the Government set a target to establishcagar 200,000 children and it has been 70—
80% achieved, which is considered a very good tesul

In families with both parents working, various farmof child care institutions cover 64%
of children below three years. 37% of these childree cared after by certified child-minders,
18% attend collective nurseries, 5% attend childratevelopment care centers and other
development centers, and personal child-minders4As of children at their homes. Often, even
where both parents work, they manage to take chchitiren below three years themselves
(27%) — if one parent works at home or if parerasendifferent working hours which enables
them to take care of their children themselvesn@maothers/grandfathers or other relatives help
to take care of about 9% of children.

8 Analysis of children's status in the Russian Fetiena on the way to society with equal opportursitidoint
Report of the Independent Institute of Social Bobnd the Children Fund of the United Nations (URKJ.
Moscow: UNICEF, 2011. P. 164 (in Russian).

8 Work and family in life of women with preschool ldten: experience of the city of MoscawEd. by
0. B. SavinskayaM.: Variant, 2008. P. 11 (in Russian).

 The Government of the Russian Federation. Videofetence meeting on ensuring accessibility of sthoo
education. 29.05.2013. URL: http://government.ras@137 (in Russian).

%1 plantenga J., Remery Ch. European Commission’sfEGroup on Gender and Employment Issues (EGTGS.
provision of childcare services: A comparative eaviof 30 European countrielsuxembourg: Office for Official
Publications of the European Communities, 2009.

2 prokofieva L., Rybalchenko S., Yuriev Erance's family policy: opportunities to implemesiiccessful
experience in Russidoscow: Institute of Scientific and Social Assassit (ISSA), 2012 (in Russian).
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If one parent does not work, only 63% of under-Bdcan stay at home. Other children
either use nurseries (10%) or they are taken hontleeir child-minder (18%) or a child-minder
comes to the child's family (2%). Needless to salgtives also offer their help (4%).

Services for children below three years:

Certified child-minders accepting children at home

Most children below three years old (37% if botlrgmés work) are looked after by
specially trained tutors who accept children at aoioday, 300,000 such child-minders work in
France and provide service for more than 1 millabvidren. On average, one tutor cares for
three children. Currently, such home nurseriestla@emost widespread and accessible form of
taking care of very young children.

Collective nurseries

These are the main type of care for the 18% oflodil below three years old in families
with both parents working. Nurseries work from 8:@016:00 and may be combined with
additional child care for 2-3 hours, if parents dasire. There are 10,500 such institutions
(municipal, corporate, interdepartment) with a ltatapacity of about 400,000 children. The
average capacity of each nursery ranges from B0 thildren. The permitted age for attendance
is 0—6 years, with most children being under thyears old, since most children later move to
"mother schools" (similar to child day-care cenierthe range of three—six years).

In addition, smaller collective nurseries known @&sicro-nurseries have been
developing actively since 2007, first in the expental mode, and since 2010 this form was
approved at the statutory level for wide applicati®hese nurseries best meet families' needs
and may adjust themselves to the working hoursasémqts. Their maximum capacity is 10
children. These nurseries have less staff and ¢tbey less. They are most often established by
private firms jointly with local authorities. Firmbuy out capacities for children of their
employees for 2-3 years, thereby ensuring permaimegaicing of children’s institutions. In
addition, children's stay may be financed from otbmurces — through the Family Allowances
Fund as a "single sources benefit" or through pubt to families.

Child-minders attending parents at home

A less widespread option (covering 4% of all cleldibelow three years) is employment
of child-minders attending parents’ homes and @ldare of about 1-2 children at the same
time. Today, almost 45,000 child-minders offer theervices, though this form is more
widespread in Paris and remains underdevelopedetitse capital or major cities.

Organization, financing and quality control of alién care services

Organization and control of services provided bgnbdutors

General Councils (regional parliaments) approveisfized healthcare institutions (PMI)
which, jointly with the Family Allowances Funds,range the entire process: they perform
selection, training, and certification of child-rdiers and ensure control over their activities. The
state guarantees qualifications of tutors and tlamager of an institution. Tutors have no
diplomas, but there is a statutory norm wherebdeminders have to listen to a special course
of 160 hours. The same organization (PMI) issugselmit to accept children at home in
accordance with the established criteria: totalshmyarea, availability and age of own children,
pets, good command of French, etc. Even the masgniicant norms related to children's
safety and development are approved at the stgtigeel. Statutory norms provide for one tutor
per five non-walking children and one tutor perhgeigvalking children. Quality control is
performed about once a year and also at the paregtsest.

9 ’accueil du jeune enfant en 2010. Données statiss Paris: CNAF, 2011.
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Organization and operational control of nurseries

The Family Allowances Fund finances or co-finanoearly all child care institutions.
The mandatory requirement is to establish diffea¢eti payment, subject to family income.
Municipal or corporate nurseries receive cash tirewhile certified child-minders are paid by
parents who receive an allowance. Professionalguiee considered employees of an individual.
Families declare expenses which are sent to thenagFamily Allowances Fund (CAF) where
the amountemr be paid to a family is calculated. Subject to gagents' income, the state
reimburses to a family part of child care expengei®r to 2004, parents had to pay EUR 1,800
per child in private nurseries, while now, with thevernment's assistance, this amount equals
only EUR 350.

The Family Allowances Fund encourages construabionew nurseries. The target for
2009-2012 was to create capacity for 30,000 childnepartnership with local authorities or
enterprises. An investment fund is establishedduexe this target, and EUR 7,400-14,000
(about RUB 300,000-560,000) is allocated from ftiisd, while the full amount to create
capacities is about EUR 20,000 per child. This re¢he Family Benefit Fund co-finances more
than half of the cost. If municipal authoritiegnis or organizations wish to establish nurseries,
they apply to PMI for a permission and then toRaenily Allowances Funds for co-financing.

Financing for nurseries

Since 2004, private firms setting up nurseries mwiatain public co-financing. However,
they are obliged to have the same child care tasfimunicipal nurseries have, as this is an
obligation to the state. 25% of the service feegh@d is covered by parents, 25% by the Family
Allowances Fund and 50% by the firm. As a resultpime tax is decreased by 33%. As a result,
a firm pays EUR 199 per month per child. Profitiypibf private nurseries is in the range of 10—
15%. Advantages of private nurseries for employerslude retaining highly qualified
employees with young children.

In addition to investments, the Family Allowancasm# participates in financing current
operations of preschool education institutions. Hoerly service tariff is EUR 8 per child.
Payments to parents, as reimbursement of their gatgrfor nursery, are subject to the number
of children and family budget. With the current tcdsstribution system, families only have to
pay 20% of EUR 8. The Family Allowances Fund pay%4of EUR 8. The balance is financed
by local self-governing organizations and, morewftdirectly by firms, which is an example of
social solidarity.

Services for children from three years to scho@:ag

Starting from three years, all children in France entitled to go tecole maternelle
with almost 90% of children attending this insiibmt These "schools” are fully free of charge
for parents, except for food (however, food cosesfally subsidized for low-income families).
There are also child day-care centers with diffevesrking hours and fees chargéd

However, it would be extremely expensive to exacHproduce a similar system in
Russia, since it requires building and runningtaofanew capacity in child day-care centers with
almost 100% public financing. Moreover, 100% pulnitastructure of preschool education and
care for children above three years may hardlyleebie enough to adjust to the needs of
parents and children. It is necessary to involeephivate sector in providing child care services.

Norway has a successful track record of resolvireggroblem of access to child day-
care centers by public financing of private andlputhild day care centers. About 50% of child
day-care centers are private. The service feekafigacare of a child in a child day-care center,
whether public or private, is about 50% coveredhsy state, 30% by municipal authorities and
no more than by 20% by parents. The number of puoid private child day-care centers in
Norway is almost equal. However, the ratio of craldin them is about 60:40, since public child

% OECD.Starting Strong II: Early Childhood Education and@. Paris: OECD, 200@®. 326-328.
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day-care centers generally have a bigger capawity privaté® ones. Active involvement of the
private sector in provision of child care servites helped Norway to cover more than 50% of
children below three years old and nearly 95% dtlocdbn more than three years old.

"A special focus should be on preschool institiomcluding support to private
institutions of this kind. The Government has algearemoved many barriers
hindering their development. My request is to fudlymplete this cleanup as early as
in the first half of the next year and regionalhewities are requested to actively use
new opportunities. We need to let people normallylkywopen everywhere home and
small child day care centers, school groups wittereded hours, and therefore,
provide parents with an opportunity to select asgheol institution without putting
them on waiting lists or getting on their nerves."

V.V. Putin, State-of-Nation Address, 12 Decembet20

Possible Solutions in Regard to Child Care

In order to resolve the problem with waiting listschild day-care centers and develop
various, including private, forms of preschool eatian, the Ministry of Science and Education
of the Russian Federation formulated proposals mprave sanitary and epidemiologic
requirements to establish, operate and organizeusaforms of preschool education. Based on
analysis of the successful experiences of otheeldped countries it was proposed to formulate
the sanitary and epidemiologic requirements andigeofor invariant (which primarily ensures
children’s safety) and variable components. Intaaidia number of specific proposals to modify
norms in terms of the number of floors and ceilimght in buildings were made to make it
easier to convert spaces to create capacity. S@sdeere set to develop playgrounds and
sunshades, arrange catering services, ensure het wa@pply, hand-washing and toilets etc.
Special attention in the list of proposals has be&id to making amendments to those norms
which currently hinder wider expansion of familyepchool groups (home child day care
centers).

An extremely important step to increase coverageriegchool education is the decision
by Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev adopted in spri2@l3 to allocate to Russian constituent
entities a total of RUB 50 billion in subsidies develop the system of children's preschool
education institutions.

In this context, it is advisable to point to thgpexience of some Russian regions which
have developed various models to organize presatthatation and care after young children.
The practice of developing home child day careemsnti.e. certified home tutors) which is very
popular among parents with young children and goedine with France's experience is
especially interesting. This practice is being ssséully pursued in the Belgorod and Lipetsk
Regions.

It is important to set up the system of trainingl aertification of home tutors in order to
develop home child day care centers. The systen beusun on the co-financing basis, i.e. the
home tutor's fees are to be partly paid by parants partly subsidized to them (or allocated
directly to the tutor) by the government. As undersd by regions pursuing this model, we may
single out the following cost breakdown: the goveemt spends RUB 50,000 to train one tutor.
A tutor is paid 50% by parents (RUB 5,000 per mpuattd 50% by the government (also RUB
5,000 per month) per chif§.

Introduction of this model nationwide will makegbssible to significantly increase the
share of children covered by child care services raluce the waiting list to attend child day
care centers. The most significant improvement beélin the segment of care for children below
three years (the waiting list to attend child dayeccenters is mostly represented by young

% Appendix 1. An Overview of ECEC Systems in the tiegmting Countries. Norway. URL:
http://www.oecd.org/edu/preschoolandschool/194 2347 Cited on 09.08.2013.
% However, this would not be affordable for familiagpoverty. They would require complete subsidies.

60



Section Ill. Demographic Policy Measures

children aged in the range of 1.5-3 years). Intaaidiresolution of the waiting list problem by
establishing home child day care centeralisost 10 timesless expensive for the budget than
construction of new child day care centers. Ligtiataof the waiting list by construction of
child day care centers will cost the Russian budgebut RUB 1 trillion. In addition,
construction is a long-term project. Liquidationtbé waiting list by developing home child day
care centers will cost less than RUB 100 billion. dddition, this scenario will bring an
additional economic effect arhsure full payback for the budget

Full-fledged implementation of the program will figi about one million of employable
mothers (20—40 years), who currently need to stdome with children, to work and they will
start contributing to GDP (more than RUB 500 biliand pay taxes to the budget (about RUB
150 billion). Increased employment among mothets also help increase family income and
reduce the share of low-income households. Morealsut 300,000 new jobs (certified home
tutors) will be created and new employees will cbate to GDP and pay taxes to the budget.

Pursuing this model throughout Russia may ensure:

* For economically stronger regions (90 million intiabts):
RUB 5,000/ RUB 5,000 from parents/the state budget.

» For demographically depressed regions (40 millidrabitants): RUB 2,000/ RUB 6,000
from parents/the state budget.

» Tutor training creates 300,000 modern jobs.

* One tutor releases three young women for work.

* A million of employed women increase GDP by RUB Hllon per year.

* More than RUB 150 billion out of these RUB 500ibitl are tax payments to the budget.

Economically stronger regions

* RUB 50 billion per year to implement the program.
* RUB 100 billion per year of budget revenue.

* RUB 400 billion in GDP.

« 700,000 women involved.

* 90,000 children per year of increased fertility.

Depressed regions
* RUB 25 billion per year to implement the program.
* RUB 20 billion per year of budget revenue.
* RUB 100 billion in GDP.
« 300,000 women involved.
* 40,000 children per year of increased fertility.
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3.1.7.FLEXIBLE WORKING HOURS FOR WORKING MOTHERS

Flexible working hours for working mothers is aratleffective measure to support the
fertility rate’’. International experience reveale following mechanisms to encourage flexible
employment for parents:

e a statutory right for a parent to transfer to a-piare job after the birth of a child due to
the need to care for young children;

e a statutory right for parents who transferred tpaa-time job to resume their full-time
job when the need to care for their young childerpires;

» statutory protection of equal rights of full-timedapart-time employees;

* right of an employee with young children to setthp time to start and finish work on a
constant or temporary basis;

e statutory protection to remote employees, removsigtutory barriers to remote
employment;

* encourage part-time employment;

* encourage employers to permit employees with aildio independently regulate the
time to start and finish work on a constant or terapy basis;

e encourage employers to let employees take timédféu and leave their work stations
during certain hours (either unpaid or to be consp&ad afterwards), if necessary.

As underscored by practice, it is primarily mothefsyoung children who use such
opportunities in societies where flexible employtepportunities are offered. These measures
help to bring to the labor market women who woutd be able to combine family duties and
work under less favorable circumstances.

Current Russian employment law provides for suclasuees as a mother's right to
request a part-time job due to the need to take cha child. However, such measures (already
pursued in other countries) as a mother's rightetarn to her full-time job after a child care
period expires, has not been implemented in fulkcdkding to a recent survey, Russian
employers quite often use part-time jobs, but seldse such measures as flexible working
hours. Flexible working hours and an opportunityd&vote certain periods of time during
working hours to family duties may be an importamtchanism which makes it possible to
combine family duties with a j6k

°” OECD.Doing better for familiesParis: OECD, 2011. P. 149-158. URL: http://www.od#itmtary.org/social-
issues-migration-health/doing-better-for-familie89264098732-en.

% OECD. Babies and Bosses: Reconciling Work and Family: IAfeSynthesis of Findings for OECD countries
Paris: OECD, 2007. URL: www.oecd.org/els/socialflgm
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3.1.8.HOUSING MEASURES
"Therefore, now, at a new stage, we need to resthleehousing issue for wider
categories of our citizens: young families ... takeasures to increase volumes of
commissioned affordable budget housing and signitly expand housing rental
opportunities."

V.V. Putin, State-of-Nation Address, 12 Decembet20

Low incomes for families limit their opportunitie® acquire housing and make
improvements: 40% of families with children aredted in premises not equipped with hot
water, 33% are in premises without centralizedihgatnd 15% are in premises without water
supply®. There are special federal programs addressingdhsing problems of large families.
The average term on the waiting list for particiggaof the program Housing for Young Families
within the federal target program "Housing" for 262015 with the current level of financing is
about 8-10 years. Meanwhile, according to survieys,housing accessibility is a strong factor
blocking fertility growth; making housing more asséle may therefore produce a significant
positive impact on fertility growt°. We can point to data from surveys showing thatilfes
living in their own houses has a notable positimpact on fertility°™.

Meanwhile, it should be noted that there are stlinternationally demonstrated housing
measures which have proven effectiveness in regardising fertility? (though the Russian
“maternal capital” may well be regarded as sucheasure, as, on the one hand, it has increased
the fertility in Russia in a very significant wagele above], and, on the other, it has been
predominantly used just to improve families’ accooalation). Thus, of course, this does not
mean that such measures are unnecessary, espsaiakyRussia suffers from greater housing
deficits than most other industrialized countrisach measures to support fertility as maternity
capital were not proven internationally either, hiuproved its high effectiveness. Surveys
performed in Russia suggest that housing measwagdhave a strong positive impact on fertility
gains. However, lack of adequate proven evidendbeif application shows that it is advisable
to begin pursuing most of these measures as pilojeqis, starting from the most
demographically depressed regions. In case cartaasures appear to be effective in individual
regions, they may start making their way to otlegiions as well.

Possible Solutions in Regard to Housing

» provide families after second childbirth with theght to purchase housing at a subsidized
cost and a subsidized reduced interest rate;

» provide families after third childbirth with theght to purchase housing at a subsidized
cost through interest free mortgage;

* increase financing of subprogram "Housing to Yo&agnilies" and expand its coverage
to large families, without the 16-year age limipatifor a younger child,;

» develop sub-program "Housing for Large Families";

» introduction of regional subsidies to large fanslfer commercial hire and housing rent
and reduction of subsidy rate for utilities billayments;

» development of low-rise affordable housing constoam; especially units for larger
families with priority purchasing for families witht least three children.

% Analysis of children's status in the Russian Fetiena on the way to society with equal opporturstidoint
Report of Independent Institute of Social Econorais the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEMoscow:
UNICEF, 2011 (in Russian).

190 5ee: Mulder C. Population and Housing: A Two-sigedationshipDemographic Researctb (2006): 407—409;
Kulu H., Vikat A. Fertility Differences by Housindype: The Effect of Housing Conditions or of Seleet
Moves? Demographic Research7 (2007): 775-802; OECIDoing better for families Paris: OECD, 2011.
P. 102, 104.

101 see: Kulu H., Vikat A. Fertility Differences by Msing Type: The Effect of Housing Conditions orSeflective
Moves?Demographic Researct7 (2007): 775-802.

192 OECD.Doing better for familiesParis: OECD, 2011. P. 102, 104.
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3.1.9.M ANAGEMENT SOLUTIONS FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION OF DEMOGRAPHIC
POLICY

Proper administration of demographic policy and foiplementation of the measures
and policies described above require a decent neamaxgt infrastructure. An important success
factor for family policy is the presence of strangtitutions that ensure effective management,
coordination between levels of authority and paghig between sectors. In France, these bodies
are represented by the Supreme Family and Chil@mmcil, the National Family Allowances
Fund and the National Union of Family AssociatioimsRussia, family policy institutions have
yet to be properly develop¥d

Currently, there are no bodies at the nationalllamd in most constituent entities of the
Russian Federation that are in charge of familyicgpland coordination between various
departments and levels of authority has yet todbabdished. There is no long-term federal target
program in the family policy area. To ensure optimimplementation of effective demographic
policy, the following management decisions are psaut®*

1. Ensure management coordination: establish bodies responsible for family policy
implementation at all management levels, create~dmaily Policy Council overseen by
the President of the Russian Federation with ppétiion of religious leaders, and family
policy councils under the regional governors anadseof municipal administration.

2. Creation of theFamily and Children Support Fund with regional branches like the
National Family Allowances Fund in France (CNAMRg tsenior managing partner in the
family policy area. Among other resources, its lidgust be increased by excises on
alcohol, tax and gambling business. The Fund maurenmore effective administration
of maternity capital resources currently managed tbg Russian Pension Fund,
development of the system to take care of younigl@m below three years, work with
difficult families, etc.

3. Creatingsupport centers for families with children in each urban district and municipal
area, jointly with non-profit organizations of traditiohaeligious confessions for
consulting support to families, including social wavith families on a social contract
basis.

4. Develop the'Family and Children” public program which provides for step-by-step
implementation of a set of measures to supportelafgmilies, starting from
demographically depressed regions.

5. Training and retraining of government employeesharge of demographic and family
policy.

6. Arrange for the system oindependent social expert examinationin the Open
Government system format to assess control imga&l@vant decisions on the standing
of families and children.

7. Expanding statistical surveys for families with Idnen; make familystudies more
active.

8. Developsocial well-being standardsfor families with children. According to expert
estimates, the self-sufficiency level (SSL) for fi@s with children is 150% higher than
the minimum subsistence level. The share of famiigth income equal to or greater
than SSL should be considered a target and summaigator of successful economic

103 Rybalchenko S. Family policy institutions: intetioaal experience and opportunities for RusS&ategy of
Russia's demographic development: fertility andiffamolicy. Materials of All-Russian scientific artactical
conference, 19-20 June 201M8oscow: Econ-Inform, 2013 (in Russian).

