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Families under strain: realities of post-socialist Russia 

Andrey Borodaevskiy 

Among all the countries in the world, Russia has the largest territory and the richest natural 
resources base. In contrast, its population is relatively small and dispersed over the terrain very 
unevenly (high density in European part, very few people in Siberia and Russian Far East). In terms 
of population, with 142 million people, the Russian Federation (RF) takes the ninth place in the 
world. Behind the Ural Mountains, in the eastern regions of the country which make up 
three-quarters of the territory, the population does not reach one-quarter of the overall figures (and 
in Russian Far East – less than 5%). 

When the Soviet Union disintegrated in 1991, its territory contracted from roughly one-sixth of the 
inhibited world land surface to one-ninth which is Russia proper, while the population almost 
exactly halved – from 286.7 million in 1989 to 142 million in 2011. Instead of average growth of 
0.9% for the whole population and 1.4% for urban dwellers in 1979-89, nowadays Russia has been 
displaying – despite a considerable immigration – a net population loss every year of about a half 
million people (-0.3% in 2000-09). Some scholars regard the decline in population as a 
demographic catastrophe regarding it as one of “deadly threats” the country is facing. A goal of 
reversing the population decline or at least arresting it has been on the agenda of the Russian 
government as one of the key strategic priorities of socio-economic policies, reinforced in the most 
recent report of the Government before Duma (the national parliament) in April 2012. 

Gloomy demographics with a silver lining  

Population structure is characterized by a considerable gender imbalances. As of 2010, there were 
16.2% more women in the country than men (in absolute terms, a difference of almost 11 million), 
This discrepancy begins with people who have reached 29 years of age and is growing with every 
next age group – as a result of too many premature deaths among male population (more to the 
subject can be found in the Attachment). 

According to international criteria, “graying” of the population is already pronounced when 7% of 
persons are over 65 years of age. In Russia, this ratio keeps around 13%.  

Every fifth Russian has already reached the age when he or she is entitled to a pension (there were 
around 31 million pensioners in 2011). The number of children and teenagers younger than 16 
years is by 8 million (or roughly by one-quarter) less than the number of persons of retirement age 
and over. Because of the population ageing, the size of the work force is slowly but steadily going 
down – to about 88 million in 2011. 

The “demographic burden” rose to over 600 on every thousand of the working age people (among 
them there are about 260 children and 340 pensioners). 

The number of people in 0-15 years category has been falling during 18 years (from 1990 to 2007). 
The lowest share of this age group in the population is registered in Moscow and St. Petersburg 
(around 13%, while the country’s average is slightly over 16%). Since 2008, the situation began 
improving. The best result was achieved in 2009 (a growth of 313 thousand or 1.4%). 
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Russia belongs to countries with a very high mortality rate (over 1.6% annually). What’s more, the 
gender difference bias in favor of women (of about 12 years!) concerning life expectancy at birth 
is also one of the biggest in the world. The situation has begun to improve slightly from 2006. 
Nowadays, life expectancy indicator for women stays at 75 years, while for men – at 63 years (in 
1994 the latter was estimated at 57 years). Premature death of the male population is caused by 
many factors, not least by excessive alcohol consumption 

Among those who died, the share of the age groups belonging to that of that of the working age is 
almost 30%, while 80% of them are males. 

Fortunately, other vital demographic indicators – annual postnatal mortality numbers and rates – 
have shown considerable improvement during last several decades. 

In the last fifteen years, absolute annual number of deaths during the first year of child’s life almost 
halved (see the Attachment, Table 7), and during the last decade alone it went down by more than 4 
thousand (roughly by one-third). In 2010, from every 1000 babies born alive the average number of 
those who died during the first year amounted to 7.5 (with boys having slightly higher indicator than 
girls).  

The alarming situation is, however, that from 13,405 children who died in 2010 about 
three-quarters either suffered from inborn anomalies, deformations and genetic faults (3,245) or 
died from causes developed in prenatal period (6,452). In both variants, low life standards 
(especially, poor housing conditions) plus alcohol addiction of parents have obviously played major 
role. 

All in all, since 2000, annual number of new-born babies has been growing, most noticeably – in 
the last five years. What is important is also the fact that this indicator is relatively higher in the 
middle and elder age groups of mothers who contribute most to the statistics of second and third 
children in the family. The share of babies born outside wedlock has been going down (from an 
average of 30% for the first decade of the century to about a quarter in 2010). On average, there is 
now about 1.5 child registered per every woman of reproductive age, while the current rate is 
estimated at 1.3 (for more information see the Attachment). 

In 2009, in 30 regions of Russia a selective public opinion poll (a group of 2,000 respondents) to the 
topic “Family and New-Born Babies” was conducted. However, only about one-quarter of women 
who gave birth between 2007 and 2009 stated that decision to have a child was in a certain way 
connected with the start of pronatalist policy campaign of the state. 

Attitude of youth to marriage and family life 

The current statistics of marriages and divorces in Russia reveals (see the Attachment, Table 8) that   
there were about 1.2 million marriages every year, while the number for divorces was between 600 
and 700 thousand annually. 

Typically, the formation of new families is not an easy process in contemporary Russia. About half 
of all marriages involve people of the 25-34 age group (see Table 9). The average age of girls and 
women entering marriages is visibly lower than that of boys and men. In 2010, on every fiancé less 
than 18 years of age there were more than ten girls of that group becoming wives. Men of the 18-24 
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age group comprised about 30% of all persons entering wedlock that year, while among marrying 
women the share of this age group was estimated at 47%. 
Since 1991, a new pattern in family life has become visible. At the level of nuclear families there 
emerged a psychological and geographic division between older generations (parents and 
grand-parents) and younger generation, more oriented on “horizontal” pattern of relationship 
between partners. The family unit has evolved from a model based on many children to a one-child 
family. It was after 1987, during the hectic years of the initial stages of the transition, that birth rate 
began to steeply go down while mortality went up. Many families chose not to have children at all, 
while a one-child family became the social norm. 

Since the early 1970s, there appeared a clear tendency to have children outside registered marriage. 
Already in 1970, every tenth newborn child was born outside marriage. Nowadays, among women 
under 20 every fifth woman gives birth to an extramarital child. The number of extramarital sexual 
relationships is on the rise, there are plenty of single mother families, where one of the most 
important characters in the life of a child-- his father – is absent.  

The evolution of a family unit has many far-reaching consequences. In Russia, from 50 to 70% of 
young families strive to form a separate household and live in their own apartment or house. On 
the one hand, it helps young people to quickly adapt to new social roles of husband/wife and parent, 
to form responsible behavior pattern. On the other hand, however, young families might lose 
systematic assistance and backing of their parents, used to be traditional in Russia and of major 
importance, especially in crucial periods in family life when a child comes into the world.  

In well-situated families, the growing financial self-sufficiency of spouses leads to growing sense of 
equality and breeds independent and highly individualistic behavior, often detrimental for the 
family’s future. Weakening of emotional ties is accompanied by the growing number of divorces 
which rob children of normal family upbringing thus creating a whole set of new social problems. 
About 40% of all divorces happen during the first four years of marriage, while two-thirds of them 
take place within the first nine years. It has been established that marriages of persons which have 
not reached 30 years of age yet are twice more steady than those involving people over 30. The 
absolute majority of divorces concern couples between 18 and 35 years of age. After 25, the 
figures describing divorces are climbing – steadily and steeply [1]. 

Another interesting phenomenon is a very stable share of re-marriages in their overall number 
(about 30%). Cohabitation unions also represent a typical feature of modern life in Russia. New 
family patterns create serious new difficulties: representing quite real households or units, such 
unions, nevertheless, do not enjoy legal recognition and respective social guaranties. The new trend 
(and fad) is concluding prenuptial contracts, though – in principle and also in practice – all the 
material possessions acquired by a family during the marriage are subject to equal sharing in case 
of divorce [2]. 