104 Rybalchenko S., Yuriel. Public strategy of family policy for the periofl @vercoming the demographic crisis.
Strategy of Russia's demographic developmentiiferéind family policy. Materials of All-Russianisuotific and
practical conference, 19-20 June 20Mbscow: Econ-Inform, 2013 (in Russian).
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policy in the Russian Federation and of effectiwivities of regional and local
authorities aimed to develop human potential.

First and foremost, these measures must be implecheém demographically depressed
regions. According to expert estimates, such regiame home to approximately one third of
Russia's population and large families accountofdy about 1% of all families with children.
This means that even the strongest measures wiheexpensive and if they become such, we
would be able to state that a crisis in these regieas been overcome.
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3.2. PUBLIC POLICY REGARDING MORTALITY
REDUCTION

3.2.1.INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE REGARDING AN INCREASE IN LIFE EXPECTANCY

A considerable increase in life expectancy of Rarsspeople requires analysis of
international experience in this area. Preceddntapad growth in life expectancy have recently
been registered in such countries close to Russitgrms of culture as Estonia and Poland,
further post-Socialist countries in Central andtEagope during the post-Soviet period.

Fig. 3.8. Life expectancy change in Estonia and Russia, years'®®
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Gender and age analysis of mortality from varicasses in Russia and in these countries shows
that mortality may be significantly reduced throdghitation of access to hard alcohol drinks,
including illegal alcohol and tobact®8. It is noteworthy that all new EU member counttiese
implemented a key measure to reduce tobacco corigump a hike in cigarette excises to the
EU minimum level of EUR1.28 per package which hetuced tobacco consumptih

Annual avoidable mortality from tobacco consumpi®at least 150,000 people per year
(given mortality estimate includes difference besw@er capita cigarette consumption in Russia
and in countries with effective anti-tobacco pojicikvoidable mortality from abuse of alcohol,
including hard alcohol most likely exceeds 200,p@0ple per year.

In recent years, Russia has approved amendmethg fegislation aimed to implement
most key recommendations of the World Health Omgtion to reduce harmful alcohol
consumption, including limitations to alcohol salesterms of time, geographical access to
alcohol beverages (by prohibiting alcohol salekiosks), higher prices and excise on alcohol
products. At present, a focus should be on worledito execute these laws and prohibit alcohol
sales to minors. In particular, a big problem legal production and tax avoidance of hard

15| ife expectancy at birth, Rosstat routine tablettp:/www.gks.ru/free_doc/ new_site/population/
demo/demo26.xls; World BankWNorld Development Indicators Onlin&/ashington, DC: World Bank, 2013.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator.

196 jasilionis D.et al. Recent Life Expectancy Divergence in Baltic CowegrEuropean Journal of Populatiod?
(2011): 403-431.

197 Krasovky K.Tobacco Taxation Policy in Three Baltic Countridé®athe EU AccessiorTobacco Control and
Public Health in Eastern Europ/2 (2012): 81-98.
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alcohol producers. To resolve this problem, itesessary to lower the threshold at which sales
of illegal and non-excise alcohol are subject tomgral prosecution and to improve law
enforcement mechanisms. However, it is criticallyportant to continue to introduce those
effective measures that have not yet been intratiuce

As regards the anti-tobacco issue, only two meashbage been approved and will come
into force in 2013-2014, out of four key measurepable to effectively reduce tobacco
consumption. These are prohibition of smoking iblfuplaces and graphic warning on cigarette
packages. However, advertising has yet to be cdseiplbanned and excises have yet to be
hiked to the level approved in Eastern Europe astEXxcise hikes is the most effective
measure to counteract smoking (especially amoniglrehi and teenagers). Russia's current
tobacco excises are 5 times lower than the minirgithrate (which is also effective in countries
with lower per capita income than in Russia, suicBalgaria and Romania). This is the fact that
explains record high tobacco consumption levelsragramults and teenagers in Russia.

3.2.2.HEALTHCARE SYSTEM PROGRESS

Experience in the Central and Eastern Europeantgesn(Poland, Estonia, Czech
Republic and others) shows that another stronguresofor reducing mortality in Russia,
especially in older age categories, is moderninaticthe healthcare system.

In the past, the Soviet healthcare made considerabhtributions to extending life
expectancy in the USSR. However, in the 1970s ¢abee evident that this healthcare system
was lagging behind those in the West, as refleatetthe relatively higher sickness rates and
lower life expectancy of Soviet citizens. Espegialbtable differences were evident in the gains
in life expectancy in the West from measures tarobcardiovascular diseases. These included
not only changes in lifestyle, but also massivaaases in the prescription of medications to
control cholesterol, blood pressure, and blood sugeels (the so- called "cardiovascular
revolution”).

The weakness of the Soviet medical and health m®m, as compared to its Western
counterpart, was due not only to greater Westeanfiial support for continuous improvements
in the healthcare system, but also to the rapieldewment of clinical epidemiology in the West,
which improved the methodology for biomedical reskand processing medical information.

Since the 1990s, a drive to implement more rigorenidential approaches in medical
care began to contribute to improvements in clinicactice in the West. These efforts focused
on implementing medical interventions whose effesiess and safety had been demonstrated in
high quality biomedical and clinical reseat®hThis made it possible to identify and eliminate a
number of ineffective interventions, and moreoweidentify and implement ‘best practices as
the standard of treatment through the system oficakduidelines. The Russian healthcare
system was also involved into this process, butldnguage barrier and financial difficulties
hindered Russia from achieving the same level ofm@ss.

At this point, further development of the Russiaalthcare system to compare with
Western systems requires an increase in finanesbdurces. According to World Bank data,
Russia's spending on healthcare as a percent ofiSBtH quite low by world standards (131st
out of 190 countries in the World Bank's rankinig).addition, Russia ranks last in Europe in
terms of this indicator (along with Romania) (séguFe 3.9):

198 For instance, a key principle of evidential memkicis that pharmaceuticals must be checked in catipa
research designed so that they have strong evidlesffiect. The most reliable results may be obtiiby
summarizing data from several surveys with closggiein the so called systematic reports.
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Fig. 3.9. Share of spending on healthcare as percent of GDP in European
countries in 2009
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Source: World Bank. World Development Indicatorsli@n Washington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ SH.XPD.TOTL¥?%S

We can see that the share of medical expensesveetat GDP in most of the more
developed European countries (with notably high&PQoer capita) is roughly twice that of
Russia. It is therefore obvious that this sharaughby no means be lower and preferabily*
grow higher in Russia to narrow the considerabje igahealth with Western countries. In fact,
even in many OECD countries with lower income, #fe@are of GDP spent on healthcare
considerably outstrips that spent in Russia.

The shortage of financing for the Russian healthcaystem is aggravated by
insufficiently an ineffective distribution of resmes. Modern healthcare model provides savings
by far greater use of outpatient treatment modegpassed to hospital treatment, and a bigger
role for nursing and general practitioners in treafpatients. The savings can be allocated to
supplying pharmaceuticals to patients to controtoglt conditions, and to paying more
attractive salaries to medical staff—which decrsasigadow payments and corruption in the
medical sector.

Some Central and Western European countries shiftetthe most effective Western
healthcare practices more rapidly during the paste€d period than Russia did, due to
integration processes as part of their admissiaeéoEuropean Union. In particular, the Baltic
States had largely transitioned to healthcare systéh a focus on general practitioners by the
late 19905"2.

199 Moldova is a country with the lowest income in &pe. Therefore, a high share of healthcare expensge®P
only in part offsets extremely low total per cap@®P. Meanwhile, in 2008 (the last year for whick have
comparative data) life expectancy even in Moldows vigher than in Russia (and higher share of ez
expenses in Moldova clearly contributed to thists

M0 For instance, the gap between men's life expegtanRussia and Switzerland in 2008 was 18 yeacsGDP
per capita (in 2009) was more than seven timesehigh Switzerland than in Russia. Obviously, shoRlassia
allocate to healthcare the same share of GDP azeéiand does, the gap between our countries wstilldbe
huge. But our share is less than 50% of the sahue wa Switzerland. As a result, the gap in heatkcspending
(per capita) between Russia and Switzerland becosadly great — more than 15 times!

1 The calculations were based on the following dattorld Bank. World Development Indicators Online.
Washington, DC: World Bank, 2014. URL: http://datarldbank.org/indicator.

12 jasilionis D.et al. Recent Life Expectancy Divergence in Baltic CowsrEuropean Journal of Populatiop7?
(2011): 403-431.
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Meanwhile, since the structural changes in the theate systems of post-socialist
countries of the European Union significantly diéfd'® and a rise in life expectancy was
observed in all of them, it is most likely that tkey component of improvement was not a
particular organizational structure, but ratherirtHearmonisation of medical practices with
worldwide standards, in particular, through adaptié best practice medical guidelines.

In Russia, given its exceptionally high mortalityedto cardiovascular diseases, increased
prescription of medicines to control cholesterotl amterial tension should make a significant
contribution to decreasing mortality rates. Thigpraach has become the most important
component of the so called "cardiovascular revoiuti in developed countries. It is
economically viable for the state to finance acibd#y of such medicines from the federal
budget, since this directly affects the number isabllity cases resulting from heart attacks,
strokes, etc. providing savings in health carescthsit would offset the cost of medications.

In sum, Russia’s medical and healthcare systemdcbal dramatically improved by
acceleration of the process to introduce the mibsttese practices (protocols and procedures to
treat diseases), including by harmonisation withséhin Europe, the USA, Australia, Canada,
etc., and systems to encourage medical staff tothisge practices and motivate them to
terminate ineffective methods used for diagnospesyention and treatment of diseases.

More accessible emergency medicine, especiallases of the so called "cardiovascular
catastrophes” (heart attacks and strokes), with &lslp reduce mortality from cardiovascular
diseases. This task will requires establishing ridisciplinary medical brigades based on
existing therapeutic institutions, mandatory useahputed or magnetic tomography scanners
in healthcare institutions providing medical aideairly stages of cardiovascular catastrophes
(less than 12 hours), equipment of such therap&gtdutions with fibrinolytic medicines with
proven clinical effectiveness. The number of suehties in most regions is insufficient.

However, not all required changes are high-techtagld cost. Western best practice of
administering aspirin immediately at the onset earth attack symptoms is a low-cost way to
reduce mortality, if doctors could instruct emergenstaff and their patients at risk of
cardiovascular events to be prepared and act phpn§itnilarly, daily aspirin therapy is now
recommended to prevent heart attacks and strolasrisk patients.

In Russia, with its vast spaces, it is importantm@intain healthcare services (including
emergency medicine) that are accessible in rurdl @her remote areas. This will require
retaining feldsher-obstetric stations, expandiragntng courses for paramedical personnel and
extension of their authorities.

It is also necessary to increase the economic sibidy of medicines for patients
suffering from inveterate and widespread diseasesiding oncologic diseases. Specifically,
this will reduce mortality among oncologic patiert@her effective and financially viable means
to reduce mortality from oncologic diseases (aframn addressing tobacco smoking) include
screening for rectal and colon cancer (colonoss&)med universal vaccination of young girls
below 16 years against human papillomavirus (taiceccervix uteri cancer). If the entire set of
these approaches could be implemented, mortaligsrahould fall rapidly in the Russian
Federation, and could approach the levels in sutintdes as Estonia, the Czech Republic,
Poland or Chile.

Despite the significant fall in mortality rates2005—-2010, Russia still ranks"@highest
worldwide in terms of mortality** The main reason behind this situation is high alibytrates
among employable men. Given current mortality ratese third of 15 year-old men will die
before they are 60 years ot Each fifth death in Russia is related to alcofadiout 400,000

13 E. Andreev, Kvasha E., Kharkova T. We could ngpest a rapid reduction in mortality in Russia [Qiil
bystrogo snizheniya smertnosti v Rossii ne prikteydi ].VVoprosy statistikil1 (2003): 13-27.

14 world Bank. World Development Indicators OnlineWashington, DC: World Bank, 2014. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator.

115 Demographic Yearbook of Russia [Demograficheskizhggodnik Rossii]. 2010. Statistical digedbscow:
Rosstat, 2010. P. 182.
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deaths annually}®. Another 330,000-400,000 deaths annually are dabgetobacco diseases,
and at least 100,000 deaths by consequences of asdy’. Measures to counteract
alcoholism, tobacco smoking and drug addiction arex top priority to reduce accelerated
mortality of Russian population.

3.2.3.M EASURES TO REDUCE MORTALITY FROM EXTERNAL CAUSES

Methods to reduce mortality from external reas@ugiire special consideration. The key
method is to reduce national consumption of alcopamarily hard alcohol. However, many
other preventable non-disease causes of mortaityatso be prevented by better policies.

According to the World Health Organisation, effeetimeasures to prevent suicides
represent timely identification and treatment gbr@ssive and other mental disorders, arranging
online psychological consulting for people, inclhugliteenagers and young adults in difficult
situations, support to people who attempted to ctreuicides, and limiting access to means of
suicide, such as firearms, chemicals, and meditifies

Avoidable mortality from road accidents in Russmcants to at least 15,000 deaths per
year. Proven effective approaches include speeathlions and automated speed control, control
over driving with alcohol intoxication, using heltagseat belts, and baby seats, bringing road
infrastructure into compliance with internationadfety standards, setting modern safety
requirements for cars manufactured and importeda@rRussian Federation, and ensuring timely
and high quality emergency aid victims of road denis™°.

Mortality from fires may be significantly reducedby( around 40%) not only by
implementing anti-alcohol measures, but also byrodhicing the requirement to only
manufacture in Russia cigarettes with improved aasstibn characteristics (fire safe cigarettes)
with fire retardant paper. As a result, a cigarédiges out if a smoker does not inhale within
several seconds. EU countries prohibited the matwia and sale of all cigarettes, except for
flameproof cigarettes, on 17 November 2011. Theepdf this novelty is insignificant, about
0.01-0.02 Euro cents per a pack of cigarettes. @ueteasure is also in effect in a number of
states in the USA, Canada, Australia, South Africa.

3.2.4. ANTI-ALCOHOL POLICY

Introduction ofa vigorous anti-alcohol policy with a focus on theexperience of
Scandinavian countrieswill help toreduce mortality by more than 400,000 people annul
and save up to 2% per GDP per y€aiKey measures would include:

v Step-by-step increase in alcohol prideg hiking excise taxes and minimum prices at a
pace exceeding inflation over the next 3-5 yeaysatbleast 150% to the level of the

Baltic states, will make it possible to preventttisaand disability in Russia for 300,000

1% See: Demin A., Korotayev A., Khaltourina Rlcohol abuse in the Russian Federation: socioeatno
consequences and countermeasurgoupotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federats§otsial'no-
ekonomicheskiye posledstviya i mery protivodeysi}iyMoscow: Public Chamber of the Russian Fedenatio
2009.

17 See: Khaltourina D., Korotayev Russian cross: factors, mechanisms and ways tccome the demographic
crisis in Russig[Russkiy krest: faktory, mekhanizmy i puti preogiilya demograficheskogo krizisa v Rossii].
Moscow: URSS, 2006.

18 SUPRE Prevention of Suicidal Behaviours: a Task fall. World Health Organization. URL:
http://www.who.int/mental_health/prevention/suididérmation/en/index.html#; Ivanova Aet al. Mortality
among Russian teenagers from suici@mertnost' sredi rossiyskikh podrostkov ot sanigats]. Moscow:
Children's Fund (UNICEF), 2011.

195ee: UN Decade of Action for Road Safety 2011-2020RL: http://siteresources.worldbank.org/
EXTTOPGLOROASAF/Resources/2582212-126530780036aftkeaof action_2011.pdflur. 1.04.13.

120 gee: Demin A., Korotayev A., Khaltourina Rlcohol abuse in the Russian Federation: socioeauno
consequences and countermeasurgoupotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federats§otsial'no-
ekonomicheskiye posledstviya i mery protivodeysyiyMoscow: Public Chamber of the Russian Fedenatio
2009.
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people annually (according to the approved thres-y#an). This measure alone will
save 1.8 million people in Russia by 2020.

v' Limitation of alcohol sales during evening and nidiours at the regional leveh
addition to the current federal prohibition wilble to an immediate fall in mortality rates
(65 Russian constituent entities have already duited this measure). Furthermore, it is
necessary to expand the timing of federal limitagiofrom 8 pm to 11 am and
significantly limit alcohol sales on Sundays andus@ays after 4 pm.

v Limitation of geographical accessibility of alcohdd the level approved in the
Scandinavian countries — no more than 1 point l&f ghalcohol stronger than 4-5% per
5,000 people (current accessibility to alcohol ums8a is unprecedented — about 1 point
of sale per 360 people, including non-permanenitpaif sale).

v Counteraction of production and sales of alcoholwhich no excise taxes are paid:
tightening control and liability for illegal alcoh@roduction and sales, lowering the
threshold of criminal liability for such offencemnd expanding the scope of excise taxes
on ligueurs and medical ethyl alcohol.

v' Encouraging a shift to consumption of alcohol otti&n spirits,i.e. more beer and wine
consumption in place of vodka and hard liquor.

3.2.5.COMPREHENSIVE ANTI -TOBACCO POLICY

A comprehensivanti-tobacco policy, in line with the WHO Framework Convention on
Tobacco Control and the Guiding Principles to impdat its provisions, must include the
following measures.

v Limitation of price accessibilityTobacco products in Russia have unprecedented low
prices due to extremely low excise taxes. It isessary to considerably increase excise
taxes within 3-5 years to the minimum EU level (EWR8 per package of cigarettes).
This will preventup to 100,000 deaths per yeaand bring to the budget up to RUBO
billion annually.

v' Total prohibition of tobacco advertisingntroduction of complete prohibition of tobacco
advertising, marketing promotion or any sponsortigations from tobacco companies
approved in 2013 will help promptly reduce cigaretbnsumption by 14% among the
Russian population in general and even more amamgen and teenagéfs

v' Total prohibition of smoking in indoor public placwill make it possible to minimize
risks and losses related to active and passive isgudBpecifically, heart attacks fall 17%
during the first year after introduction of the qalete prohibition and the effect is even
stronger in subsequent years — by 30% from thizinévef*>

v' Placement on packages of cigarettes of realistapic warnings about tobacco being
harmful for health This measure does not involve any budget spentuighelps make
smoking significantly less popular (reduction upl#%6%, especially among teenagers.
The issue should be resolved as part of the Teah@uidance for tobacco products of
the Customs Union or EurAsEC.

3.2.6.KEY MEASURES TO REDUCE MORTALITY AMONG THE POPULATION OF THE
RussIAN FEDERATION

To summarize, key measures to reduce mortality gnRussian people are as follows:

121 See: Joossens Che Effectiveness of Banning Advertising for Toba@mducts 2™ ed. Brussels: International
Union against Cancer, 2000.

122 Barone-Adese F., Vizzini L., Merletti F., Richiatd Short-term effects of Italian smoking regulationrates of
hospital admission for acute myocardial infarctiGCuropean Heart Journa7/20 (2006): 2468—-2472.

123 jha P., Chaloupka F. Lurbing the Epidemic: Governments and the EconontitsTobacco Control
Washington, DC: World Bank, 2009.
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step-by-step increases of excise taxes on hadth@lbeverages at least by 150% to the

level of the Baltic states, with enforcement of itations of time, geographical and

category accessibility and tightened control oveolzol production and sales.

* introduce prohibition of alcohol sales with ethbonontent over 15% on Sundays and
Saturdays after 16:00. This measure proved to bbg eHective in the Scandinavian
countries and it is necessary to implement it issRaias soon as possiife

* prohibit sales of alcohol with ethanol contentro¥®% in store departments not isolated
from other departments and not having separatamgerfrom outdoor — the point is that
if "a person enters a store to purchase bread eesl acohol on the shelves, this often
prompts him to purchase alcohol as Wéft"

* hiking excise taxes on cigarettes to the minimum|&¢l (EUR 1.28-1.26 per package
of cigarettes), total prohibition of tobacco ando&mg advertising in closed public
places, placement on packages of cigarettes aktieajraphic warnings about smoking
being harmful for health.

« harmonisation of medical practices (clinical pregtguidelines, standards and protocols
to treat diseases) primarily in the area of prewanttreatment, and diagnostics of
cardiovascular and oncologic diseases with prasticeEU countries, the USA and
Canada.

* ensure geographical and economic accessibility eafithcare, including by retaining
feldsher-obstetric stations, expanding trainingrses for paramedical personnel and
extension of the scope of services offered by padiwal personnel (which in turn
requires revision of principles to train parametmersonnel (sick nurses, feldshers) with
a focus on strengthening theoretical and genenaical training (therapy, general
surgery).

* implement comprehensive systems to provide medad in case of vascular
catastrophes (strokes and heart attacks), includmgation of inter-disciplinary medical
brigades (with working hours round the clock) basadexisting therapeutic institutions,
mandatory availability and round-the-clock accessdmputed or magnetic tomography
scanners in healthcare institutions providing maldissistance at early stages of vascular
catastrophes (up to 12 hours), and ensure that thiesrapeutic institutions have
fibrinolytic medicines with proven clinical effegBness. The main requirement for the
system is to ensure that computer and magneticgaapbic scanning is performed not
later than within four hours after the emergencydiced brigade was called for, ensure
that fibrinolytic medicines are applied to patiemtish an ischemic stroke not later than
within six hours after indications of a stroke.

* improve effectiveness of the system for preventaond treatment of cardiovascular
diseases (including "cardiovascular catastrophlesiugh application of methods with
proven effectiveness and safety (including earfgdostics and pharmacological control
of cholesterol, blood pressure, and blood sugal$g¢vwith reimbursement to citizens of
expenses to purchase such medicines.

e ensure co-payment or complete reimbursement tpatiehts of expenses to purchase
medicines. Develop an subsidized of free pharma@usupply system for patients
suffering from chronic severe and socially impottainesses, including oncologic
diseases.

* reduce mortality from road accidents by introducapged limits, stronger efforts to halt

driving under intoxication, control over use of séelts (including on rear seats) and

124 Demin A., Korotayev A., Khaltourina DAlcohol abuse in the Russian Federation: socioentin@onsequences
and countermeasuregZloupotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federatssiotsial'no-ekonomicheskiye
posledstviya i mery protivodeystviya]. Moscow: HaliThamber of the Russian Federation, 2009.

1% Demin A., Korotayev A., Khaltourina DAlcohol abuse in the Russian Federation: socioentin@onsequences
and countermeasuregZloupotrebleniye alkogolem v Rossiyskoy Federatssiotsial'no-ekonomicheskiye
posledstviya i mery protivodeystviya]. Moscow: HalThamber of the Russian Federation, 2009. P. 47.
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baby seats, bringing road infrastructure and damesars in compliance with
international safety standards, and ensuring tiras$jstance to victims of road accidents.
include vaccination from human papillomavirus e National Schedule of Preventive
Shots in Russia to considerably reduce sicknessnamdality rate from cervix uteri
cancer.

extensive and accessible communications to thergepopulation and care providers
about early indications of potentially lethal csissituations (stroke, heart attack,
hypertonic crisis etc.) and basic rules for prawgiirst aid at the onset of such crises.

“"Demographic maneuver”

Further substantial rise of the excise duties on These funds can be used to
tobacco and alcohol support family policy
save up to 300,000 bring up to 800 billion to secure 500 000 additional
human lives per year. rubles to the state births per year
budget,
. ; » “~a “ “ “
a= a= a= a2l 2y 2.8 Bt S B SR
At o A s A s T T R -
’ 3 : “ “ “ “a
QLB LR @l ) S 2
A o A s s R p—— Ry ——__—
: 3 “ Q. 9 “
LRD el e
A s o A T ! T g
~‘4 ~‘4 ~‘{ ‘.‘1\
2 & &2 2
“~a “a
rER

Russia is able to increase substantially fertility
and to reduce substantially mortality without raising budget expenses
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3.3. MEASURES TO OPTIMISE MIGRATION GROWTH

Given the possible dubious social and cultural eqnences of large-scale "replacement”
immigration, as well as its inadequacy to compengat current excessive mortality and low
fertility, immigration should be considered exchiedy as an additional component of
demographic policy of Russia

The main features of Russia’s migration policy dtddee to try to reduce or eliminate
"push-out”" factors that lead to emigration, encgaranigration flexibility among Russian
citizens and refocus domestic migration flows ta¥gaeastern regions of Russia. Policy should
also include measures for the selective attracifamecessary categories of immigrants based on
cultural and qualification parameters, and maimtgnmigration gains at the target rate
determined by the Concept of Demographic PolicthefRussian Federation for the period up to
2025 — 300,000 people per year, since accordingdst calculations, it is impossible to fully
resolve the problem of the future reduction of Ralsgpopulation without maintaining migration
gains at this level.

It is important to note that a considerable mignatieserve is represented by emigration
from Russia, which includes educated and qualigecialists, young and active people, and is
accompanied by business and capital flight. Itassible to reduce this emigration flow only by
a significant increase in salary in relatively Ipaid government sectors (science, education,
culture, art), minimising bureaucratic barrierdbtesiness development, liquidation of corruption
pressures on people, and creating jobs and oppitetifor self-realization in professions and on
the labour market, as well as greater legal, sgcand property protections to improve the
business and investment climate.

In addition, it is necessary to make interactiorthwiRussian-speaking communities
abroad more active. According to preliminary estesathe number of representatives of these
communities may be in the range of 25-30 milliod #mey have significant social, economic
and demographic potential. On the one hand, Rusgi@eaking communities may be
"conductors" and "support points" of Russian busspneducation and culture abroad; while on
the other hand, they may represent a certain deapbgr potential for return migration to
Russia. Recognised dual citizenship, simplifiedcpdures to retain Russian citizenship for
emigrants and their descendants, and significanefiie provided to them when they enter
Russian higher education institutions may strengtimks of Russia with compatriots and attract
additional compatriots to Russia.

Domestic population migration represents a sigaiftaoesource for social and economic
development of some Russian regions. Domestic ptipal mobility should be developed
through supporting the market for low-cost housiiog rent, development of a national
information base with vacancies on the labour ntaiked establishing a system of preferences
for professionals prepared to relocate and workegions necessary for the country. These
measures may assist in making the population of Rhe East and some borderline and
geopolitically important areas bigger and youngezlieve demographic pressure from
economically depressed regions and settlements higgih unemployment rates, and provide a
workforce to those regions and settlements exparigriabour shortages.

It is advisable to improve the State program tooenage the return of compatriots to
Russia, acting from 2007, by providing its partenips with Russian citizenship before they
arrive in Russia; financing from the federal budgehousing construction in regions for local
inhabitants and compatriots on a parity basis; Biyipg procedures to provide land plots for
construction and agricultural production; and pdawy tax benefits for opening and doing
business in geopolitically important regions. lnecessary to more actively use the integration
potential of compatriots in areas where they armdi as people with experience of living in
other social and cultural conditions and knowingstoms and traditions of other people.
Compatriots may be involved in self-governance,aogrojects and cultural events in their
residence area. It is extremely important notnatlparticipants of the State Program to Return
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Compatriots to Russia in selecting the regionue in. This measure will be more effective than
proposed relocation allowances and jobs in rurghgmwhich do not even enjoy demand among
local inhabitants. Attempts to allocate returnimgmpatriots to regions, abandoned by local
population, brought unsuccessful results as partth@ previous program encouraging
compatriots to return to Russia. Approximately Hane problems have arisen in subprogram
No. 3 "Providing Assistance to Voluntary Migratitm the Russian Federation of Compatriots
Living Abroad" approved in April 2013 as part oktlstate Program of the Russian Federation
"Regional Policy and Federative Relations" (#ggpendix 4. The experience of the 2007
program to encourage compatriots to return clestiyws that attempts to resolve at the same
time the task of returning compatriots and demdg@problems of "priority settlement
territories” results in neither task being resolvédese tasks should be resolved independently,
even if they are coordinated.

On the one hand, Russia's appeal in the eyes afreeqcategories of immigrants will
depend on the migration potential in CIS countidsch is shrinking (by approximately 5-6
million people) or will have to gradually shift turope, America, Asia and Australia. Russia
should more actively develop its immigration pot&nin necessary scope and parameters in
“traditional” (CIS, Vietnam) and "new" geopolitibal promising partner countries by
dissemination of the Russian language and the gromof Russian literature, education and
science. Russian cultural influence should incredsmugh dissemination of the Russian
language, Russian literature, the mass media, @tutal, educational and scientific events.

It is necessary to develop a special state progoaatiract educational (student) migrants
in Russia from CIS, Europe, Middle East, South Basa and Latin America. Special attention
should be given to attract children of compatri¢itsng abroad, to study in Russia. In addition
to the above measures, this program should indindecing of exchange programs, scientific
and research projects, and grants for young peoplesit and study in Russia. Development of
this program may bring demographic, social, ecorand geopolitical benefits to Russia.

On the other hand, the appeal of migration to Rudspends on removing administrative
bureaucratic "barriers" on the way to obtain workrmits, temporary residence permits,
registration certificates and Russian citizenslup rfecessary categories of immigrants. These
include foreign students, postgraduate studentlifipal workers, researchers, specialists with
high qualification and rare professions, top manmadaisinessmen, investors.

In addition, the Russian Federation has a sigmficaserve represented by immigrants
who already live in the country but for various seas have no legal status or opportunity to
obtain it due to bureaucratic procedures (accortbngreliminary estimates, 2—3 million people,
maybe more). It is possible to hold a special cagmto legalise immigrants who did not violate
Russian laws, have worked in the country for sdwarars, are integrated into Russian society,
have property, but have had no opportunity to becBussian citizens.

Based on the above analysis, priority measures to optimise
migration gains may be formulated as follows:

1) In terms of improving the State program to encotage compatriots to return:

1.1) Ensure that all compatriots wishing to moveRwssia go through a simplified
procedure to obtain Russian citizenship in cousitridnere they live before they arrive in the
Russian Federation.

1.2) Do not limit opportunities for participants dhe State Program to Return
Compatriots to Russia with regard to selectingawrgito live in. This measure will be more
effective if it does not require returning compeatisi to move to rural areas which do not even
enjoy demand among local inhabitants.

1.3) Expand opportunities for obtaining professi@ducation in the Russian Federation
for applicants from Russian-speaking families andpsation courses for them, taking into
consideration differences in educational programsveen Russia and countries they live in.
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This measure will enable Russia to better attracting compatriots from abroad and make it
easier for them to adapt to the Russian socialrenwient. Allocate special educational grants
from the Russian Federation budget to children faampatriot families for entering Russian
higher education institutions. This will ensureiafilow in Russia of human resources especially
valuable in demographical terms and, at the same, tfinancial support to the most effective
higher education institutions. Such programs maya@ched through a pilot project, with a
focus on one of the most developed European casntffor instance, Germany), with
subsequent expansion to other countries if suagessf

1.4) Ensure effective financing and promotion ddtetsupport to current operating
Russian language and cultural programs in countviesre compatriots live, so as to facilitate
early adaptation of compatriots to Russian conadgian case of relocation, promote Russian
culture and expand Russia's influence on thesetgesin

1.5) Recognise dual citizenship, and simplify pohoes to retain Russian citizenship for
emigrants and their descendants.

2) In terms of development and implementation of site programs to attract
educational (student) migrants to Russia from abrod:

2.1) Approve the state program to attract educati¢student) migrants to Russia, which
includes exchange programs, language coursessdaaritips and secondments.

2.2) Permit employment of foreign students and grasiuate students, who study in
Russian higher education institutions, with certaoar limits.

2.3) Ensure that migrants who obtained secondadyhagher vocational education in
Russia or studied for a certain period of time (festance, at least 10 years) automatically
become Russian citizens.

3) In terms of facilitating adaptation of labour migrants and integration of part of
them in the Russian society:

3.1) Remove bureaucratic barriers on the way teivety a work permit, a temporary
residence permit, a registration certificate, Rarsscitizenship for necessary categories of
immigrants (students, postgraduate students, dga@lforkers, researchers, specialists of high
qualification and rare professions, top managersingssmen, investors).

3.2) Ensure an opportunity to obtain a registratertificate and citizenship for migrants
who have been staying in Russia for a long timeleane been integrated in the labour market,
provided that they are prepared to integrate inrde®iving community. Hold a campaign to
legalise immigrants who have not violated Russsavs| worked in the country for several years
and integrated in the Russian society.

3.3) Ensure that programs are drafted to integratke Russian society migrants who
legally stay in the country.

4) In terms of developing domestic mobility of Rusan population:

4.1) Develop geographical mobility infrastructuesicourage development of the market
for accessible housing for rent by Russia's migramitels and hostels for Russia's migrants.

4.2) Develop chains of head hunting agencies ni@ With modern systems of organised
recruiting.

4.3) Develop a national information base listingasacies on the Russian labour market.

4.4) Introduce a system of preferences (housingd Iplots, salary markups, social
package) for specialists prepared to go to worgdapolitically important regions (Siberia, Far
East, Zabaikal region).

4.5) Provide tax benefits to open and do businesgeppolitically important regions
(Siberia, Far East, Zabaikal region).
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4.6) Develop a system to attract graduates frorhdrigducation institutions to eastern
and borderline regions of Russia by developingctdation migration" through providing
housing and land as property.

5) In terms of reducing "push-out” factors and reducing the emigration from Russia
of professionals and researchers:

5.1) Dramatically increase salaries in currenthydo-paid government sectors (science,
education, culture, art), including payments fdboar and for degrees for researchers and
lecturers at higher education institutions andasdeinstitutions.

5.2) Increase financing of the Russian FoundatmnBasic Research and the Russian
Foundation for Humanities, including support of Blaa and international research centres,
programs for secondments of foreign researcherspastyraduate students in Russia, Russian
researchers and post graduate students abroadrerggtints for Russian researchers to have
secondments and attend conferences abroad.

5.3) Provide researchers with an opportunity foensjing resources on surveys,
conferences and business trips without bureaudnatiiations, and based on actual costs.

5.4) Develop scientific exchange programs, invatieeiign researchers to Russian research
centres and provide opportunities for Russian rebeas to have secondments in foreign
research centres sponsored by the state.

5.5) Establish the direct financing system for effeely working research teams and
centres on a tender basis at the expense of gradtsudget allocations.
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CONCLUSION

Today, the share of the working-age population ussa’s total population is one of the
highest among all large developed countries. Tpexific feature offers an undoubted advantage
compared to other countries and a historic chaneewonderful opportunity to overcome a
demographic hole and make a breakthrough in ecandevielopment.

However, this exceptional situation will soon charigrever, unless urgent measures are
taken now. According to expert estimates, in juisy@ars the age group of 20-40 years in Russia
could be reduced by half. In a decade, the numbpeaple aged 20-30 will also almost halve.
People of these generations have the greatesttbtéor childbirth and active work. Their
number is declining steeply. Today, we have halinasy 15-year old people as 25-year olds!
The conclusion is evident: Russia has just twchoed years to strengthen family, raise fertility
and improve productivity to restore positive denagdnc momentum. Either the best conditions
are created for these young people to give birthrarse children, increase fertility and become
highly productive labour or in several decades,druwill become a hopelessly aged and poorer
country, at risk of being unable to preserve itsttey and its heritage. If we miss the historical
chance described above, we will lose our histdnance at revival.

The upcoming decline in births due to the dramfatiicin the number of young women,
made worse by the progressive loss of our empleyablpulation by more than a million
annually, with more and more widespread family ahdidren being ill, hundreds of thousands
of deaths caused by alcohol, drugs and smoking.emums excluded and deviant categories of
population; altogether these factors in their etfirrepresent a definite threat to national
security, capable of causing a population declimg oomparable to the large-scale application
of hostile military power on our territory. Needéeto say, such a situation is extraordinary and
requires decisive and urgent measures. Our duty @ our best to ensure that the potential of
younger generations is fulfilled as much as possita prevent these negative phenomena from
progressing further, and not to allow the quantitatiecrease and qualitative degradation of our
people, and destruction of the national potenfi@luw great country.

A response to this extraordinary challenge requspscial efforts to coordinate the
development and implementation of pro-family polityeasures, make Russian society more
attractive to both high skill and moderate/low kkibrkers as a place to live and raise families
and a target for migration, and to interact withditional religious confessions and other
organisations having the potential to undertakefamaly education and relevant social work.

The current generation, while still abundant, ilechto resolve two tasks which are
generally hard to resolve at the same time—to bivth to a large number of children and to
build a new modern economy. This will require spkaneasures aimed to create opportunities
for parents to combine work and childbearing withibmitations on their careers or the welfare
of their families. The models of the American “babgom” of the 1960s — when widespread
prosperity and opportunities for jobs and housed) families to commonly have more children
than previous generations — and of France and taadhavian countries where extensive
policies for family support and child care haveduroed the highest fertility levels in Europe, are
worth trying to emulate.

It is widely believed that the problems of Russidéxlining population may be resolved
through immigration. However, this is not the casiece all former USSR countries, without
exception, are going through their own demographiges. We need to multiply the quantitative
and qualitative potential of our people.

It is necessary to consistently pursue the politypr@moting traditional family and
ethical values. A family with a large number ofldnén which is very often regarded negatively
today should become the goal of national life! BHoof the state are not enough here. It is
important to consolidate and direct civil socielye media, business, science and education to
resolve this task. The religious factor may berttwest important here.

Today, failure to act, more than ever, means tbaticued deterioration in the numbers
and health of our population would materialise, levlaictive professional managerial actions will
ensure that our national potential is preserveddeveloped and our country is placed on a path
to a stable and more prosperous population.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Calculation methodology

We have based our population projections on thadsta methodology of building
demographic forecast. The calculations were made on an annual basisstéyi one, an
equation (1) is used to calculate the number ofdid based on annual mortality ratios and
migration inflow. The age structure was modifiedaiccordance with the calculation. At step
two, equations (2F) and (2M), the number of infastsalculated based on childbirths and infant
survival rate and migrations (migrants with infgnt8ased on the current age structure, the
number of women is calculated for each 5-year grdinfg number of babies is calculated for
each group using age fertility ratios and then sechop. We assumed that 100 hundred girls are
born per 105 boys. Then the age structure is mtadeg@n" to the previous year and the number
of babies is recorded at the very beginning. Time tcalculator is increased by one year and then
the calculation is repeated (step one and thentsi@p

Preparation of source datéSource data for birthrates were calculated basedge (5-
year groups) fertility ratios and target valtfésy linear interpolation. A similar proceddre
was performed for mortality and migration.

We took as source data the age and sex structug®16*°. The calculation started from
2010.

The drawback of the Demographic Concept is thatatity is recorded in relative units.
We used age and sex mortality per 1,000 people aemographic indicator for actual
calculations.

Equations used for calculations are as follows:
2— dM,F(T - 1,t - 1)

uM’F(T, t) = 2 n dMIF(‘[, r_ 1) uM’F(T - 1, t — 1) + mM’F(T, t), (1)
100 % B
up(0,6) = 5= Lot = 1) Zsb(v,t - 1)ZOuF(v +mt—1) +mp(0,t—1) (2F)
V=. n=
Vi 4
105 _
(0, ) = 552 Lot = 1) Z b(v, t — 1)2 T +7,t — 1) +my (0, — 1), 2M)
v;lss n=0
where
t — time variable (in this case one year),
T — lower band of the age group
uvr(t,t)  — number of persons (hereinafter lower indices nidanmen, F — women) aged
fromztor + 1 years at the moment of tihe
uwr(t,t) — year average number of persons (hereinafter lavdéces mean M — men, F —

126 gee: E. Andreev, Vishnevsky A. Demographic Prosped Russia till 2050.Russia's Population 2006
[Demograficheskiye perspektivy Rossii do 2050 gs®aniye Rossii 2006] / Ed. A. Vishnevsky. Mosct¥8E,
2008. P. 265-288; Belotelov N. ¥t al. Ecological, social and economic model: the humaah iaformational
aspects [Ekologo-sotsial'no-ekonomicheskaya moglathanitarnyy i informatsionnyy aspektyfiformatsionnoye
obshchestv® (2001): 43-51; Pavlovsky Nt al. Computer simulation for analysis of socioecononfieqpmena
[Opyt imitatsionnogo modelirovaniya pri analize satno-ekonomicheskikh yavleniy]. Moscow: MOH Fses
2005.

127 Rosstat. Electronic database. Accessed: July®@B.2JRL: http:/cbsd.gks.rul/.

128 Human Mortality Database. Electronic database:/Mitww.mortality.org/hmd/RUS/STATS/Mx_1x1.txt.

129\We have used in our calculations estimates oflétaographic structure of migration flow kindly pied to us
by E. Andreev; it is similar to the ones used byARdreev and A. Vishnevsky in their projections tbe
demographic development of Russia until 2050.