The patriarchal type of relationship that used to exist between parents and children is also 
changing. In many cases, the parent’s authority has been on the decline, young sons and daughters 
avoid consulting them even in the most important situations like those connected with their plans to 
marry, get children or file for a divorce. Family traditions (such as mutual respect and support) get 
undermined and in some cases completely abandoned. 
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Attempts to achieve work-family balance with anti-poverty effect 

Along with the prevalent trends in most European countries, in Russia the ever bigger share of 
mothers prefer to combine home making activities with work outside family. The motives vary. 
Quite often it has to do not so much with women’s need in self-realization but rather with the need 
to earn a living, or the need to enhance the family budget. Thus sound, gender-sensitive 
employment policies may contribute to the cause of diminishing vulnerability of families with 
children and of childbirth stimulation more effectively than any system of their direct material 
(financial) assistance. 

In this paper I am discussing the issue of work-family balance using some data received as a result 
of a sociological survey conducted in 2009 among 1200 Moscow families with children [3]. About 
60% of respondents were mothers of potentially vulnerable families (with many children, 
single-parent, with disabled children, etc.) – a factor which makes this analysis especially timely and 
topical. 

In the sphere of employment, one can observe formal gender equality. The share of working 
women in the overall female population roughly corresponds to the same share in male population, 
though among working women mothers with children are prevalent. This last factor often restricts 
the potential of women in the sphere of work because they have to fulfill many duties at home 
(including childcare and educational activities). 

The aforementioned survey (poll) has shown that the presence of children in a family influences 
employment preferences and overall situation for women much stronger than for men. In Moscow, 
91% of family fathers have jobs outside their households while the corresponding share for mothers 
is 66% [4]. We can say that heavy family burden “pushes” fathers out of homes – to go and work, 
while simultaneously “building barriers” on the path of mothers who would like to find a job. 

Russian female city dwellers have rather strong motivations for work. Among women younger than 
50 years of age, 80% expressed their wish to have a job, while only 66% actually had it. From them, 
only 12% identified a career as their main goal, while 69% would like to be both “good mothers and 
good workers” Only 19% of mothers were ready to give up professional ambitions and focus only 
on the household duties. 

Earning money, increasing family income – those are the strongest motivations for working 
mothers. The average share of woman in the family budget amounts to 42%, and in incomplete 
families (fatherless) – 72%. Over 40% of respondents preferred to return to job before the end of 
their official maternity leave of three years, and half of them did it after 1.5 years already. 

A desire to shorten the authorized maternity leave might be also dictated by the “market” 
considerations – by quite real existing dangers of losing one’s job, or of interrupting a successful 
career,  or lose qualification and skills. Often, the above represent a range of social motivations 
that dictate return to work as soon as possible – striving for independence, social contacts in the 
office, prestige and recognition considerations, etc. 

It is worthwhile to note that the share of career-oriented women remains approximately the same 
in all income groups. More, single mothers turned out to be among the most career-motivated – 
probably, because personal success enhances their chances for a decent future (including an eventual 
marriage).  



5 

 

At the time when the poll was conducted, only 22% of the respondents had no job and were not 
looking for one. Asked a question – what would be necessary for them to start looking for a job, 
one-quarter named flexible schedule of work, while 15% answered that they needed state 
assistance in finding a position. Only 27% of non-working mothers categorically expressed their 
wish “to stay at home.”  

Among the last group, mothers of socially-vulnerable type – with many babies, with disabled or 
handicapped children, themselves disabled or seriously ill - were prevalent. Having three or more 
children, mothers usually lose any further professional ambitions (and the same applies to mothers 
of disabled children). In every second family with a disabled child, mothers had to work at home 
daily as much as an employee with an average job schedule, i.e., from 5 to 10 hours [5]. Women 
reported that they got so tired and stressed working and providing care at home, that there was 
simply no stamina left for anything else. 

For working women, the most complicated issue is to find a sound balance between household 
chores and job demands. In Russia, many families face a situation when all options are not the best, 
a kind of a vicious circle: with specific attention to home affairs work responsibilities may be 
neglected, and vice versa – with more attention to work family responsibilities get lower priority...  