130 Rosstat. Electronic database. Accessed: July@B.2JRL: http:/cbsd.gks.rul/.
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b(r,t)  —

dur(t,t) —
myr(T,t)  —

Lyoro(t)  —

women) aged fromtoz + 1 years at the moment of tihe

age specific birth rates, women, age froto z + 4 (i.e. by 5-year groups) at
the moment of timg,

age specific mortality rate, age frarto z + 1 at the moment of tintg

number of migrants (arrived in the country), thismber (generally) may be
negative in case of population outflow from the riow.

Infants survival function at time t

Equation (1) describes shift of the age structuyeohe year (due to mortality and
migration), equations (2F) and (2M) describe thmutse"” (i.e. number of babies).
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Appendix 2. On using external migration gains as the
main source of resolving Russian demographic
problems

Generally, we view it as extremely risky to dratms on resolving Russia's demographic
problems through migration gains (rather than kyndating birthrates and liquidation of
Russia's excessively high mortality rates). Thenpas that all CIS countries (the main
demographic donors for Russia) have faced their demographic dips related to a steep
decline in fertility rates of the 1990s (in Ukraiewas even steeper than in Russia, see
Figure A2.1):

Fig. A2.1. Total fertility rate dynamics ratio in Russia and Ukraine
(childbirths per woman), 1991-2002

Russia | Ukraine 1.9

1991 1.73 1.81 18

1992 1.55 1.72 17

1993 1.39 1.60 16 \

1994 1.40 1.50 1,5

1995 1.34 1.40 1,4 -

1996 1.28 1.30 1,3

1997 1.23 1.30 1,2

1998 1.24 1.20 1,1

1999 1.17 1.20 1 |
2000 1.21 1.10 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001
2001 1.25 1.10 —=¢=—PRussia == Ukraine

2002 1.30 1.10

Source: World Bank. World Development Indicatorslign Washington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.TFRT.IN

The steepest decline in birthrates was registare@entral Asia, although from a very
high level. Therefore, these countries are notfgeing the depopulation problem, but they are
already having a significant slowdown in labourcfogains (see Figure A2.2):

Fig. A2.2. Total fertility rate dynamics in Uzbekistan (childbirths per
woman), 1987-2003

1989 418 |
. 2

1991 | 4.20 4 e

1993 [ 3.80 N

1995 | 3.60 35 "N

1997 | 3.08 ; o

1999 | 2.72 -

2003 | 2.36 2,5 L. *~,
2 T . T
1987 1992 1997 2002

Source: World Bank. World Development Indicatorslign Washington, DC: World Bank, 2013. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.TFRT.IN

As a result, over the next years, the labour mark€llS countries will see smaller and
smaller cohorts in the age groups most likely tageate (Figures A2.3—A2.4), which will lead
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to a significant fall in the local excessive labdarce and act as the main driver decreasing
migration gains for Russian population.

Fig. A2.3. Dynamics of age group 20-25 years in Ukraine (thousand
people), 2000-2010, with forecast till 2020.

Age group 20-25 years
Year in Ukraine (thousand 3500 V‘\

people) \
2000 3,558 2000

2005 3,785 \\
2010 3,580 2500

2015 2,762 \
2020 2.068 2000

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Source: UN Population Division database. URL: hifgsa.un.org/unpp/index.asp?panel=2.

Fig. A2.4. Trend of age group 15-19 years in Uzbekistan (thousand people),
1995-2010, forecast till 2020.

Age group 15-19 3400

Year _years
in Uzbekistan 3200 ¢

(thousand people) *
1995 2,311 3000
2000 2,700 2800 -
2005 3,120 &
2010 3,182 2600 -
2015 2,763 4
2020 2,526 2400 ?—

2200 - . . . ; .

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Source: UN Population Division database. URL: hifgsa.un.org/unpp/index.asp?panel=2.
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Appendix 3. Analysis of subprogram "Assistance to
Voluntary Relocation to the Russian Federation of
Compatriots Living Abroad”

As part of the State Program of the Russian FeiderdRegional Policy and Federative
Relations" approved in 2013, subprogam No.3 wasromgd "Assistance to Voluntary
Relocation to the Russian Federation of Compatrigveng Abroad” up to 2020. The total
budget of the subporgram is over RUB 22 billion.

The first stage of the subprogram is implemented(h3-2015. 30 Russian constituent
entities are expected to take part in the subpmgna2013, 40 in 2014 and 45 in 2015.

Constituent entities participating in the subproagrshould approve regional relocation
programs which will be endorsed at the federalllewel receive co-financing from the federal
budget. Also, the list of territories for priorigettlement will be approved at the federal level
(areas strategically important for Russia and attarzed by population outflow and falling
number of employable people).

The following advantages are provided for compgdriparticipating in the program:
payment of relocation allowance, compensationarigport expenses and document preparation
fee, payment of monthly allowance in the absencénobme from labor, business or other
activity. In order to ensure jobs foelocated workers under the program, it providesaio
opportunity to coordinate an invitation for relacat with future employer. As a result of the
subprogram, 35,000 compatriots are expected telbeated.

However, a focus on "priority settlement areas" maye to be a barrier to maximum
implementation of the subprogram. As a matter aft,fa considerable migration outflow,
especially employable population, may point to camapive unattractiveness of life conditions
(including employment opportunities) in this regias compared to other regions (and compared
to conditions in countries where compatriots liddpwever, an attempt to attract compatriots
under these conditions may appear not quite suitteesen taking into consideration financial
advantages provided under the program.
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Appendix 4. Religious factor of fertility growth

As regards modern Russia, we may say that religiasia factor increasing fertility in
the country. However, this impact is significantlyommong people involved in religious
practices (ordinances, ceremonies) on a regulais sl participating in life of religious
communities. According to the all-Russian survesh@doxMonitor (2011-2012§", the share of
large families is higher among churched Orthod@antthe average for Russia and the share of
families without children is fewer. The share ofg families among representatives of other
confessions is also high (15%).

Table A4.1. Religiosity and number of children in a family. Respondents
aged 18-45 years

Orthodox, frequency of communion

no less than several once a centre off Other

religion | once a year | times a year| month | community| religion
no children 46 32 29 31 37 39
one child 28 35 39 27 24 26
two children | 21 27 26 26 15 20
three children
or more 5 6 6 16 24 15
average
number  of
children 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.3 2.2 1.1
Sampling
(number  of
respondents) | 248 913 356 81 46 142

Among Orthodox respondents who take one or morenaamon a month, 16% have a three-
children family, while people who may be regardedaacentre of the community (in terms of
self-identification and involvement in social lifetheir laity), this indicator increases to one
fourth of the polled (24%).

Table A4.2. Do you have children? If yes, how many? (respondents aged
18-45) (%)*3?

Total community Periphery Center
no children 52 53 50
one child 18 20 16
two children 13 16 11
three children or more 17 11 23
Sampling (number of respondents) 442 206 236

Speaking of Russian people who regard themselv&rta®dox and participate in the church
ordinances, we need to consider more specific reififlees. In terms of the fertility problem, an
important factor is that a person participates ut-af-church activities of the Orthodox
community and belongs to a developed community.

Also, communities, as compared to average stalstRussian people, have a
considerably higher share of women planning to reaehild (another child) over the next three

131 «Orthodox Monitor» (2011-2012).
132 7abaev I., Oreshina D., Prutskova Ehree Moscow parishes: basic sociodemographic atdis [Tri
moskovskikh prikhoda: osnovnyye sotsial'no-demaghnaiskiye pokazateli]. Moscow: PSTGU, 2012.
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years — 29% of women in communities and total of irtall-Russian sampling answered
"definitely yes" when asked whether they intendaat (see Table A4.3);

Table A4.3. Are you going to have a child (another child) over the next

three years? (women aged 18-45) (%)3?
Total Periphery | Centre of
communit | communit | communit Total_

Russia

y y y

definitely not 8 10 7 51

rather not 10 11 9 20

rather yes 21 20 22 16

definitely yes 29 31 28 7

if God blesses me 0 1

it's too early 0 1

only if I get married 2 2 2

my age does not allow that 1 1 1

no response 5 3 6 S

hard to say 23 23 24

Sampling (number of respondents) 321 131 190 3,086

A.B. Sinelnikov, V.M. Medkov and A.l. Antonov, basen a sociological survey "Religion,
Family, Children" and, as part of analysis of thgact of religion in Russia on family life and
demographic behaviour of population, found out thait quite religious people have "average
expected number of children of less than two" (eweny religious Christians have this indicator
equal to 2.53}* If we single out religiously active people (bgduency of reading prays) from
this group, their indicators of average actual,eet@d, desired and ideal number of children is
considerably higher. "Quite religious Christiansiethpray at least three times a day, the
average expected number of children is 2.82" whih'higher than just the generation
replacement liné®>. And "if we add to this additional parameters efigious activity, for
instance, frequency of confessions and communithes,ndications ... may be even higher".
However, the higher is the degree of their religiaativity, the lower is their number.

In their article "Differentiation of childbirth faors for various social and economic
categories of Russian women" Ya. M. Roschina an@ ACherkasova (using data of the Russian
monitoring of economic position and health of papin for 2000-2006) concluded that
"religious women are more likely to have chifd® (analysis was based on selection of women
aged from 16 to 39).

It's noteworthy that based on "Analytical reporsé@d on selective survey of reproductive
plans of population”, performed by the Russian Fad8tate Statistical Service in 2012, "both
the desired and expected number of children, onatlezage, for women and men is higher
among people who consider themselves religitiféee Table A4.4):

133 zabaev I., Oreshina D., Prutskova Ehree Moscow parishes: basic sociodemographic atdis [Tri
moskovskikh prikhoda: osnovnyye sotsial'no-demagnakkiye pokazateli]. Moscow: PSTGU, 2012.

134 Sinel'nikov A., Medkov V., Antonow. Family and faith in sociological perspective (resuf interregional and
inter-religious studies) [Sem'ya i vera v sotsiologicheskom izmerenii (tégty mezhregional’'nogo i
mezhkonfessional'nogo issledovaniya)]. Moscow: KE009. P. 169-170.

13 Sinel'nikov A., Medkov V., Antonow. Family and faith in sociological perspective (resuf interregional and
inter-religious studies) [Sem'ya i vera v sotsiologicheskom izmerenii (téaty mezhregional'nogo i
mezhkonfessional'nogo issledovaniya)]. Moscow: KE009. P. 197-198.

1% Roshchina Y. Modeling of factors of family propémsto have a child in Russia [Modelirovaniye faidw
sklonnosti sem'i k rozhdeniyu rebenka v Rossii[EBP 5 (2006): 98—-133.

137 Rosstat. Analytical report on the results of thenpke survey of reproductive plans of populatigtosstat.
Analiticheskiy otchet po itogam vyborochnogo nablgoiya reproduktivnykh planov naseleniya]. 2012.
Published: 24.01.2013. URL: http://www.gks.ru/frdec/2012/demo/orp.doc. Accessed: 09.08.2013. P. 32.
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Table A4.4. Desired and expected number of children depending on

whether respondent considers himself/herself religious3®

Do you consider Women Men

yourself Average desiredl Average expectedAverage desired Average expected

religious? number ofl number of| number of| number of
children children children children

Yes 2.34 (3,583) 1.96 (3,452) 2.43 (2,626) 2.0268)

No 2.07 (1,002) 1.80 (958) 2.10 (1,629) 1.77 (1)576

hard to say 2.28 (374) 1.87 (362) 2.23 (396) 138

These results are affirmed by data of surveys Helth globally and in individual foreign
countries. Specifically, data from the World Valuegernational program steadily show that
religious families tend to have many more childitgan non-religious (see Figure A4.1):

Fig. A4.1. Religiosity as global factor of having large families

Religion as a global factor of prevalence of families with
three and more children
Distribution of a global sample of respondents as
regards the number of children they have in accordance
with the level of their religiosity

Non-religious respondents

Three children
and more; 25%

Highly
religious

Three
children

and more;
54%

According to the World Values polls held among 156 289 respondents
aged 30 years and more in 86 countries between 1981 and 2008

D. Filippov and C. Berghammer, who analysed theaichf religion on fertility among some
European countries, stated that religiosity impaetsous fertility indicators — ideal number of
children, likelihood of having the next child, exped and actual number of children. The
researchers distinguished three mechanisms by waliiosity affects fertility rates: religious
doctrine, the social capital of religious peopled ahe ability of religion to decrease human
feelings of uncertainty®. Speaking of the importance of social capital, veed to mention a
number of surveys stating that the availabilityaof informal social support network positively
impacts a desire to have another ctifldn some countries, this effect is observed whieeee is

138 Rosstat.Analytical report on the results of the sampleveyr of reproductive plans of populatijRosstat.
Analiticheskiy otchet po itogam vyborochnogo naldgniya reproduktivnykh planov naseleniya]. 2012.
Published: 24.01.2013. http://www.gks.ru/free_d6&/2Zdemo/orp.doc. Accessed: 09.08.2013. P. 32Tzl

139 philipov D., Berghammer CReligion and fertility ideals, intentions and beiloe: a comparative study of
European countrie¥ienna Yearbook of Population Reseabc{2007): 271-305.

140 see: Di Giulio Pet al. Social Capital and Fertility Intentions: The Cagdtaly, Bulgaria, and West Germany.
Vienna Institute of Demography Working Papers 2, 2012. URL:
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a lack of a developed system of state support ri@liess (for instance, in Bulgaria), while in
other countries the network may also impact thédbiith decision (ltaly). In some countries,
religious communities are characterised by moreld@ed networks of this kind?

Various aspects of the impact of religion on féstilare also registered for other
countries**> Caroline Berghammer, in her survey on quantitatied® estimated the
contribution of religiosity and religious socialigm on third childbirth among women in the
Netherlands. According to an analysis of panel da@02-2004), two factors impact third
childbirth: church attendance by a woman and rmligi socialisation of a father. Religious
socialisation makes a difference, even if a chither has stopped attending the church. The
effects of the religious factor strengthen subjeajroups. Moreover, religious characteristics of
grandmothers and grandfathers (parents of respts)deave a significant influence on third
childbirth in a family.

In his survey, Guido Heinet® (using quantitative data from theustrian Family and
Fertility Survey studied links between religion and fertility angofamilies having the their
first/only marriage. According to the results, aman's religiosity has a positive impact on the
number of children in the family. Thomas Baudintetia also based on quantitative data in his
surveys **° about Francé® that if involvement in confession and self-detieration as a
religious person did not produce any impact oniliigrt participation in practices ("practising
religious people™) makes a tangible positive imdamth on fertility as a whole and the number
of children.

All in all, most empirical surveys in this area foemed both in Russia and abroad
confirm a tangible impact of participation in retigs practices on fertility and an even stronger
impact of religious socialisation on the part ofrggds and grandparents (grandfathers and
grandmothers).

The results obtained may suggest that religionainsta certain set of settings, norms
and values which are transferred (acquired) incitverse of socialisation, including the "large
family norm".

Possible measures to strengthen the effect of theligious factors in the area of
fertility growth

Based on the preceding data, we may suggest tladality of Orthodox (and other
traditional religious) communities with developetucch and community activities may be
instrumental in improving fertility in the countryLherefore, it is advisable to take measures
aimed to allow all religious denominations and tltemmunities to flourish:

1. Develop the system of financing initiatives of gebus organizations regarding social
and charitable activities. For instance, creatirepgtenders (both under the presidential

http://www.oeaw.ac.at/vid/download/WP2012_02.pdfe@ on 20-02-20135ondal N.Who ,fills in for Siblings
and how? A Multilevel Analysis of Personal Netwo@omposition and its Relationship to Sibling Size.
Sociological Forun27/3 (2012): 732-750.

L im Ch., Putnam R. Religion, Social Networks, anifie Satisfaction.American Sociological Revie®5/6
(2010): 914-933.

192 7Zhang L. Religion, Religiosity and Male and Fem&lertility. Male Fertility Patterns and Determinan®7
(2011): 117-141; Frejka T., Westoff C.F. Religi®eligiousness and Fertility in the US and in Eutdpgropean
Journal of Populationi24/1 (2008): 5-31; Adsera A. Religion and ChangeEamily-Size Norms in Developed
Countries.Review of Religious Researdii/3 (2006): 271-286; Adsera Marital fertility and religion: Recent
changes in SpairBonn: I1ZA (Institute for the Study of Labor), 20(QDiscussion paper no. 1399); Heaton T. Does
Religion Influence Fertility in Developing Countsid?opulation Research Policy Revié® (2011): 449-465.

143 Berghammer C. Religious Socialisation and Feytilftransition to Third Birth in the Netherlands (Salisation
Religieuse et Fécondité: L'arrivée du TroisiemeaBhfaux Pays-Baskuropean Journal of PopulatiofRevue
Européenne de Démographie) 25/3 (2009): 297-324.

144 Heineck G. The Relationship between Religion ardilty: Evidence for AustriaHomo Oeconomicug9/1
(2012): 73-94.

145 Baudin T. Religion and Fertility: The French Coatien. Centre d’Economie de la Sorbonne Working Paj8érs
(2008): 1-33; Baudin TMore on Religion and FertilityThe French ConnectiorOctober 31, 2012. URL:
http://www.thomasbaudin.fr/More%200n%20French%20t&mtion.

16 Data from the research project "Survey of the Ehemay of life”.
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administration, and related ministries and depants)eboth at the federal level, and in
regions and municipal formations.

2. Create a system of economic, legal, informationcoaducation for potential participants
of grant tenders. Develop training sessions fotigpants to form skills for preparing
tender documentation and project reports, sharevledge and skills required for
preparing such documentation.

3. Provide premises to arrange social activity forrcha and religious organizations,
especially activity aimed to work with Russian peopf reproductive age and with
children (Sunday schools, youth groups, mother lzatty homes, recreation centres for
parents and children etc.).

4. Support the websites and the media of all tradaticeligious confessions (especially
those devoted to family, motherhood and childhoady] ensure they have access to be
televised via federal channels.

5. Establish the State Foundation to support largeliiss with participation of the Russian
Orthodox Church.

6. Create social family support centres and crisigmaacy centres in urban areas and
municipal districts jointly with the Russian OrttmdChurch and other faiths, and ensure
their budget financing.

7. Provide assistance for the Russian Orthodox Charahd other faiths’ lay education
centres which offer, among other services, reaeatsports, educational opportunities
for children and their parents. Models of such béirain the U.S. include the YMCA
(young men’s Christian Association), von Neumannt€es (Catholic) and JCCs (Jewish
Community Centers.) In the US, such ‘faith-basatatives,” which involve funneling
state funds through religious organizations to @®vcommunity services (without
discriminating among faiths) have often been mdfectve than direct provision of
government programs.

8. Removing legislative and administrative barriersptoticipation of priests with higher
education in secondary schools as teachers of rr@agds facultative subjects.

9. Provide an opportunity to hold group consultingrégsewith participation of priests from
the Russian Orthodox Church and clergy of othéhgain secondary schools if children
and/or their parents so desire (on issues intagestr pupils and selected by pupils).

For many decades, the Soviet Union discouragedigurid community religious
activities. The recent support of the Russian Fadar for the traditional confessions, including
funds to restore monasteries and Churches, hasabeeicome change in policy. However, for
promoting fertility among the Russian people, maabre important that restoring buildings is
promoting the free expression of religion by peopfeall faiths, to build strong pro-family
religious communities that will encourage child-teg and support larger families.
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Appendix 5. Regional differences in natural population
movement and regional demographic policy

Russian regions vary significantly in terms of matypopulation movement. On the one
hand, some regions — primarily, some republicshef North Caucasus and Siberia — have a
significant natural population increase, whereashenother hand, some regions — primarily, in
the Central Federal District — have a natural pafah decline, which exceeds 0.5% per year
even after a notable improvement of the demogragituation in recent years.

In 2011, 29 regions recorded a natural populatimrease. The biggest gains were
registered in the Chechen Republic and the Repuobllngushetia where they exceeded 2% to
reach 2.4% and 2.3%, respectively. Four other reglmave this ratio above 1%. They are the
Republic of Tyva, the Republic of Dagestan, Altag éhe Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous District.
Four more regions had a natural increase rangiogn 10.5% to 1% (the Khanty-Mansiysk
Autonomous District - Yugra, the Kabardino-Balkagblic, the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
and Tyumen region).