In Russia, the prevalent, typical form of employment for women is traditional full-time job on a 
permanent basis. It is believed that such employment model guarantees higher job security and 
social protection but secures lower income in comparison with other, more flexible (and risky) 
patterns of employment in the private sector. 

About 83% of poll respondents had a full-time job. Part-time or short-day jobs are more typical for 
mothers with many children or with disabled persons in the family (from 26 to 30%). 

As part of the social protection system, the state offers families with children “social packages” 
which include tax and other benefits aimed at bringing down household expenditures connected with 
children’s education and at keeping the family income above the subsistence level. It also secures 
basic social guarantees, in accordance with the Labor code of the Russian Federation, such as 
annual paid leaves, compensation in cases of temporally disability due to illness, transfers to the 
pension and other social funds, mandatory medical insurance, and the like. The clause 41 of the 
Code provides for some additional privileges for “persons with family obligations.” Unfortunately, 
such privileges often provoke negative attitude of corporate administrators toward women-workers 
who “are more expensive” than man.  

The state is not alone in giving families with children some backing. Aside of mandatory general 
benefits, many employers offer working mothers some additional allowances and privileges 
provided out of the firm’s reserve funds. Their function is both to enhance social security for 
workers and motivate them for better work and corporate loyalty. Thus such expenditures should not 
be regarded as a charity. 

In a corporate “social packages” there are special benefits provided to mothers with children – from 
a New Year’s gift and holiday entertainment ticket for a child to – sometimes pretty expensive – 
additional medical insurance certificates for family members, including children. Some big 
companies include in the package additional monthly sums for mothers who are on maternity 
leave, additional payments for new-born children, and some other benefits. Among the most widely 
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used forms of corporate family support  there is a partial or even full coverage of expenses 
connected with purchase of vouchers to rest-homes and sanatoria, as well as reduced meal prices 
at work. Such support received about 20% of the poll’s respondents. Additional medical insurance 
received 16% of mothers, and that including certificates for children – 8%. More than 10% received 
assistance in securing places at cribs and kindergartens for their small children (one of the most 
acute social needs nowadays!) or in paying corresponding fees. 

However, it has to be noted that businesses as a rule are not “overtly generous” toward working 
mothers. Even mandatory state-provided social obligations are not always secured in full on the 
ground. Thus it was noted that every tenth working respondent at least once did not get summer 
vacation even when entitled to, and 16% pointed to failures in covering expenses of temporary 
disablement. About one-third were unable to enjoy in full their entitlement to prenatal and postnatal 
maternity leaves. 

Nowadays, the adaptation process of the old “Soviet” social model to the new “market” conditions 
is nearing its logical end. The universal, state-provided benefits including those for working 
women, have been giving way to individual privileges and bonuses granted selectively to the 
workers chosen by the corporate administration. Those new benefits do not represent “rights” to 
which workers are entitled by law. They are personalized and, more often than not, assume direct 
monetary form.  

Thus the “defense” function of the “social protection package” relatively loses its importance giving 
way to “motivation” function. Obviously, those who are losing in most cases are exactly the 
weakest and most vulnerable, namely working women with children, single mothers and families 
with disabled children.  

Apart from the experts who study Russia, outside observers usually do not realize that nowadays 
wages and salaries, bonuses and other monetary privileges, at least partly, may take quasi-legal 
form of the so-called “black cash,” money payments which are made without official records. 
Many monetary transactions between employers and employees never take documentary form, 
which facilitates tax evasion to both companies and employees.  

Accordingly, in many cases specific problems of working mothers are also treated on the basis of 
informal arrangements. A so-called “good boss” who is willing to be flexible is often of greater 
importance than the nominal level of salary or other fixed elements of the “social package.”  It is 
on such – informal – basis that many working women (up to 60% according to the poll) happen to 
get their vacations in the desired season which is convenient for their particular family. About 40% 
can reduce the number of hours worked according to their needs, while 30% declared that they 
may stay at home when urgent necessity arises without special permit from the boss. And the same 
number stated that they have received material assistance in critical family situations (paying for 
surgery and the like). 