All other regions have a natural population declifibe biggest losses are recorded in
Pskov and Tula regions (0.9% and 0.8% in 2011 espely). Total natural population loss is
more than 0.7% in Novgorod, Tambov and Tver regiamsre than 0.5% in Bryansk, Vladimir,
Voronezh, Ivanovo, Kursk, Leningrad, Nizhny Novgdr®rel, Penza, Ryazan and Smolensk
regions and in the Republic of Mordovia. Total iféyt ratio is the smallest in the Central
Federal District, in some regions of the North-Wast Volga federal districts (especially in
Leningrad and Tula regions, in the Republic of Mivid and in Moscow). The strongest
birthrates were registered in some republics ofNbgh Caucasus, Siberia and the Far East. In
addition, only four regions (the Republic of Altae Republic of Ingushetia, the Republic of
Tyva and the Chechen Republic) have birthratesemigiitan they require to ensure population
replacement.

In all regions (except for the Chukotka Autonomduistrict), total fertility ratio was
higher in 2011than in 2005. Its increase in 2011 2605 is attributable to changes in the
birthrates in the regions: higher birthrates brduglthigher increase (on the average), whereas
lower birthrates led to a lower increase. Amongiaeg with the weakest increase in total
fertility ratio, four regions (the Republic of Maydia, Leningrad and Tambov regions, Moscow)
are in the group of regions with the lowest birtbsan 2011.

In the group of regions with the biggest increaseotal fertility ratio, half of the regions
are represented by regions with the strongestraigh (the Republic of Altay, the Republic of
Ingushetiya, the Republic of North Ossetiya-Alanijfze Republic of Tyva and the Chechen
Republic). Most likely, populations in these regidmave higher demand for children, and the
state support to second and subsequent childbwihs,perceived there as improved conditions
to realise the existing need in children, had engfer impact on reproductive behaviour.

Analysis of data on birthrates by birth order sigggethat the likelihood of second
childbirth is relatively low, first and foremost) the Republic of Karelia, the Republic of Komi,
the Khabarovsk, Vladimir, Voronezhm Ivanovo, Kirokpstroma, Kursk, Lipetsk, Moscow,
Novgorod, Orel, Penza, Pskov, Samara, Saratov, 88akhSmolensk, Tambov, Tula and
Yaroslavl regions and in Saint PetersB{ifgviost of these regions have been characterisea for
long time by a large number of one-child familiather than just small families. These regions
need to focus on support to second birthrates aodide for significant differentiation in
various types of allowances and benefits for familvith children so that two-children families
have much more favourable conditions than one-dhittlies do.

Stronger growth of the total fertility ratio for g@d and subsequent children in 2007-
2011 may underscore that the population in thegems is more inclined (as compared to
people in other Russian constituent entities) &poad with their reproductive behaviour to
similar measures in the future. This means thiatatlvisable to evolve measures in these regions

147 Only those regions are at issue, for which dathith order rate among childbirths are availaboleZ011.
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that have already been implemented there.. Sudbn®ggfor example, may have a stronger
effect from maternity (family) capital. Most likelyamilies there would show a relatively more
active response to various forms of financial supgerst and foremost, such regions include
the Republic of Kalmykia, the Mari El Republic, tiRepublic of Tatarstan, the Republic of
Udmugifg, the Republic of Khakassia, the ChuvaspuRéc, Kostroma, Omsk and Chelyabinsk
regions™.

On the contrary, weaker growth of total fertiligtio for second and subsequent births in
2007-2011 in most of the other regions may sugdeat such measures are obviously
insufficient to ensure more or less notable feytigrowth. This trend is primarily observed in the
Republic of Mordovia, Primorsk, Leningrad, Moscaviiirmansk, Penza and Tula regions and
Saint Petersburg. Regional demographic policy nreastegarding birthrates may be divided
into three groups: measures taken to complemeneapand federal measures (a regional one-
time maternity grant, including amounts differetech subject to birth order, an increase in
monthly benefit for children under 1.5 years at &xpense of the regional budget for certain
categories of families, regional maternity (familgapital); new measures proposed by the
federal centre and implemented by regions (a mgmayment for third and subsequent children
under three years old in the amount of the chitdiimum subsistence level, in demographically
weak regions it is co-financed by the federal btijdgwoviding land plots to large families (to
build a house or a summer cottage); and measutiedgad at the regional level.

The latter include, for instance, measures to sigdpw-income families with children,
pregnant and fostering mothers (for instance, teeuRlic of Buryatia, Kamchatka, Irkutsk,
Kaluga and Kirov regions). A monthly benefit forildhen from three to six years, higher than
monthly benefits for children under 16 years, igdpa Saint Petersburg, the Yamalo-Nenets
Autonomous District, the Republic of Komi, the Rbpa of Sakha (Yakutia) and Leningrad
region to various kinds of families: low-income fiéigs, families with children or both parents
disabled, children in incomplete families, famili@ghere fathers avoid alimony payments,
families of servicemen during their military cajpu Some regions pay monthly children
benefits for children who do not attend preschahlcation institutions due to their capacity
shortage or for medical reasons (Arkhangelsk, Ken®rSmolensk, Yaroslavl regions, etc.). An
increased child benefit for children who do noeatt children's preschool education institutions
is paid to families with three and more childrerihie Republic of Altay, the Republic of Karelia,
the Republic of Mordovia, Zabaikal, Kamchatka, Kawadvsk and Perm, Belgorod, Vologda,
Lipetsk and Murmansk regions.

From 2005 to 2011, life expectancy increased byyedrs for men and 3.3 years for
women to 64.1 and 75.7 years in 2011, respectivEhe life expectancy for the Russian
Federation’s population on the whole is 69.8 yelslicartality trends still vary significantly across
various regions, with the gap in life expectancinganore than 15 years for men and 13 years
for women. Meanwhile, regions with high mortalitgaliningrad, Leningrad, Ivanovo, Pskov,
Arkhangelsk regions) recorded the strongest iner@atife expectancy. This should have helped
to narrow the gap in mortality rates between vagimgions. However, along with weak regions,
strong growth rates were registered in regions vghdership positions in terms of life
expectancy: Moscow and Saint Petersburg.

Regions with an insignificant increase in life exfa@cy have similar diversity. On the
one hand, they include North Caucasus regions Wathmally high life expectancy, whose
reliability is doubtful due to low quality of statical service (the Chechen Republic, the
Dagestan Republic, the North Ossetiya Republic Ki@wachay-Cherkessia Republic); while on
the other hand, this group also includes regiortb awerage (Samara and Orenburg regions, the
Republic of Bashkortostan and the Republic of Mer@gaand even high (the Kamchatka region,
the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), Magadan regionjtadity.

In most regions, life expectancy growth for men amoimen closely correlates with
mortality declines in medium and old employable aggegories. The age profile of life

148 Out of 35 regions for which data on birthratesobsh order are available for 2005 and 2011.
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expectancy growth differs significantly subjectachieved levels and the scale of this increase
over the last five years. In the group of strongjars, age profile of life expectancy increase is
diluted in all categories of adult population frggmung to elderly people, which points to a wide
range of measures to reduce mortality in thesegoats. In regions with higher life expectancy
than the Russian average, slower life expectanmytrin the last five was due to the fact that is
mostly increase in the medium and old working aajegories.

In the group of regions with lower life expectaritbgn the Russian average, the growth
was achieved due to mortality decrease in the middd young ages for men, while for women
it was dependant on the medium and elderly agegeoaés. In the group of regions with
relatively high mortality and a higher increasdifa expectancy than the Russian average, this
increase strongly correlates with a reduction inrtaldy in all categories of working age
population from 15 to 60 years old and does natetate with mortality trend in the elderly and
old age categories. This correlates well with thelanation that in most Russian regions recent
life expectancy increase occurred to a large exthm to decrease in harmful alcohol
consumptiofi*.

Analysis of the 2012 regional data

In 2007, the strongest gains in total fertilityeratere recorded in the Republic of Tyva
(0.57), the Republic of Altay (0.38), the ChecherpBblic (0.37), the Kabardino-Balkar
Republic (0.29), the Karachay-Cherkessia Republizy), the Republic of Ingushetia (0.22), the

Republic of North Ossetiya — Alaniya (0.21) and Bepublic of Khakassia (0.2639 Almost all

of these regions (except for the Kabardino-Balkapiiblic) were characterised by relatively
high growth rates in previous years. We may assiinaiepopulation in these regions still needs
relatively more children due to the fact that stsu@port to childbirths, perceived as improved
conditions to realise the existing need in childread a stronger impact on taking a decision
about childbirth.

The year 2012 was marked by other regional diffegenin total fertility rate gains.
Regions that registered growth rates much strotiger in Russia (0.11) on the whole include
the Nenets Autonomous District (0.34), the Yamabtnbls Autonomous District (0.22), the
Khanty-Mansiysk Autonomous District — Yugra (0.18he Chukotka Autonomous District
(0.16), the Komi Republic (0.18), the Republic dhakassia (0.17), the Republic of Mari El
(0.17), the Chuvash Republic (0.16), the Repullidd@murtia (0.15), the Republic of Tatarstan
(0.14), the Altai (0.16), Krasnoyarsk (0.14) Kurgéhm21), Omsk (0.20), Magadan (0.18),
Kemerovo (0.17), Kirov (0.17), Vologda (0.16), Tyem(0.16), Lipetsk (0.16), Orenburg (0.15),
Sakhalin (0.15), Astrakhan (0.14) and Novgorod 4D.degions. By contrast, the Republic of
Ingushetia and the Chechen Republic saw a declinetal fertility rate in 2012 as compared to
the 2011 level.

Nearly all of these regions with a strong incre@sedotal fertility rate saw a more
significant increase in 2012 as compared to the 20@el (except for the Republic of Udmurtia,
the Republic of Khakassia, the Chuvash Republe Altay and Orenburg regions).

If we assume that a stronger increase in fertiftes in 2012, to a certain extent, was
impacted by new regional demographic policy measurgional differentiation of this impact
should be primarily assessed by fertility rateghatd and subsequent childbirths, since most
regions grant regional regional maternity (famitgpital at third and subsequent childbirths and
land plots for residential construction are graritethmilies with three and more children.

The strongest total fertility rate gains for thadd subsequent childbirths in 2012 (among
regions for which birth order data are availableZ011 and 2012) were recorded in the Yamalo-

149 Khaltourina D. (2006) Decreased production of hiiaved the lives of 66 thousand Russians ifiitsieseven
months of 2006 [Snizheniye proizvodstva alkogolymsto zhizni 66 tysyacham rossiyan za pervyye sem'
mesyatsev 2006 g.Narkologiyal2 (2006); Pridemore W., Chamlin M., Kaylen M.,dkeev E. The impact of a
national alcohol policy on deaths due to transpocidents in Russi@ddiction108/12 (2013): 2112-2118.

150 By comparison, this gain in Russia on the wholeamted to 0.11.
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Nenets Autonomous District (0.079), in the RepubfiSakha (Yakutia) (0.071), the Republic of
Khakassia (0.063), the Republic of Kalmykia (0.038 Komi Republic (0.059), the Chuvash
Republic (0.056) and the Republic of Karelia (0.)044h Omsk (0.060), Orenburg (0.049),
Kemerovo (0.045), Novgorod (0.045), Sakhalin (0)044strakhan (0.042), Kirov (0.042),

Murmansk (0.041) and Novosibirsk (0.040) regions.

Nearly all of the above regions with high totaltiléy rate gains at third and subsequent
childbirths posted a stronger increase in 2012 tmarR007 (except for the Republic of
Kalmykia) *>*

On the other hand, the lowest (among regions fachvhirth order data are available for
2011 and 2012) increase in total fertility ratehatd and subsequent childbirths was recorded in
the Republic of Dagestan (0.006). The Republicyfalsaw a minor (by 0.007) decrease in total
fertility rate at third and subsequent childbirins2012, as compared to the 2011 level. As a
matter of fact, the Republic of Dagestan has noornad maternity (family) capital, with one-
time payment provided only starting from fifth abirth, while the Republic of Tyva has the
same payment in the form of maternity (family) ¢alpi

Analysis of regional family policy measures

Regional maternity (family) capital exists in madRussian regions, except for the
Republic of Bashkortostan, the Republic of Dagestia® Republic of Ingushetia, the Republic
of Tatarstan, the Republic of Udmurtia, the ChecRepublic, the Penza region and the city of
Moscow.

Federal maternity (family) capital is provided atcsend or subsequent childbirth
(adoption), while regional maternity (family) cagdiis provided, as a rule, at third or subsequent
childbirth (adoption). The exceptions are the Magcbdlizhny Novgorod, Sakhalin, Smolensk
and Ulyanovsk regions where maternity (family) talpis paid, like federal maternity (family)
capital, starting from second childbirth. Some oegi by contrast, pay maternity (family) capital
at fourth and subsequent childbirths rather thathiadl childbirth: the Republic of Altay, the
Karachay-Cherkessia Republic and the Republic af Hla- at fourth childbirth, the Kabardino-
Balkar Republic and the Republic of Tyva — at fithildbirth, the Republic of Buryatia — at
seventh childbirth.

As noted above, the biggest regional maternity ifgmcapital (RUB 350,000) is
approved in the Yamal-Nenets Autonomous Distridie TNenets Autonomous District ranks
second in terms of this amount, with RUB 300,000.

Up to RUB 300,000 may also be received at thirduwrsequent childbirth (adoption) in
the form of maternity (family) capital in the Kosina region, but only as initial instalment under
mortgage loans, principal payment and interest gayrander residential mortgage loans when a
house is acquired (built). It is quite understahelahat this condition significantly reduces a
circle of families eligible to maternity (family)apital in this region. For his reason, comparative
analysis of the amount of maternity (family) capitathe Kostroma region with its amounts in
other Russian regions would be irrelevant.

The same concerns the Amur region where regionatmmty (family) capital in the
amount of RUB 270,500 is paid at third or subsetjudmnldbirth (adoption) only to those
families for which it is confirmed they need to irope their housing conditions.

It is also irrelevant to compare regional materr{itgmily) capital in the Kabardino-
Balkar Republic, which amounts RUB 250,000, but rbaypaid only at fifth or subsequent
childbirths, unlike similar payments in most regon

Maternity (family) capital amounts to RUB 200,000the Khabarovsk region and RUB
150,000 both in the Komi Republic and the Sakh&kgion.

The most common amount of regional maternity (fgyrehpital is RUB 100,000. It paid
in 30 Russian constituent entities: the Karachagrkdssia Republic, the Republic of Kartelia,

151 This comparative analysis only includes regionsabich birth order data are available not only 26112012,
but also for 2006—-2007.
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the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), the Republic ofaKassia and the Chuvash Republic, the
Krasnodar, Krasnoyarsk, Perm, Stavropol, Vologdaroxiezh, Irkutsk, Kemerovo, Leningrad,
Magadan, Moscow, Murmansk, Novosibirsk, Omsk, OvegbOrel, Pskov, Samara, Saratov,
Sverdlovsk and Smolensk regions, the Khanty-Makskstonomous District — Yugra, the
Chukotka Autonomous District, the Jewish Autonomdregion and Saint Petersburg. The
Karachay-Cherkessia Republic provides this capité} starting from fourth childbirth.

Four other regions where maternity (family) capéisio amounts to RUB 100,000 should
be added to this list. However, they need specoasicleration.

The Novgorod region also grants regional mater(faynily) capital in the amount of
RUB 100,000. However, there are two circumstanckglwnotably improve its demographic
efficiency. Firstly, like in the Voronezh and Pskagions, according to the Law "On Additional
Measures of Social Support for Large Families Lgvin the Novgorod Region for 2011-2014"
(Article 3), families become eligible to this cagitit third and each (rather than "or") subsequent
childbirth (adoption). Secondly, according to tlaeng article of the Law, the amount of regional
"Family" capital, as noted above, increases to R2IB,000 provided that RUB 100,000 is
allocated to improve housing conditions.

The Rostov region grants RUB 100,000 of regionatemmaty (family) capital at third or
subsequent childbirth (adoption) only to low-incofaenilies, with average per capita income
not exceeding the minimum subsistence level. Themskoregion set this threshold at two
minimum subsistence levels rather than one.

RUB 100,000 of maternity (family) capital is also be paid to large families in the
Tambov region at childbirth. But only those fansliare eligible to this capital at childbirth
which has not received one-time payments to imprauesing conditions or one-time monetary
payment to acquire housing or a subsidy for loased to acquire construction materials and
build a house.

Maternity (family) capital in the Kursk region anmgs to RUB 75,000.

The following 21 regions set this capital at RUBMD: the Republic of Adygeya, the
Republic of Altay, the Republic of Kalmykia, the iRébdlic of Mari El, the Republic of North
Ossetiya — Alaniya and the Republic of Tyva, theaAland Zabaikal, Arkhangelsk, Astrakhan,
Belgorod, Bryansk, Vladimir, lvanovo, Kaluga, Lipkf Ryazan, Tver, Tula, Chelyabinsk and
Yaroslavl regions. The Republic of Altay and thepRialic of Mari El provide regional (family)
capital at fourth or subsequent childbirth and Bepublic of Tyva grants it at fifth and
subsequent childbirths.

Five other regions have maternity (family) capdathe level below RUB 50,000: RUB
40,789 in the Volgograd region, RUB 30,000 boththa Primorsk and Tyumen regions, RUB
25,000 in each of the Kurgan and Nizhny Novgoragiaes.

Regions, where the amount of regional maternitynilig capital differs subject to birth
order, require special consideration.

The Ulyanovsk region provides regional maternitgngfly) capital of RUB 50,000 at
second childbirth (adoption), RUB 100,000 at thahaldbirth (adoption), RUB 150,000 at fourth
childbirth (adoption), RUB 200,000 at fifth childth (adoption), RUB 250,000 at sixth
childbirth (adoption) and RUB 700,000 at seventth smbsequent childbirth (adoption).

The Kamchatka region grants regional maternity {ffgncapital at third or subsequent
childbirth (adoption) in the following way: RUB 1@®DO0 at third childbirth (adoption), RUB
150,000 at fourth childbirth (adoption), RUB 20M0@t fifth childbirth (adoption), RUB
250,000 at sixth or subsequent childbirth (adoption

The Republic of Mordovia set regional maternitynffly) capital of RUB 100,000 at
third childbirth (adoption), RUB 120,000 at fourthildbirth (adoption) and RUB 150,000 at
fifth and subsequent childbirth.

In the Kaliningrad Region, its amount is set at RU®,000 for third or fourth childbirth
(adoption) and RUB 200,000 at fifth or subsequériltbirth (adoption). However, this payment
is only intended for families with average per tapincome not exceeding 3.5 minimum
subsistence levels.

93



Demographic Policies of the Russian Federation: li&mges and Scenarios

The Kirov Region provides regional maternity (fayhitapital of RUB 75,000 at third
childbirth (adoption), RUB 125,000 at fourth childb (adoption) and RUB 200,000 at fifth and
subsequent childbirth (adoption). It is grantethie form of one-time payment.

It exists as a one-time payment in the Republiddfgeya and the Republic of Mari El,
in the Zabaikal, Arkhangelsk, Vologda, Ivanovo, k@d, Kirov, Kurgan, Lipetsk, Samara,
Tyumen and Yaroslavl regions and the Chukotka Aortaous District.

The Republic of Buryatia also grants maternity (fgjncapital as one-time cash
payment. In addition, it is specifically intendedacquire housing (based on the price of 11 sq m
per child).

Almost all regions make provisions for improvemehhousing conditions and education
for a child (children) as possible ways of spendimaternity (family) capital. The third way of
spending federal maternity (family) capital — tonfoa funded part of a mother's labour pension
— is significantly less common in regions (the Ramuof Mordovia, the Krasnoyarsk, Bryansk,
Moscow, Novosibirsk, Omsk and Orenburg regions).

Apart from using maternity (family) capital to ingue housing conditions, many Russian
constituent entities provide for additional ways spfending these funds, related to housing
redevelopment, such as repair works (the Repulfli§akha (Yakutia), the Perm, Belgorod,
Vladimir, Kaliningrad, Magadan, Nizhny Novgorod, &an, Samara and Ulyanovsk regions),
gasification (the Perm, Vladimir, Leningrad, NizhniMovgorod regions), engineering
communications (the Ryazan region), water supplytew disposal, heating equipment
installation (the Novgorod region).

The Leningrad Region urges families, for whichsitconfirmed they need to improve
their housing conditions, to necessarily alloca@eaemity (family) capital to improve housing
conditions.