At the same time existence of informal privileges and benefits may provoke dislike and resentment 
in some colleagues. On the other hand, “good” colleagues may render assistance in many crucial 
situations. Such are some informal aspects of a working environment both in many private 
companies and state enterprises. 
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There are some characteristics of a job that have especially big attraction for working mothers. 
Among them, proximity of the working place from home comes first. Another is possibility to use 
flexible work schedule, combined with number of hours worked per week (a privilege enjoyed by 
about one-third of working mothers). Especially important is also possibility to have vacation in 
summer when public schools and majority of state-owned kindergartens get closed. 

Over 40% of working mothers also noted two more important job characteristics: favorable moral 
climate at the working place and possibility to stay at home when sick without losses in salary. 
Only 40% of respondents could boast that they have the latter privilege, while 5% complained that 
they cannot leave their working place whatsoever happens at home. About 35% have such a 
possibility but must compensate later by working additional hours. 

Considering the above everyday needs of working mothers, about 10% of them stated that they were 
unhappy with their present job. Among “conventional” families (full family unit with one or two 
children), only 36% of respondents regarded social criteria as being of special importance, while in 
“problematic” families (with several children, with disabled child, with no father in house) such 
attitude displayed more than half of the observed. 

The corollary is that the work-family balance is becoming a more important factor than the level of 
income. While some women pay attention to this balance only occasionally, in extreme situation,  
many others (predominantly from child-centered families) build all their life around finding and 
keeping a “convenient” job, striving to combine career with “normal” and happy family life. 

As a general conclusion, we may note that the gender differences in employment opportunities and 
structure are considerable. Female employment in Russia is concentrated predominantly in the 
budget-related spheres of professional occupation such as education, health care and other social 
services (over one-third of all respondents). This is the “sector” that represents so called 
“horizontal” segregation, while “vertical” segregation shows itself in higher professional status 
and commanding positions of men in the economy (and in the society in general). The gender-based 
difference in earnings in Russia’s economy is estimated at 36% (national average). According to 
the above survey, this difference is even more striking (about 40%). 

In the situation of a prolonged global financial and economic crisis, the position of women in 
Russia’s economy becomes shakier. Structural modernization, streamlining of organizational 
structures are in some cases accompanied by outright dismissals of women and worsening of their 
job positions. In these precarious circumstances, it is the responsibility of the state to enforce the 
laws, and compel employers to guarantee working mothers just and mutually effective “labor 
contracts” which would consider social needs and wants of the families. 

“Shadow market” in work-family context 

We should keep in mind that Russia is a country that is still reeling from a 70 years utopian and 
often cruel social experiment aimed at arranging all sides of socio-economic life with a help of a 
giant centrally-planned system. Even if the time of the “socialist system” is over, many features of 
today’s life go on reminding us of this heavy heritage. 

Under the centrally-planned economy with many restrictions motivated by the communist ideology 
families were deprived of free enterprise. The laws of supply and demand were severely distorted 
and the shortages of everything, from basic necessities to luxury goods, were widespread. 
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In this tragicomic situation it was only natural for families to try overcome rigidities of the system 
and invent earning opportunities which, remaining hidden, could add at least something to their 
incomes, very often simply in order to survive. In the cities, clandestine shadow “capitalists” 
emerged and started manufacturing consumer goods (garments, pots and pans, cosmetics and the 
like), often rendering services essential to normal functioning of the economy. Thus “shadow 
economy” and “black market” (or vice versa – exact terms are not so important) appeared and 
blossomed – in the depths and on the outskirts of the officially existing and loudly praised “Socialist 
economy”[6]. 

What was so widely spread in those not so remote days has not fully disappeared even now. Illegal 
and quasi-legal activities are aplenty in the country but nowadays, corruption in all spheres and on 
all levels of socio-economic life reigns supreme and does not show any signs of diminishing in any 
considerable way. So, we must take into consideration this unfortunate part of modern Russian life.  

“Shadow market” is something which is difficult to advocate. However, the real situation which 
families do experience, characterized by low incomes, with their survival threatened, force some of 
them to engage in shadow economy. As stated in the attached background information on Russia, 
the overall size of the “shadow market” is estimated at least between one-tenth and one-fifth of legal 
and statistically registered market transactions concerning consumer goods and services.  

Some of the activities of this type have been permitted, and counted by statistical organs (like 
production of vegetables, potato, even meat by small farms and on “country-house lots”); others are 
still ignored and surrounded with silence. Among them many are quite normal and should be 
encouraged. For example, families produce flowers, canned and preserved vegetables and berries, 
traditional local souvenirs and sell them privately in the nearest towns and cities. In the absence of 
sufficient number of “legal” taxis, many private car-owners go on a spree for passengers practically 
on a daily basis. These examples are numerous. 

Of course, many kinds of “shadow incomes” belong to a different category; they are not only illegal 
but also immoral. Corruption imposes a heavy social cost. A special families-related category 
linked to illegal and quasi-legal activities is directly connected with the topic of this paper. 
Physicians and dentists, including those occupied in established clinics and health centers (which 
usually render both free and “commercial” – payable – services nowadays), arrange a big part of 
their professional activities on the basis of mutually profitable private collusion with the clients and 
get their cash directly from them, thus avoiding official channels.  

In many ways similar system exists also in the field of formally “free” school education and sports 
for children and adults where services are rendered only when payments were made.  Pretty often, 
children may get bad grades from teachers who later either recommend a “commercial” tutor or 
offer to play this role themselves. One-time payments for admission and regular illegal fees for 
taking prolonged courses can be also found in the practices of some sport clubs which are a city 
fashion nowadays (aikido, karate, basketball, table tennis, etc.). Though basically sport sections at 
schools are free of charge, parents have to bear in some cases considerable expenses on equipment, 
uniform, and the like (often sold by the coaches).  

To better understand the grotesque way we live, our society has to contemplate the widely spread 
illegal and quasi-legal activities and sort them out. Having done that, public should demand from 
the state further legalization and certain official backing for “normal” and “healthy” individual and 
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family activities (at the moment, an attempt is under way to legalize private taxi business). The 
borders of traditionally restricted economic freedom should be enhanced, so that the shadow zone 
in the economy would shrink. Simultaneously, civil society must demand from the state organs to 
undertake effective measures against corruption and various clandestine and obviously immoral 
practices which remain ignored and hushed up. 

A short survey of family-related policies 

Post-socialist Russia entered the 1990s with a legislation concerning family affairs much softened 
in comparison to the preceding several decades. It became considerably easier to get a divorce; in 
family planning, women got access to a variety of contraceptives (and even to abortions); rules of 
establishing paternity were simplified; possessions of spouses began to be treated as their 
common property; rules concerning allowances which fathers have to pay to upkeep their 
abandoned children (alimony money) became stricter and more exact. 

Some specific measures of social policy geared at women have been introduced: one-time 
allowance in connection with childbirth (in 2012, its sum was 12,405 rubles); a partly 
compensated leave (2,326 rubles monthly for the first child and 4,652 rubles for the second child) 
to secure childcare until 1.5 years of age; some privileges for mothers at their place of work. In the 
early 1990s, the prenatal and postnatal leave was prolonged up to 70 days; a non-compensated 
leave until child’s three years of age was introduced – with this period included into the length of 
service and with mother’s right to return to the same working place. 

Yet, the current degree of social protection for homemakers and mothers is regarded as 
inadequate. As of late, Russia’s social mechanism has been criticized in especially harsh terms. 
Paradoxically, to get insights into the real state of affairs with family-related policies, the society 
needed a specific pre-election situation in the country which opened path for hot public debates on 
the TV and even for their wide covering in the Internet. 

Below, I am drawing on materials which figured in the March 2012 debate between high-ranking 
functionaries of the two officially recognized oppositional parties – “A Just Russia” and the 
“Liberal-Democratic Party of Russia’ [7]. This debate is highly illuminating, and even though they 
argued with each other, this clash of opinions regarding concrete questions highlighted an overall 
picture of family life and of family-related policies in our country.  