Maternity (family) capital may be used for medi¢edatment (including health resort
treatment) of a child (children) in the followingegions: the Republic of Kalmykia, the
Karachay-Cherkessia Republic, the Komi Republie, Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) and the
Republic of Khakassia, the Perm, Primorsk, Voronésemingrad, Magadan, Nizhny Novgorod,
Rostov, Saratov, Tomsk, Tula and Ulyanovsk regitms,Nenets Autonomous District and the
Jewish Autonomous Region. The Kaliningrad, Sam&akhalin, Chelyabinsk, Khabarovsk
regions, the Khanty-Mansiysk Autonomous District Yugra and the Yamalo-Nenets
Autonomous District permit the use of maternityngfly) capital for financing medical treatment
of both a child and his/her parents. The Novgomgian also provides for spending maternity
(family) capital on paid medical care services. ldoer, it is unclear whether this relates to a
child (children) only or to parents as well.

The Stavropol, Orenburg and Samara regions andKt@mty-Mansiysk Autonomous
District (Yugra) provide for using maternity (faijilcapital by parents to raise their education
level; the Kaliningrad, Leningrad (in case of fiamd more children or a disabled child),
Murmansk, Novosibirsk, Rostov, Samara and Krasrskyaegions, the Republic of Sakha
(Yakutia) envisage vehicles acquisition, the Kalgrad and Murmansk regions allow for
acquiring durable goods; the Republic of Kalmykna ahe Leningrad region provide for buying
land plots; Saint Petersburg allows for summeraggtconstruction; the Republic of Sakha
(Yakutia) envisages development of personal sufagidedconomy; the Krasnoyarsk and Perm
regions provide for supplying children with techadicehabilitation facilities; the Samara region
allows for purchasing items required for baby carel development and the Amur Region
provides for repayment of principal amount andriegé payment under consumer loans (except
for fines, fees and penalties).

Some regions allow for receiving one-time paymenthe amount of part of regional
maternity (family) capital: the Komi Republic (arally RUB 25,000), the Krasnoyarsk
(annually up to RUB 12,000), Vladimir, Magadan (aalty up to RUB 40,000), Orenburg (RUB
10,000) and Saratov (25% of the capital amountémsumer needs) regions.
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Table A5.1. Average increase in total fertility rate at third and subsequent
childbirths in 2012 vs 2011 by groups of regions with various amounts of
regional maternity (family) capital152

1)

Amount of | Number Regions Average increas
regional of in total fertility rate
maternity | regions for third and
(family) subsequent
capital childbirths in 2012
(Roubles) vs 20113
the Komi Republic, the Khabarovsk, Novgorod
and Sakhalin regions, the Nenets Autonomous
District and the Yamalo-Nents Autonomaqus
Over 100,000 6 | District 0.050
the Republic of Karelia, the Republic |of
Mordovia, the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), the
Republic of Khakassia, the Chuvash Republic,
the Krasnoyarsk, Stavropol, Voronezh,
Kaliningrad, Kemerovo, Leningrad, Moscow,
Murmansk, Novosibirsk, Omsk, Orenburg,
Orel, Pskov, Samara, Saratov and Sverdlovsk
regions, the Jewish Autonomous Region and
100,000 23 | Saint Petersburg 0.035
the Republic of Adygeya and the Republic| of
Kalmykia, the Arkhangelsk, Astrakhan,
Belgorod, Bryansk, Vladimir, Ivanovo, Kaluga,
from 50,000 Kirov, Kursk, Lipetsk, Tula, Chelyabinsk and
to 100,000 15 | Yaroslavl regions 0.032
the Primorsk, Volgograd and Nizhny Novgorod
below 50,000 3 |regions 0.023
no regiona
maternity the Republic of Bashkortostan, the Republi¢ of
(family) Dagestan, the Republic of Tatarstan, |the
capital 5 Republic of Udmurtia, the Penza region 0.027

On the average, regions with higher regional mate(family) capital recorded higher increases

in total fertility rate at third and subsequentidhirths in 2012, as compared to the 2011 levels.
Needless to say, these data do not mean thattiteisamount of regional maternity
(family) capital that predetermined intergroup eifnces in average increases in total fertility

rate at third and subsequent childbirths. It cooéda driver behind this trend. However, we
believe that a link between these differences afferences in the amount of regional maternity

(family) capital may be considered as an argumepparting the idea that a significant increase
in total fertility rate at third and other childthis in 2012 as compared to the 2011 level is

caused, among other reasons, by the fact thatlifl,200st regions launched maternity (family)
capital payments. As a rule, families become diggilo this capital after third or subsequent

childbirths.

As noted above, the Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous DBistnas the largest regional
maternity (family) capital (RUB 350,000). In 201tBjs region also saw the highest increase in
total fertility rate at third and subsequent chittlis (0.079). In the Komi Republic, maternity

152 Only those regions are taken into consideratianwibich data on birth order rate are available 2641 and

2012,

3 The average increase is calculated as an arithmmean of increases in regions allocated to a otispegroup.
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(family) capital at third or subsequent childbirthRUB 150,000 and an increase in fertility rate
at third and subsequent childbirths significantkceeds Russia's average level (0.059). In the
Sakhalin region, maternity (family) capital is alsgual to RUB 150,000. It is provided at second
or subsequent childbirths rather than third or sghsnt childbirths. In this regard, it is
interesting to note that an increase in total lfgrtrate not only at third, but also at second
childbirths was much higher than Russia's average (0.067 vs 0.049).

The Novgorod region has RUB 100,000 regional m#terfiamily) capital, as noted
above. However, this amount is increased to RUB@Iif the capital is allocated to improve
housing conditions. In addition, families who gdorgh to (adopted) third and each (rather than
"or") subsequent child become eligible to this talpFamilies are also encouraged not to delay
childbirths as the term of regional maternity (fimicapital only covers childbirths in this
region by the end of 2014. The Novgorod regionarmdy saw an increase in total fertility rate at
third and subsequent childbirths that was higheat tRussia's average level in 2012.
Furthermore, for the first time over many decadés, total fertility rate for all childbirths
appeared to be equal to Russia's average (forneaiyn slightly higher).

Regional maternity (family) capital is RUB 100,00almost all the remaining regions
which in 2012 saw notably higher increases in tiasility rate than Russia's average level.

Since 2013, some regions have launched a monthéh gayment for third and
subsequent child under three years old in the atofithe minimum subsistence level.
According to a sociological survey held in 2013he Kaluga, Novgorod and Perm regions, it is
the impact of this new measure that was ranked d@ayen, who were pregnant or had third or
subsequent childbirths in 2013, on the averagédehnithan that of other measures (scored 2.57
out of 5). The women polled ranked regional matgr(family) capital as the second measure

(scored 2.43}.54

This measure was also ranked the highest as ar feafmble of impacting decision-
making on third childbirth over the next three-fo@ars (scored 3.15 out of 5). The measure that
ranked second was an opportunity to go to a kirateeg without any problems (scored 3.09).
The measure that ranked third was an opportunityolitain a land plot for residential
construction (scored 3.02).

What family policy measures may be recommended bageon analysis of regional
experience

Based on the analysis performed, the following fanpolicy measures may be
recommended.

It is necessary to provide for loans and benefioahs for residential construction on the
provided land plot for families with three and mateldren. This would help enhance efficiency
of this measure, since the main (in fact, it mayHeeonly one) negative aspect in the practice of
providing families with three and more childrentwiand plots for residential construction is the
fact that they lack money to build a house on ldmisl plot.

Furthermore, an opportunity should be consideredralhy young families participating
in housing support programmes could suspend bapigats during the maternity leave after
second childbirth and families could be grantedhwain additional loan in the amount of
remaining debt under housing loans at third chittibi

An idea may be addressed to provide families a#eond childbirth with an opportunity
of purchasing housing at cost and purchasing hguasircost under interest free mortgage for
families after third childbirth.

1% The survey was held as part of the research pgrifessessment of Efficiency of Demographic Policgaéures
Implemented at the Federal and Regional Levelséredl by the Ministry of Labour and Social Secudfythe
Russian Federation (the project is led by Profeksonid Rybakovsky).
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In this regard, we would like to point to what Viiar Putin said in his State-of-the-

Nation Address on 12 December 2018oday, housing construction must once again play a

decisive part in encouraging population growth irs&a >

135 pytin V. V. State-of-the-Nation Addre$s2 December 2013). URL: http://www.kremlin.ru/né4@825.
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Appendix 6. Differences between rural and urban
areas

In the 21st century, rural population saw stronigetility growth rates in Russia than
urban people. In 2012, total fertility rate for alpopulation was 0.661 higher than in 2000, and
0.452 higher than for urban population. Speaking o¢lative increase in this indicator for this
period, differences between rural and urban areasext to nil, 42.5% and 41.5%, respectively.
In 2012, total fertility rate in rural areas wasckao the level ensuring common population
replacement, at 2.215.

Table AG6.1. Total fertility rate for urban and rural population in Russia in
2000-2012

2000/ 2001| 2002| 2003| 2004| 2005| 2006| 2007| 2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012
Urban|1.089 1.124/1.1891.223 1.253 1.207)1.210/1.294{1.372/1.415/1.4391.442 1.541]
Rural|1.554]1.564|1.633 1.666/1.654]{1.576/1.601 1.7981.912/1.941] 1.983 2.056/2.215

An increase in total fertility rate has been stemipr rural population than for urban population
only starting from 2007, i.e. during the period whadditional measures of state support to
families with children have been implemented.

In 2006, as compared to the 2000 level, totallfigrtiate in rural areas rose 0.047 and in
urban settlements it gained 0.121. The relativeree®e amounted to 3.0% and 11.1%,
respectively. Stronger growth of birth rates inamlareas during this period hasluced the gap
between total fertility rates for rural and urbapplation from 0.465 in 2000 to 0.391 in 2006.

Since 2007, differences in trends of birth ratesuiban and rural areas have changed
significantly. As early as in 2007, i.e. during tfiest year, when measures of state support to
families with children were launched, total fettilirate for rural population rose 0.197 (or
12.3%) and for urban population it gained 0.084 §d%). All in all, in 2007-2012, this
indicator increased 0.614 (38.4%) in rural areas@B31 (27.4%) in urban areas.

This suggests that the implemented measures toodufgmilies with children have a
relatively stronger impact on rural birth ratesrtlen urban birth rates. This is also underscored
by a trend in birth order.

Table A6.2. Total fertility rate by birth order for urban and rural population
in Russia in 2006-2012 (35 regions™°)

Years Urban population Rural population
First | Second Third and First | Second Third and
subsequent subsequent
2006 | 0.727 0.378 0.096 0.810 0.490 0.272
2007 | 0.724 0.440 0.119 0.808 0.586 0.351
2008 | 0.749 0.480 0.135 0.840 0.606 0.395
2009 | 0.762 0.504 0.142 0.859 0.617 0.389
2010 | 0.74Q0 0.535 0.152 0.86) 0.643 0.398
2011 | 0.725 0.541 0.163 0.918 0.669 0.405
2012 | 0.754 0.585 0.189 0.965 0.738 0.448

1% Only those regions are included in the calculaf@rwhich data on birth order are available fa #ntire period
of 2006-2012.
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Apart from a much stronger increase in fertilityeain recent years, rural population has
two additional specific features as compared t@uanopulation.

Firstly, rural areas, unlike urban settlements,ehbad a steady increase in total fertility
rate at first childbirth starting from 2008 (it waspecially notable in 2011-2012).

Secondly, after 2007, urban women continued tortceotder mothers at first childbirth
(no increase in birth age in 2012 alone), whileakrwwomen have seen almost no increase in
average age at second and third childbirth sin@® Z6tarting from 2010, the average mother
age at second childbirth even slightly decreasé&tjs could indirectly underscore that rural
families more often than urban families are indine have shifts in their childbirth calendars as
a result of implemented measures of state suppdaintilies with children.

Table A6.3. Average mothers' age at childbirth by birth order for urban and
rural population in Russia in 2006-2012 (35 regions)

Years Urban population Rural population
First Second Third First Second Third

2006 24.50 29.58 32.29 23.14 27.44 30.71
2007 24.65 29.71 32.34 23.18 27.60 30.99
2008. 24.79 29.85 32.50 23.2% 27.76 31.14
2009 25.04 29.97 32.59 23.36 27.83 31.14
2010 25.30 30.07 32.72 23.51 27.80 31.26
2011 25.45 30.17 32.82 23.49 27.77 31.25
2012 25.53 30.18 32.89 23.59 27.71 31.24

In 2012, the average age at second childbirth asme 0.47 year for urban women as compared
to the 2007 level, while it rose only 0.11 year faral women and at third childbirth this
indicator grew by 0.55 and 0.25 year, respectively.
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Appendix 7. February 2015 update.
Looming demographic catastrophe and
how to prevent it

Executive summary

Russia is currently experiencing a financial crjsisie to international sanctions coupled
with a decline in oil prices. These are leading dz®@nomy to shrink, perhaps by as much as 5%
or more in 2015. The length and consequences ®fp#riod of turmoil are unpredictable, but it
will surely have a visible negative impact on calicsocio-demographic indicators. Recent
demographic improvements have become one of theimpsrtant indicators of the overall
success of domestic policy for Vladimir Putin. Heyt increases and mortality decline are
regularly mentioned in the Presidential Addressethe Federal Assembly.

Thus, in his 2014 Address President Putin praisedsiRn progress in overcoming
depopulation, as well as its entering the groupcotintries with good (over 70 years) life
expectancy according to the World Health Ranki@ur'demographic programs have proven to
be effective, and we will continue to implementrfiesaid the President, declaring 2015 the
National Year for Combating Cardiovascular Diseases

In the next few months, however, Russia risks dga@nrepetition of the 1990s’
demographic problems once again — with a new wavaartality increases and a new wave of
fertility decline. Pressing economic issues arerently receiving much more attention from the
Government; yet an effective anti-crisis stratetgoaequires paying attention to the seemingly
“long-term” demographic problems.

Several threats to recent demographic gains haveed with the crisis. As inflation is
rising, more of Russia’s population is falling inp@verty — and risks of impoverishment have
traditionally been the highest for families with myachildren. Even with the existing social
support, the proportion of households with child@mnong the households with income below
the subsistence level is increasing. While in 2@@bratio of poor households with and without
children was 50/50, in 2013 it skewed to 64/36. $hare of large families among the poor
households has grown over 10 years by 2.8 timesraached 9% of all poor households in
2013.

In his 2012 pre-election article ‘Building justicBocial policy for Russia’ Vladimir Putin
condemned and labeled unacceptable the situatianwhildbirth brings a family to the brink
of poverty. Our national goal for the next 3-4 y2& to completely eliminate such a situation”.
This goal has not been fully achieved yet, andrithér threatened by drastic budget cuts. As the
resources available for families shrinks, the recgpturn in fertility rates for second and third
children may be reversed. When combined with thmdha declining numbers of women in
active reproductive ages (20-29 years) Russia moat certain to experience a precipitous
decline in fertility.

In addition, a dramatic increase in the availalyjliof alcohol is looming, reminiscent of
the late 1990s. In 1998 Russia experienced a verpus financial crisis accompanied by a
jump in inflation (by 84%) — however, the exciséydun spirits was increased only much more
modestly, by 20%. As a result, during a single ytearrelative value of excise duty fell by one-
third, leading to an dramatic cheapening of vodkal @ther spirits. Throughout the early 2000s
this fall stayed uncompensated for, and the in@eda vodka excise taxes frequently lagged
behind the inflation rate. This caused an enormmgsease in mortality in 1998-2005, when
Russia “additionally” lost about two million liveg.oday the recurrence of a mortality jump due
to various initiatives on liberalizing the alcohatarket is, unfortunately, a highly probable
scenario. The Government has cancelled an earl@nped increase in the spirits excise tax,
which — given the high and rising rate of inflatienactually means their remarkable decline.
The minimum price of vodka has been significarejuced since February 1. Beer is supposed
to return to sidewalk kiosks, the bans on alcoltheatising in mass media and on alcohol sales
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overnight are to be virtually lifted, etc. As a ués Russia may face a new round of population
decline after all the recent claims of demographiatories. Even more sadly, this decline will
probably be written off as the consequences okttmmomic difficulties, while in reality a new
wave of depopulation could be averted — or, attleagbstantially mitigated — by carefully
designed and well-targeted social ¢ policy inteti@ms (many of which are purely legislative
and would not put any additional strain upon thedpet). A new series of calculations
performed by a team of researchers from the Rusissidential Academy of National
Economy and Public Administration (RANEPA), the ibéatl Research University Higher
School of Economics, the Russian Academy of Seieacel the Moscow State University
demonstrates that "alcohol liberalization" coupledth the absence of a new set of effective
family policies may provoke a new demographic @siéawith catastrophic consequences. In
order to avert this disastrous scenario, appropgiateasures must be taken immediately.

A7.1. The demographic situation in early 2015

The results presented below are based on a nees sérforecast estimates made in early
2015 on the basis of the most recent data on nitgreaid fertility, applying the same method
that was used for mathematical modeling of scemanidhe main text of the Repbtt

Fig. A7.1 presents our population projections fais§la up to 2050 based on the inertial
forecast scenario ke., with fertility and mortality rates held constaatittheir 2012 values, and
with stable migration inflow at 300 thousand anhuéhe average rate of immigration in Russia
according to the results of the National Populat@@msus 2010). If the current rates of fertility,
mortality and migration remain unchanged, Russigpufation is bound to decrease to 135-136
million by 2040 and to less than 130 million by RO%t first the population decline will be
relatively slow, but it will speed up after 2025 more women of the 1990s’ "demographic
collapse" generation enter childbearing ages ¢#Trgl):

157 Koporaes A. B., Xantypuna JI. A., Mankos A. C., boxesossnoB 0. B., Ko63esa C. B., 3unpkuna lO. B.
3akoner ucmopuu. Mamemamuueckoe Moaderuposanue U NPOSHOUPOBAHUE MUPOBOZO U PEeSUOHATbHO20
paszsumus. 3-<€ w3n., ucnp. u gon. M.: JIKM/URSS, 2010.C. 227-265;Koporace A. B., Xantypuna 1. A.,
BoxeBossroB 0. B. 2011.Marematnyeckoe MOICIMPOBAHHE M IPOrHO3UPOBAHKE AEMOTPadHIECKOro Oy Iymero
Poccuu: mate cuenapueB. Cyenaputi u nepcnekmusa paseumus Poccuu | Pen. B. A. Cagosuunumii, A. A. Axaes,
A. B. Koporaes, I'. I'. Manunenuxkuii. M.; Jlenaung/URSS, 2011Koporaes A. B., BoxesonsHos 0. B. Cuenapuu
nemorpaguueckoro Oymayiiero Poccuu /| Modenuposanue u npoenosuposanue 2n06aibHo20, pecUOHAIbHO20 U
Hayuonanonozo pazeumus | OtB. pex. A. A. Akaes, A.B.Koportaes, I'.T'. Manuneukuii, C. 0. Mankos. M.:
Jlubpokom/URSS, 2012. C. 436-461; Canmosuuumiti B.A., AxaeB A. A., Koporace A.B., Mankos
C. 0. Komnaexcnoe mooenuposanue u npoecrosupogauue paszsumusi cmpan BPUKC 6 xonmexcme mupogoti
ounamuxu. M.: Hayka, 2014.C. 234—-244 Apxanrensckuii B. H., Boxesoneros 0. B., I'onacroys [1., 3Bepesa H.
B., 3unpkuna 0. B., Kopotaes A. B., Mankos A. C., Peibansuenko C. U., Pszannes C. B., Crek @., XantypuHa
. A., llynmerun C. T'., FOpses E. JI. Yepez 10 aem 6yoem nosowno. Hemoepaguueckas norumuxa Poccutickotl
Deoepayuu:. 6vi308bl U cyenapuu. M.. VHCTUTYT HaydHO-0OmIecTBeHHOW OJKcrepTu3sl — PAHXul'C mpu
[Ipesunentre PO — Pabouas rpynmna «CeMeliHas MOJUTHKA U JIETCTBO» DKCIIEPTHOTO coBeTa Mpu [IpaBUTEIHCTBE
P®, 2014, C. 28-40; Koporacs A. B., 3unbkuna lO. B., Boxesonsuos I0. B. 2014. Maremaruueckoe
MozenupoBanue aeMorpagpudeckoro Oymymero ctpan BPUK. Poccusa. Komnaexcuwiti cucmemHulil aHanu3z,
Mamemamuyeckoe MOOeIuposanue u npocHosuposarue paseumus cmpan BPUKC. Ilpedsapumenvroie
pesyiomamut [ OTB. pen. A. A. Akaes, A. B. Koporaes, C. 10. Mankos. M.: Kpacana/URSS, 2014C. 189-207.
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Fig. A7.1. Population projection for Russia up to 2050 based on the inertial
forecast scenario, millions
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The inertial scenario looks even grimmer when gdiaed up to 2100 (Fig. 7.2):

Fig. A7.2. Population projection for Russia up to 2100 based on the inertial
forecast scenario, millions
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However the picture is still not that bad compatieedur first inertial forecast scenario, which we
calculated in 2009 on the basis of mortality antilfy rates of mid-200052 Indeed, according
to that inertial forecast Russia's population wagltinge to 111.2 million by 2040 and to 99.5
million by 2050 (Fig. A7.3):

Fig. A7.3. Population projection for Russia up to 2050, millions. Based on
the inertial forecast scenario with mid-2000s’ fertility and mortality rates
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Source: Korotayev A.V., Khaltourina D.A., MalkovSA. Bozhevolnov Yu.V., Kobzeva S.V., Zinkina J.V.
Mathematical modeling and forecasting of global ardional development@revised ed. Moscow: LKI / URSS
(in Russian), 2010. P. 248, Fig. 6.6.