According to both parties’ views, there is no real family policy in Russia. The concept was 
compiled by the Duma but all stopped at that. There are about seven departments in government 
dealing with family matters (including that of home affairs, health care, culture and education) but 
no one bears any actual responsibility for the quality of the implemented policies and measures.  

The family-policy expert from “A Just Russia” proposed to establish a special department for 
family affairs, and I find this idea to be of some value. At the same time, both parties agreed that it 
is very bad when the sense of security in social life is absent and no one can be held responsible for 
it. No single high authority can tell what will happen to families in a month, in a year, in a decade. 
The Duma’s Committee for Women, Family and Children is not effective.  

During the discussion some international comparisons in policies were made. Thus, in France, there 
is a special National family allowance fund (Caisse nationale d’allocations familiales) which renders 
financial assistance to needy families. In Russia, there is nothing of this kind, though every second 
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family with a child (children) has aggregate income under the survival level. France has one 
family-friendly program more than Russia if we count their number (nine and eight, 
correspondingly) but the difference in sums which they provide is much more considerable. 

Last year, conditions on which pregnant women and young men, who just entered work force, 
receive their compensations in case of temporally disability (illness) were revised taking away 
some of existing privileges. 

In contrast, the debates about a “luxury tax” (which eventually would be applied to domestic real 
estate worth over $10 million and to over-expensive cars) lead to nothing and only stimulate the rich 
to buy real estate abroad.  If implemented, this tax could add about 1-2% to the federal budget 
(mere 0.3% of the GDP). The idea – a very sound one – is to use this money for new allowances 
addressed to about 100 thousand “asocial” families in the country (those with drinking and/or 
drug-addicted parents) – as to be able to apply assistance in rehabilitation instead of punishment 
and deprivation of paternal rights. 

Demographic problems and family-related issues are connected but they are not the same. For many 
families, the most essential needs are a good well-paid job for each working parent and a separate 
apartment. It is widely believed that to achieve higher birth rate, Russia needs to adopt much more 
nuanced policy, combining more generous allowances with improvement of health-care facilities, 
increasing the number of kindergartens and quality of their services.  

At the onset of the transition towards the market, during the privatization frenzy, many “non-profile 
assets” of state enterprises (including kindergartens, rest-homes, rehabilitation centers, etc.) were 
sold out and re-profiled (for example, into casinos and “interest clubs”) or neglected. Now, many 
advocate a return to a practice when companies may possess their own family-friendly facilities. 

From 42 million families, only 15 million are young families but it is here that 75% of all children 
are born. The country needs a federal program “Young family.” Such programs exist in several 
republics and other territorial units, but on the federal level all efforts are allegedly sabotaged by the 
ruling United Russia party. A special federal law regulating the youth-related government policy is 
made public but still waiting to be adopted by the Duma. 

There is a federal program “Housing” (2011-2015) with a sub-program “Securing housing for young 
families.” Special subsidies and credit facilities are provided for families with the second born or 
adopted child. However, the weakness of this system roots in the overall too high level of interest 
fees characterizing the real estate and housing sphere (in fact, to get a mortgage at 8% is regarded as 
a lucky strike). 

In 2011, the Duma adopted the so-called “act 83” about “optimization” of budget expenditures. 
Everyone realized that this act is about curtailing of social transfers and allowances – instead of 
using the stabilization fund (accumulated out of high oil export receipts) to keep this system intact 
or even enhance its potential.  

Yet, in that same budget there was a special program “Russia’s Children” with four sub-programs – 
“Talented Child,” “Disabled Child,” “Healthy Child” and “Child-Neglect Prevention.” This year, 
there is no such program envisaged – not in the current budget, nor for the next two years. 
 



11 

 

After the Second World War, there were about 7 million homeless children in Russia, but now 
unofficial figures are even higher. There are – officially! – 750 thousand orphans. Some of them 
become victims of criminal misuse – as juvenile prostitutes, or other delinquents. 
 