Thus, the latest inertial forecast projects Russppulation to be 24.5 million higher in 2040
and 29.7 million higher in 2050 as compared tofttet inertial forecast scenario. This higher

18 gee, e.g: Koporaes A. B., Xanrypuna /[[. A., MankoB A. C., BoxesonsHoB 0. B., Ko063eBaC.B.,
3unbkuHa 0. B. 2010. 3axonst ucmopuu. Mamemamuueckoe mMooeruposanue u NPOSHOZUPOBAHUE MUPOBO2O U
pecuonanvbho2o pazeumusi. 3-€ 3., ucnp. u jgor. M.: JIKU/URSS,c. 227-265Koporaes A. B., Xanrypuna /1. A.,
BoxeBonbroB 0. B. 2011.Marematndeckoe MOJICIMPOBAHIE U IPOTHO3UPOBAHUE JEMOTPAPHUSCKOro Oy Iymero
Poccun: msre cuenapueB. Cyenapuil u nepcnekmusa pazeumus Poccuu | Pen. B. A. CagoBauunii, A. A. Axacs,
A. B. Koporaes, I'. I'. Manunenuxuii. M.: Jlenann/URSS.
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trajectory should partially be attributed to annoat migration being revised from 186 to 300
thousand, however, its role is relatively modeste Tain contribution to the difference between
the two scenarios is made by very significant peegrthat Russia made in both fertility increase
since 2006, and mortality reduction since 2005.

As mentioned in the main report, in 2007-2012 Russijoyed a very impressive TFR
increase, from 1.3 to 1.691 children per woman lfuB0%), which was the fastest growth in
Europe and the second fastest in the world. Russized up from 38to 12" place in Europe in
terms of TFR. In absolute terms, the number ohbirh 2012 was 1.902 million, exceeding the
numbers of 2006 by 422 thousand children (or 28¥he crude birth rate for the period
increased from 10.3 to 13.3 per 1000.

A7.2. Forthcoming demographic catastrophe "Alco-
pessimistic scenario"

The progress in mortality reduction achieved in country since 2005 is quite significant. In
2005 — 2013 mortality went down from 2.304 milltdhto 1.872 million deaths per ye&t (by
432 thousand deaths per year). The reduction obhalc poisoning-related deaths was
partigéjllarly significant: the number of lethal irtcations fell from 36,000 in 2005 to 6,700 in
20147,

The crude death rate fell from 16.1 per thousanti3td per thousand (by 19%o). It was
the best performance not only in Europe, but anahtihe high and middle income countries of
the world*®? Mortality reduction was achieved almost exclusivdlie to an increase in life
expectancy in Russia, from 65.5 to 70.5 years (lygdrs) in 2005-2012, which was again the
best result among all the countries of Europe, Acaerand Asi¥>. Male life expectancy
increased by almost 6 yedf8. The standardized mortality rate among working-agges
decreased from 466.8 to 334.3 (almost by 38%jgain the best dynamics among all the high
and middle income countri¢®

These impressive results were achieved mainly giroa reduction in the number of
alcohol-related deaths, which had hugely contridbute mortality in the mid-2000s, before the
first set of effective anti-alcohol measures wasohuced in 2006. Alcohol produced excessive
mortality in Russia in a variety of ways, of whitdtal alcohol poisonings formed only a small
proportion. In the mid-2000s in Russia 19% of ahths caused by cardiovascular diseases
(including heart attacks and strokes), 68% of dedtbm liver cirrhosis, 60% deaths from

199 Jlemozcpaguueckuii esxcezo0nux Poccuu. 2013.Cmamucmuueckuii c6oprux. M.: Poccrar, 2013 Ta6r. 2.1.

Poowcoaemocmnv,  cmepmnocms  u ecmecmeennvlii  npupocm, — peeramenmuas — mabauya  Poccmama.
http://www.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/population/dédemno21.xIsl{ut. 29.11.2014.

181 http://www.gks.ru/wps/wem/connect/rosstat_mairgtagru/statistics/publications/ catalog/doc_118%#2125

%2 World Bank. World Development Indicators Online Washington, DC: World Bank, 2014.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.CDRT.IGited on 30.11.2014.

163 World Bank. World Development Indicators Online Washington, DC: World Bank, 2014.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LEOO.IBited on 30.11.2014.

184 emozcpagpuueckuii exceco0nux Poccuu. 2013.Cmamucmuueckuii c6oprux. M.: Poccrar, 2013.Ta6u. 2.9.

185 We use the World Bank indicator of Adult Male Madity Rate (per 1000 male adults), which is essdlgtia
standardized mortality coefficient for working-ageles. It shows how many 15-year old males are dhoairdie
before reaching age 60 if current age-specific alityt rates persist. It reflects much better theiation with
mortality in this age-gender group in comparisothwihe number of deaths per 1,000 working-age rsiece the
latter figure is too dependent on the age strucfline values of the standardized mortality rate mgneorking-
age men in Russia for the period up to 2010 (imef)shas been taken by us from the World Bank degab
(World Bank. World Development Indicators Online. agtiington, DC: World Bank, 2014.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.AMRT.MA&ited on 30.01.2015); as regards the values ftd 2td
2012, we have calculated them ourselves on thes biEfsthe data on the age-specific mortality coedfits
published un the Russian Fertility and Mortalityatese (RusFMD) prepared by the New Economic Scimool
Moscow (http://demogr.nes.ru/en/demogr_indicat)data

1% world Bank. World Development Indicators Online Washington, DC: World Bank, 2014.
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.AMRT.MEited on 20.01.2015.
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pancreatiti¥’, and 61% of deaths from all external causes, dtiel67% of murders and 50%
of suicide$®®, were associated with alcohol. A large proportidrdeaths from pneumonia and
tuberculosis are also alcohol-reldf€because the alcohol abusers are more likely téracin
infectious diseases and less likely to get propEattnent. In 1998-1999 in the city of Izhevsk
62% of males who died in the ages between 20 antiasbhigh blood alcohol contefff
According to a large study conducted in the cityBafnaul in 1990-2004, 68% of men and 61%
of women who died at the age of 15-34, as well@® 6f men and 53% of women who died at
35-69, had high blood alcohol contéfit.

It is noteworthy that the mortality decrease in Rasafter 2005 is very similar in its
structure to the decline during Gorbachev's anttad campaign of the 1986%.

In general, research demonstrates an extremelg odationship between the production
of ethyl alcohol from crops and mortality in Russhasignificant increase in production (and
consumption) of alcohol leads to an immediate,iBaant increase in mortality — and vice versa
(Fig. A7.4 and A7.5):

Fig. A7.4. Production of ethyl alcohol from crops and number of deaths in
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17" Hemuos A. B. Ankozonwhuiii ypon pezuonos Poccuu. M.: NALEX, 2003.

158 Hemrior A.B. Ankozoasnuiii ypon pecuonos Poccuu. M.: NALEX, 2003;0n xe. Ankozonshasn ucmopus Poccuu:
Hogetiwuit nepuoo. M.: IUBPOKOM/URSS, 2009.

19 Con . M., Ten M.B., Iponuna T.B. OcoOCHHOCTH BBISBICHUS U PACIPOCTPaHCHHS TyOepKylie3a Cpeau
PasIMUHBIX COLMAIBHBIX TPYNI HaceleHHus. Meduxo-coyuanvhvie npooremMvl COYUAIbHO 00YCL08IEHHbIX
sabonesanuil | Pen. B. U. Crapony6os. M.: ITHUMO3, 2004.C. 41-44.

Y0 [Tonumuka no xomwmponio xpusucnoii cvepmuocmu 6 nepexoousiii nepuod | Ots. pex. B. M. ILIKoNbHHKOB,
B. B. Uepssikos. M.: [TPOOH, 2000.C. 191.

1 zaridze D., Maximovitch D., Lazarev A., lIgitovV.,Boroda A., BorehamJ., Boyle P., PetoR.,

Boffetta P. Alcohol poisoning is a main determinahtecent mortality trends in Russia: evidencerfra detailed
analysis of mortality statistics and autopslasgernational Journal of Epidemiolog38/1 (2009): 142—-153.
2 Xantypuna J. A., KoporaeB A. B. Pycckuii xpecm. akmopvl, mexanusmvi u nymu npeoooseHus
Odemozpagpuueckozo xpusuca ¢ Poccuu. M.: KomKunra/lURSS, 2006;0uu xe. AnkoronbHas karactpoda. Kax
OCTaHOBHUTH BbIMHpaHue Poccun? Aakoeonvhasi kamacmpogha. Ankoconvnas kamacmpoga u nomeHyuan
ANKO2ONLHOU NOTUMUKU 6 CHUIICEHUU aNKO2ONbHOU ceepxcmepmuocmu 6 Poccuu | Ots. pen. . A. XantypuHa,
A. B. Koporaes. M.: YPCC, 2008.

13 Source http://iwww.gks.ru.
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Fig. A7.5. Correlation between production of ethyl alcohol from crops and
the number of deaths in Russia, scatterplot with a fitted regression line
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Let us provide some statistical characteristicsthaf correlation depicted in the last graph.
Routinely, the Pearson correlation coefficienti¢ used as a standard measure of the strength of
a correlation. In this case its value is greatantf.9, which means that we are dealing with an
extremely strong relationship. It is useful to sgu@.9 in order to understand how close the
relation is in this case. The square of 0.9 is Q8L 81%), which is the coefficient of
determination ). In fact, its value suggests that Russian maytdlynamics of the recent years
was predominantly determined by the alcohol factbus, we have a reason to maintain that the
record mortality decline observed in Russia afte@3was more than 80% determined by a
reduction in alcohol consumptiong. by the effect of the measures aimed at restrictirey
availability of alcohol.
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Fig. A7.6. Relative dynamics of mortality, production of ethyl alcohol from
food raw materials, and sales of alcoholic beverages in Russia after 2005
(100 = level of 2005)
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Thus, we have strong grounds to believe that R'sssigpressive success in reducing mortality
after 2005 was achieved mainly due to the stateyolf limiting alcohol consumption. These
policies were implemented in line with complex ende-based anti-alcohol measures
recommended by the World Health Organization, idicig higher prices and excise taxes on
alcoholic beverages, as well as limitation of that®l and temporal availability of alcohol. In
addition, significant progress was achieved in catly the consumption of illegal alcohol,
marked by the dramatic reduction of alcohol poiaggj including lethal ones.

Yet Russia may lose all these achievements in ¢ae future — if measures are not taken
to prevent the looming threats engendered by thiatines of the alcohol lobby. Hundreds of
thousands of “additional” deaths may follow, espgiamong working-age males, if a return to
the days of easy access to alcohol is not avedatbrtunately, similar reversals have already
occurred in recent Russian history: after some grpvertility would collapse even below its
pre-growth level, while significant mortality redien would be followed by a catastrophic
upsurge (Fig. A7.6):
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Fig. A7.6. Dynamics of total fertility rate (births per woman) and life
expectancy in Russia'’*. “Alcohol collapses” of the 1990s and early 2000s
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The current situation bears a striking resemblaocthe late 1990s. In the midst of an acute
financial and economic crisis, the priority of degraphic issues declines in favor of solving
more immediately pressing financial and economabl@ms. Meanwhile, measures are adopted
that have the effect of dramatically increasingdhailability of alcohol. The situation is similar
to 1998, when Russia experienced a financial casisompanied by a jump in inflation (by
84%)— however, the excise duty on spirits was incréasach more modestly, by 20%. As a
result, during a single year the relative valueeatise duty fell by one-thirth 2000 the excise
tax was increased slightly above the rate of imdtgtduring the next several years, its annual
increase hovered around the inflation rate or Higgbelow it, so the huge fall of 1998 was left
uncompensated for. This fall of the excise tax odka was followed by rising income and
purchasing power of the population, which causédge increase in alcohol consumption (and,
hence, mortality) in 1998—2005 leading to the losore than a million lives in Russia On
the contrary, the 2008—-2009 economic crisis wasagobmpanied in Russia by any mortality
increase, as it occurred against the backgroumdstriict anti-alcohol policy.

Notably, the acute crisis of the early 1990s led tmtastrophic increase in mortality only
in the post-Soviet countries where a sharp increasalcohol consumption was observed
(accompanied by all kinds of the negative sociabr@mena, such as homicide, suicide,
abandoned children etc.) while in the countries r&halcohol consumption remained flat

17 UNICEF. Social monitoring "Innocenti"Florence: Innocenti Research Centre, 2@0473; World BankWorld
Development Indicators OnlineWashington, DC: World Bank, 2013. http://dataMbank.org/indicator.
Accessed: January 09, 2015.

175 See,e.g, Treisman DAlcohol and Early Death in Russia: The politicaloeomy of self-destructive drinking
Moscow: State University — Higher School of Econcsni2008. P. 9. Treisman D. Death and Prices: Dligaal
economy of Russia’'s alcohol crisis.The Economics of Transition18/2 (2010): 296-297;
HemioB A.B. Anxoconvnas  ucmopuss  Poccuu:  Hosetiwuii  nepuoo. M.: JIMBPOKOM/URSS, 2009;
Xanrypuna 1. A., Koporaes A. B.  Pycckuii xpecm:. paxmopei, mexauusmvl U nymu  npeoooieHus
odemoepagpuueckoco kpusuca 6 Poccuu. M.. YPCC, 2006.C. 30. Xantypuna [I. A., Kopotaes A. B. Benenue.
AnkoronbHas karactpoda. Kak ocraHoBuTh BeIMHpaHue Poccuu? Ankozonvhas xamacmpoga u nomeHyua

QNIKO20/IbHOU NOAUMUKU 6 CHUNCEHUU aNKo20bHOU ceepxemepmuocmu 6 Poccuu [ Pen. JI. A. Xanrtypuna,
A. B. Koporaes. M.: Usnarenscteo JIKU/YPCC, 2008.C. 28—29.
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mortality did not increase (as well as the numbdenorders, suicides, abandoned children, etc.).
178 The current financial and economic crisis is odograt a time when a set of measures aimed
to increase the availability of alcohol has beeanpked or already taken, so hundreds of
thousands of lives are now under a very serioesathiThese measures include:

1. Freezing and actual reduction in excise taxeslooholic beveragesAccording to a
recently passed law on changes in excise fafestual vodka prices are to be lowered in the
next two years — instead of a formerly plannedaase. According to the previous version of the
Tax Code, excise taxes were to be increased frodnt®B00 roubles per liter of anhydrous
ethanol. The increase was to come in force on Janlila2015. However, a law passed in
November 2014 annulled this planned increase antheexcise tax to continue at the previous
level. With the rocketing inflation this means &stantial reduction in the actual excise tax.

We should note here that the increase in excidedah spirits in previous years led to a
significant reduction in mortality, on the one hamed to a simultaneous increase in budget
revenues, on the other (see Fig. A7.7):

176 Némum A., Koporaes A.B., Xanrypuna /. A. 3n0ynompebnenue ankoconem 6 Poccuiickou ®Pedepayuu:
COYUANLHO-DKOHOMUYECKUE NOCIe0Cmeusi U Mepvl npomugooeicmeus. Joxnad Obwecmsennot Ilaramuol
Poccuiickou @edepayuu. M.: O6iiectBennas [1anara Poccuiickoit @eneparuun, 2009.

1 ®denepanbHblil 3ak0H "O BHECEHHH M3MEHEHHI B 9acTh BTOpyIo HajoroBoro koaekca Poccuiickoit @enepanuu u
OT/ICNIbHBIC 3aKOHOAATEeNIbHBIC akThl Poccuiickoit deneparmu” Ne 366-DP3 ot 24 Hos0ps 2014r.
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Fig. A7.7. Dynamics of excise tax on spirits, budget revenues and mortality
in 2011-2014
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The prospects for raising excise taxes on alcoteofuather threatened by a draft “Agreement on
the Principles of tax policy in the field of excidaties on alcohol and tobacco products of the
Eurasian Economic Union”. This draft was desigredldbwdown the increase of excise taxes on
tobacco products, but it also has already leddeaease in excise taxes on alcoholic beverages
in Russia.

2. Reduction of the minimum vodka pric©On December 29, 2014, the
Rosalkogolregulirovanie (The Russian Alcohol CohBoard) set the new minimum retail price
(MRP) on strong alcohol (more than 28% alcohol entjtto come in force on February 1, 2015.
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For the first time in its whole history, MRP wascdeased, not increased. The price for a 0.5-liter
bottle of 40% vodka dropped from 220 rubles to Ailies (thus getting 16% cheaper).

3. Russia’s capacity to implement independent @othol policy is being undermined.
This threat arises from the draft agreement "Orulegpn of the alcohol market in the
framework of the Eurasian Economic Union" which @@ an actual loss of Russia's
sovereignty in the issues related to alcohol poliegulation, which will lead to the
“harmonization” of liquor prices with Belarus andkakhstan (where they are much lower) and,
hence, to their further significant reduction, aodnsequently, to the further growth of alcohol
availability and mortality in Russia.

4. Alcohol ‘liberalization’ in Russian region®egional authorities now frequently try to
sell alcohol for the longest possible hours undher pretext of combatting illegal sales. For
example, last December, the Moscow Region Dumaepaas amendment to the law limiting
the hours of retail alcohol sales, expanding ther8.00 — 23.00 from the previous 11:00 to
21:00.

5. Lifting spatial restrictions on alcohol sale$he Rosalkogolregulirovanie has put
forward a law project which permits the sale ofolalnl in some educational, medical and
cultural institutions. The bill is already undenggithe process of inter-ministry coordination in
the Government.

6. Lifting the ban on remote sales of alcoholicdyages.The Government is discussing
lifting the ban on remote sales of alcohol, whial dramatically increase its spatial availability
and may lead to mass violations in terms of alcaadés to minors, as well as illegal alcohol
sales in general.

7, Returning beer to kiosk$he Federal Antimonopoly Service (FAS) has prodose
lift the ban on selling beer in street stalls. TMaistry of Industry and Trade has created a
working group to consider this proposal. Meanwhite, prohibition of street beer sales played a
key role in the recent reduction of alcohol constiomp by Russian teenagers. The
implementation of the FAS initiatives will lead &onew wave of alcohol availability to Russian
youth.

8. Legalization of alcohol advertising on televisiorhe State Duma of the Russian
Federation has passed laws allowing beer advegt@nTV (including the sport channels) and
advertising of wine after 23.00, despite the fdwittalcohol advertising is one of the most
effective ways to accustom youths and adolescerdakbhol consumption.

PROJECTED EFFECTS OF STATE ALCOHOL POLICY RELAXATIO N

The calculations carried out by an expert grouphef Russian Presidential Academy of
National Economy and Public Administration (RANERANe National Research University
Higher School of Economics (HSE), Russian AcadenfiySoiences, and Moscow State
University have shown that the forthcoming fulldeceelaxation of the state anti-alcohol policy
may lead to a total of 5.5 million additional desatly 2030 (see Fig. A7.8 and Table A7.1):
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14

Fig. A7.8. Population projections for Russia under the “alcohol-pessimistic
and inertial forecast scenarios, millions, 2015-2030
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Table A7.1. Population projections for Russia under the ™alcohol-
pessimistic” and inertial forecast scenarios, millions, 2015-2030

Projected population of Russia, min “Alcohol-pessimistic”
scenario “price” in the
vear _ number of “additional”
gggsﬁ:o Alcohol-pessimistic scenarig deathsas compared to the
inertial scenario
2020 146,3 144,0 2,3
2030 142,0 136,5 5,5

The number of working-age males will be particylaffected (Fig. A7.9):
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Fig. A7.9. Population projections for working-age males in Russia under the
“alcohol-pessimistic” and inertial forecast scenarios, millions, 2015-2030
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Thus, the changes in legislation proposed by tbehall lobby may lead to a significant increase
in alcohol consumption and thus to an increasécohal-related mortality, morbidity and social
problems. Such consequences are extremely likebetmusly undermine Russian progress to
goals set forth in the Presidential Decree #608lay 7, 2012 "On measures for implementation
of demographic policy of the Russian Federatiomitipularly as regards reaching the target
value of 74 years of total life expectancy by 20Moreover, their overall demographic
consequences for our country may be disastrousrggnt measures must be taken to avert the
upsurge of population loss.

A7.3. How to prevent a demographic catastrophe

Even if the pending “pro-alcohol” legislative iratives are simply blocked, life expectancy will
not go beyond the current value of 71 years. A Bnpeservation of the state anti-alcohol
policy in itself will not suffice to increase theuBsian life expectancies up to 74. For this, we
need additional limitations on the availability @lcohol, both in time, in space, and
economically. Price availability of alcohol must &eriously curbed. It would no longer suffice
to return to the initially planned (starting froraniiary 1, 2015) increase of the excise tax on
spirits from 500 to 600 rubles178 (which was dewhiby the alcohol lobby). Due to the dramatic
inflation jump, the new law should raise the exsis®t to 600 rubles but at least up to 650
rubles. The ban on the sales of alcohol betweep.dil and 8 a.m. should be extended to a
bigger time interval between 8 p.m. and 11 a.m.nBan morning alcohol sales has proved
highly effective in Nordic countries as this blodke opportunity to have a morning drink after a
hangover (which may often lead to prolonged drigkiouts).

Sales of alcoholic beverages stronger than 15% aahgsed to be prohibited in
department stores unless separated from other tdepas with a special entrance. This cuts

178 per liter of anhydrous ethanol.
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down on spontaneous purchases, i.e. "once entarstpp to buy some bread, one is provoked
to purchase some alcohol by seeing it exposedeattalves’®.

We should not exclude the possibility of returninghe state monopoly on retail sales of
the strong drinks in Russia. This measure has prowebe a very effective tool for reducing
alcohol problems and mortality in Sweden, Iceladdrway, Finland, Canada, etc. In the USA
19 states also have some form of monopoly on the sfliquor. In these states alcohol
consumption is 14.5% lower for those aged 14-18,the frequency of abuse of alcohol by this
age group (intake of more than 70 g of ethanolnat ttime) is 16.7% lower than in the states
without such a monopoly. There is a 9.3% lower ldtompaired driving death rate under age
21 in the monopoly states versus the non-monopates® In the Scandinavian countries such
a monopoly allows the sale of alcoholic beveragesiglly stronger than 4.7-5%) only in state
stores (except for bar service). In addition suanamopoly helps to fill the state budget. The
monopoly countries enjoy higher revenue from thie 4 alcoholic beverages then the non-
monopoly countries with the same level of econodgizelopment® A major advantage of the
state monopoly on the retail sale of alcoholic bages is that it minimizes the private interest in
maximizing alcohol sales, which in this area oftemfronts the public interest. An employee of
a store belonging to the state has no interestlimg alcohol to minors because his salary does
not depend on the store’s revenue — while the owhamrivate shop may capitalize ori.

International experience shows that to maximizdtheand longevity, national alcohol
policy should be regulated by the social branchtled Government, as is done in the
Scandinavian countries, not by the economic brafddte Ministry of Health, the Russian
Federal Service for Surveillance on Consumer RidRtstection and Human Wellbeing
(Rospotrebnadzor) and the Federal Service for R#igal of Alcohol Market
(Rosalkogolregulirovanie) must take control ovaes tiolicy to fight the alcohol black market.

THE WORST-CASE (PESSIMISTIC) SCENARIO

However, it is obvious that the alcohol-pessimistiertial scenario is by no means the
worst possible case. The worst ("pessimistic”, Speal”) demographic scenario will become
actual only if a radical surge in mortality coineglwith an avalanche-like collapse in fertility.
Unfortunately, this scenario is not entirely impabke. First, a certain decline in crude birth rates
is virtually inevitable in the Forthcoming decadeedo the reduction in the number of women
aged 20-29, who mother more than 60% of all binthRussia. This is given by Russia’s age
structure and the very small cohorts born in th@0%9who are now entering their prime child-
bearing years. Second, most respondents explain riflectance to have more children by
referring to material difficulties and feeling umen about futuré® Rising insecurity almost
inevitably leads to a decrease in birth rates s ighparticularly true for financial and economic
crises (Fig. A7.10):

9 Némun A., Koporaes A.B., Xanrypuna 1. A. 3noynompebnenue anxoconrem 6 Poccuiickou DPedepayuus.

COYUANLHO-DKOHOMUYECKUE Rnocie0Cmeusi U Mepvl npomugooeiicmeus. [Hoxnad Obwecmeennoti Ilaramuol
Poccutickoii @edepayuu. M.. ObmectBennas [lamara Poccuiickoit @enepaunu, 2009.C. 47.

180 Holder H. D.Alcohol Monopolies and Public Health. Evidence frotternational ResearchPaper presented at
the International Seminar on Alcohol Retail Monages! Stockholm, 27-29 August, 2007.

181 Rehm N., Room R., Edwards Guxocons 6 Eeponeiickom pezuone BO3 — nompebGienue, eped u noaumuxa.
Komnenraren: Esponeiickoe pernonansHoe 6ropo BO3, 2001.

82 Vrnapn T. T OCyIapCTBEHHAsi MOHOIIOJIMSL HAa AJIKOTOJb. Anxoconvhas noaumuxa 6 Poccuu u Hopeeeuu. M. —
Ocno: SIRUS, 2000.

183 Apanuruueckuii OTY4ET IO MTOraM BHIGOPOYHOTO HAGIIONEHMS PENPOAYKTHBHBIX IIAHOB HaceneHus B 2012
rogy (omy6HKOBaHO 24.01.2018)). Poccrar.
http://lwww.gks.ru/wps/wcm/connect/rosstat_main/taigeu/statistics/population/demographylara o6paienus
20.01.2015.
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Fig. A7.10. Birth rate slump in the United States during the Great
Depression (1929-1933)'%
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The stimulating role of the maternal capital polinyboosting fertility is bound to decrease, as
97% of the families used to spend its benefitsifguroving their living conditions, which will
become much harder during the current economicscf$rong measures are required to prevent
a severe birthrate collapse. The financial and econ crisis of 2008-2009 in Russia did not
drop the country’s birthrate thanks to a set obrggr and effective family policy measures
launched before and during the crisis. The crideth® late 1980s — early 1990s and the late
1990s were accompanied by a decline in fertilitgaase no such measures were taken. For
example, on the eve of 1998 crisis fertility waseatly very low (1.24 children per woman) but
during the crisis it dropped to an unprecedentedllef 1.17 children per woman. In the late
1980s, as the starting point of fertility was athedairly high!®°, the decline in response to the
economic distress of the early 1990s was much steép fact, it collapsed so deep that the
consequences of the "demographic hole of the 19@@sstill present (see above the main text of
the report).

Most likely some decline in Russia’s birth rate2il5 is inevitable. The positive trend of
recent years could be kept only if the proper messhad been introduced in 2014. For example
there were about an additional 100 thousand newborn2012 due to the policies of free
distribution of lands and allowances for the thefdld. If the maternal capital program is to be
cancelled after 2016 (followed by cuts in other ifgnsupport programs), the results will
definitely be catastrophic demographically.

184 Data sourcesCampbell A. A., Clague A., Godley F., RosenberdvH Natality Statistics AnalysisVashington,
DC: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welf4966 (National Center for Health Statisticsi€»P1/8).
P. 4. World Bank. World Development Indicators OnlinédWVashington, DC: World Bank, 2014. URL:
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ SP.DYN.TFRT.IGlited on 30.11.2014.

185 See, e.g, Koporaes A. B., Xanrypuna [I. A., MankoB A. C., BoxeBonsnoB lO. B., Ko63esa C. B.,
3unbkuHa 0. B. 3akonsr  ucmopuu. Mamemamuueckoe mooenupoeanue u npOSHOUPOSAHUE MUPOBO2O U
pecuonanvno2o paszeumusi. 3<€ wusn.,, ucnp. u gomn. M.. JIKM/URSS; Koporaes A. B., Xanrypuna [I. A.,
BboxxesonsHOB 0. B. 2011.MaremaTtn4eckoe MOICIUPOBAHKE W IPOTHO3MPOBAHKE AEMOTrpaduIecKoro Oyymero
Poccun: mate cuenapues. Cyenapuii u nepcnexkmusa paseumus Poccuu | Pen. B. A. Cagosuunumii, A. A. Akaes,
A. B. Koportaes, I'. T'. Manunenxuii. M.: Jlenang/URSS, 2010C. 196-219.
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The ‘most pessimistic’ scenario presents the pdjmuagrojections in a situation when a
victory of the alcohol and tobacco lobby is combimvath cuts in the family support programs,
leading to a retreat to the worse values of maytaind fertility of the mid-2000s.

The results of the calculation of this scenarioagdollows (Fig. A7.11):

Fig. A7.11. Pessimistic and inertial scenarios of the Russian population
dynamics for the period till 2100, millions
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Thus, if no strategic priority is given to sociordegraphic policy, this result may well lead to
the end of Russia’s geopolitical career by thearitie century.

POSSIBLE DEMOGRAPHIC EFFECT OF A FULL-SCALE FAMILY POLICY
CONSUMING NOT LESS THAN 3% OF GDP

It is also possible to model the effect of devehgpa high-priority demographic policy
structure that would aim to reach west Europeaal$eof fertility, closer to the replacement rate
of two children per woman. This effect was moddbgda smooth (for 10 years) transition of
age-specific fertility rates by 2020 in Russia e tevel of France in 2012 (corresponding to
TFR = 2.0), while preserving Russia’s age-speafartality at the level of 2012.

According to international studies and best practithe most effective measures to
improve fertility include a combination of allowaes; tax benefits, programs and legislation
supporting parents in combining parenting and egrpént, including access to kindergartens,
nurseries, nannies and flexible schedules for eyegl® with family responsibilities. During a
crisis the measures stimulating economic activitparents may be more effective in boosting
fertility than cash transfers. An effective systeimcare for children is also one of the most
effective policy measures to support the birth.r@xkeall the types of expenditures in OECD the
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costs of services for child care (namely kindemyast nursery nurses and payment) correlate the
best with the level of fertility. It is extremelynportant for the child care system to develop a
network of services for the care of the youngedtidm (under 3 years). Comparative analysis
shows that all of the most demographically succgssduntries in Europe have built a wide
covering system of free or subsidized servicegHercare of children under 3 years old. Russia
does not have enough kindergartens and the youwcbédten are not a priority group. Only
58% of Russian children under 6 had access to lppes@ducation facilities in contrast with
90% in France. A set of housing support measurels aa subsidized rental housing for young
and large families, development of housing and rggvicooperatives, as well as substantial
subsidies of mortgage rates for families with al@idmay also improve fertility.

The corresponding “high demographic priority” fomst of population of the Russian
Federation (as compared to the inertial scenagia¥ifollows (FigA7.12).

Fig. A7.12. Scenario of full-scale measures of fertility support in comparison
with the inertial and pessimistic scenarios for the Russian population
dynamics, millions, 2015-2050
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As we can see, measures to support the birth #esgive a significant long-term
demographic effect (especially if we can prevemt gnowth of mortality in our country), but
these measures alone are insufficient to prevessiBua depopulation, due to Russia’s still-high
levels of mortality.
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POTENTIAL EFFECT OF THE ANTI-ALCOHOL POLICY

If a full-scale alcohol control policy is consistgn implemented in Russia, our
calculations demonstrate that such a deliberaté-alahol policy still has an immense
demographic potential and will have a very sigaifitlong-term demographic impact (see Fig.
A7.13 and Table A7.2):

Fig. A7.13. Scenario of full-scale anti-alcohol policy in comparison with the
inertial and alcohol-pessimistic scenarios of the Russian population
dynamics, till 2040, millions
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Table A7.2. Population projections for Russia under the “alcohol-
pessimistic” and “full-scale alcohol policy” scenarios, millions, for 2015-2040
("Issue price" in human lives)

Projected population of Russia, min “Alcohol-pessimistic”

scenario “price” in the

Year | alcohol-pessimistic | Full-scale alcoholic policy | MUmber of “additional”

scenario (millions) scenario (millions) deaths:s compared to the

Full-scale alcoholic poligy
scenario

2020 147.6 144.0 3.6
2030 136.5 149.2 12.7
2040 128.5 147.4 18.9
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These estimates demonstrate the enormous demogrpptantial of standard alcohol
control measures recommended by the World Healthazation for the future of our
country

Implementation of these affordable and even prolgtaneasures (such as increasing
excise duties on spirits or the introduction oftates monopoly on retail sales of alcohol) may
save up tdl9 million lives by 2040™" Thus, in the short and medium term the alcohotrobn
policy may have an even greater demographic imibact the policy of supporting the birth rate

(though in a long run a fertility support policysgynificantly more effective).

THE FORECAST EFFECT OF COMPLETE ELIMINATION OF RUSS IAN
EXCESS MORTALITY

Total elimination of Russian extreme mortality wibhlave an especially significant long-
term demographic effect. Such results may be aehi¢krough policies including anti-alcohol
and anti-tobacco measures, as well as radical wepnent of the Russian health care system by
increasing the financial allocation for health cerat least 10% of GDP.

This effect was modeled by a smooth (for 10 yearahsition of the age-specific
mortality rates in Russia to reach the correspandaiues of Norway in 2009 (this scenario does
not imply that by 2020 Russia will overtake Norwatypnly starts with the assumption that
Russia will be converging to Norway, reaching by2@@he Norwegian level of 2009, so this
scenario is not excessively optimistt&).

186 Nemum A, Koporaes A.B., Xanrypuna /. A. 3n0ynompebnenue ankoconem 6 Poccuiickou ®Pedepayuu:

COYUAILHO-IKOHOMUYECKUE NOCIedcmeusi U Mepvl npomugooeticmsus. [okiad Obwecmeennou Ilanamor
Poccuiickou @edepayuu. M.: ObmectBennas [lanara Poccuiickoit ®denepanmu, 2009.

187 |n comparison with the scenario of the victorytlé alcohol lobby. In comparison with the inersaknario, the
scenario of the complete elimination of the alcodatessive mortality in Russia will save by 204@4di of more
than 11.5 million Russians.

18 On the other hand, it is based on the assumpfionaintaining the gender and age-specific fertitiyes at the
level of 2012, and at present this assumption rr@ady be considered fairly optimistic.
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Fig. A7.14. Scenario of complete elimination of Russian excess mortality in
comparison with the inertial and pessimistic scenarios of the Russian
population dynamics, till 2040, millions
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As we can see the complete elimination of Rus&atessive mortality may provide a more
significant effect in the short and medium termmtifiertility support. Nonetheless, because of the
small birth cohorts of the 1990s, whose effect Wwdlmagnified over time if they too give birth
to small cohorts (e.g. have low fertility) the elivation of Russia's high mortality cannot, by
itself, prevent an eventual return to populatioclide. If extreme mortality is eliminated, but
fertility is preserved as it was in 2012, the Rasgpopulation will keep growing only until the
mid 2030s. It would then start shrinking in theel&030s, and this decline would accelerate
thereafter.

THE COMBINATION OF MEASURES THAT CAN PREVENT
DEPOPULATION. THE ‘MOST OPTIMISTIC’ SCENARIO.

Only the combination of an effective fertility supp system and the elimination of
Russia's excessively high mortality ("the best casmario”) may fully avert the looming threat
ofdepopulation. It is worth noting that even undlee optimum scenario the effects of the
demographic hole of the 1990s will be felt in tf@@s as the small generation of the children
born to the mothers born in the 1990s will reachrtheproductive age. Nevertheless, in the most
optimistic scenario future population decline woblel averted, and in the future the Russia's
population will stabilize at a level slightly high#han today’s: (Fig. A7.15):
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Fig. A7.15. Optimum demographic scenario of the dynamics of the Russian
population (combination of an effective system of fertility support measures
and the elimination of the Russian excess mortality), millions, 2015-2100

2 159 — —— 7//
= 157 v / \ /
155
153 ////
151
149 l//
147 //
p/4
145
N N N N N N N N N N
5 S g g 3 g 3 g g g

It is time to compare the optimistic forecast wikie other scenarios of Russia's demographic
future (Fig. A7.16):

Fig. A7.16. Forecast scenarios of the demographic future of Russia,
projected dynamics of the population of the Russian Federation in 2015-
2100, millions
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As we can see in Figure A7.16, there is a hugebg#yween the "lower" ("pessimistic”) and the

"upper" ("optimistic") scenarios. This is a gapader 100 million human lives. This estimate

gives an idea of the price of decisions made todlhg. forecast calculations for the period up to
2100 show that the birth support measures havaighest impact on the demographic future in
the long run. However, in the short and medium tdima anti-mortality measures are the most
effective (in particularly the measures targetitephol-related mortality). As a whole, according

to our forecast calculations, the demographic tutfrRussia can be secured only witiththe
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elimination of excessive mortality and with contauimprovement in fertility toward full
replacement rates (e.g. fertility 2.0 or higher).

For this to occur, current attitudes must be chdngeday the availability of alcohol is
increasing instead of being curbed. At the same time country is facing a new crisis while no
new measures to provide stronger support for itgrelipport are expected.

A DEMOGRAPHIC MANEUVER: ADDITIONAL REVENUES FROM
ALCOHOL AND TOBACCO CAN STIMULATE THE REDUCTION IN  MORTALITY
AND THE GROWTH OF FERTILITY

There is a demographic maneuver than can be ukdartto reduce mortality and
stimulate fertility, and at the same time reducelingy and alcohol consumption, save 300-400
thousand lives a year and ensure the growth ofdiuggenues. An increase in excise duties, by
itself an unpopular measure, should be linked wittasures to support families with children. It
is recommended to create a Trust Fund, funded dyehiexcise taxes on alcohol and tobacco, to
support family and health.

The Fund should provide funding for the followingas:

- to secure the opportunity for families to purchaseising with mortgage loans at 5%
interest rate after thdbirth (through the Agency for the Mortgage CrewitjAKK]);

- to secure the opportunity for families to purchasesing with mortgage loans at zero
interest rate after th%birth (through the Agency for the Mortgage CrewitjAKK]);

- to ensure 100% availability of pre-school educatm childcare for children from 1

to 7,

- co-financing of regional programs for preventiom aeduction of cardiovascular disease
in areas with a high mortality rate in their worgsiage population;

- co-financing of regional programs of housing rarisdies for families with children;

- additional social support for families with childrein regions with unfavorable
demographic situations.

During the economic crisis the Foundation of Fanaihd Health Support could ensure
the implementation of additional measures of supmidemographic policy, and contribute to
ensuring sustainable growth of population afterdt&s.

There are no ‘magic bullets’ to easily solve Russtemographic problems, which are
the result of decades of economic ups and downsshifid in policy. However, establishing a
Trust Fund for family support and national healtityeasing taxes on alcohol and tobacco, and
using those funds for pro-fertility programs, ip@icy that would achieve several goals at once
without imposing additional cost on the current ¢petd It would also focus attention on long-
term planning to resolve the problems that threRessia’s demographic future.

As the earlier sections of the Report have showrgsR enjoyed great success with its
policies to promote fertility and reduce mortalitythe last seven years. However, it would be a
foolish and costly mistake to believe those suassbad ‘solved’ Russia’s long-term
demographic problems. Quite the reverse; they walg a promising ‘down payment’ on the
policies needed to truly put Russia’s long-term dgraphic future on a secure course. Without
continuing and expanding the present policies, finaire security will dissolve. Worse yet, the
policies currently being considered to boost actesdcohol will almost certainly reverse recent
progress and set Russia back upon a path of ilditeemographic decay.
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