From 20 to 15 years ago, there were 36 million teenagers in Russia now – solely 27 million. Yet, 
there are not enough recreation facilities for them, especially in summer when schools are closed. 
“Summer camps” on the school territories arranged in some cities are no remedy because, 
typically, they mean simply more hours daily on the hot tarmac in a questionable company. Parents 
have to arrange their meals during the day by themselves and bear other additional expenses. 
Overall, the so-called “bringing-to-a-healthy-state” programs of this kind have little results. In a few 
months when the school begins, clinical screening discloses new diseases which must be treated.  
 
The quality of clinical screening also leaves much to be desired. There is a lot of negligence – as a 
result of which in many cases serious diseases get discovered too late. Half of all school children 
have scoliosis and suffer from hypo-dynamics. Ander such conditions, it was a right step to 
introduce physical culture as one of the main school disciplines. 
 
During budgetary debates, the opposition asked for 18 billion rubles to fund children’s recreation 
and health-care purposes but got only 5 billion. These funds are distributed mostly “on the spot” – 
by municipal administrators, and it is a sad fact that a considerable part of this money disappears 
on the way to schools.  
 
Probably, the best way to optimize the use of social funds is to finance directly the concrete 
family expenses. For example, a voucher to children sanatorium is worth 20 thousand rubles, and 
15 thousand would be paid out of municipal coffer. 
 
One more big social issue represents closing of schools in villages and townships. Not more than 
one-third of schools are in the countryside, and they have been disappearing at a high rate. Under 
pretext of improving school plans and their material conditions, some schools get more money while 
others are simply closed. In not so rare cases, this tool is used against “inconvenient” school 
directors who “get noisy” about inadequate municipal financing of repair and renovation work.   
 
As a finishing touch in the public debate on family policies, a bold step was proposed – to introduce 
a special allowance of 100 thousand rubles (over $3 thousand), to be paid in cash to each mother 
after each consecutive childbirth. With these new unprecedented features, such eventual 
allowance would considerably differ from existing practices summed up under the title “maternal 
capital” or “maternal vouchers.” 
 

“Maternal vouchers” – a glass half empty or half fool? 

The social tool called “maternal vouchers” introduced since 2007 is something absolutely new and 
unusual for Russia [8, 9]. Its main purpose is to encourage families to get and raise children.  A 
special law contains a detailed description of “maternal vouchers” and provides the basic principles 
of its use. In accordance with these provisions, a considerable amount in rubles which vouchers 
represent may be used by women with children. Another document specifies a set of detailed rules 
for parents, instructing them when and how to apply for such a certificate. The original law called 
“About additional measures of the state assistance of families with children”, initially adopted in 
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2006, has been revised several times in order to increase the nominal value of the voucher in 
accordance with the official inflation figures ( representing “indexation”)  as well as to improve the 
terms of its use by the families. 

“Maternal capital” as the vouchers are called in Russia, exists only as a certificate and may not be 
transformed into cash. It may be used only for the purposes specified and in the forms described in 
detail in the text of the law and its amendments. The amount of the certificate being issued in 2012 
is estimated at about 387 thousand rubles (or roughly $13, 000.00). For those certificate owners who 
have already used a part of the available sum, the remainder is subject to annual indexation adjusted 
to inflation. 

In order to promote childbirth the “maternal vouchers” are provided only to families with a second 
or any consecutive child, either born or adopted. The age of the first child is of no importance as 
long as he is recognized as a child. While the certificate is issued to women, the intended main 
beneficiary is a family unit. Each woman is entitled to only one certificate, even if she gives birth 
again after the certificate was issued. If a woman gives birth to more than one child, the amount of 
the “maternal voucher” will not change. 

There are three long-term family policy objectives where the certificate can be used: 

• for improvements in housing conditions (buying an apartment, building a house, covering 
debt connected with mortgages, undertaking basic repairs and innovations, installing new 
household facilities – for heating, water supply, sewerage, and the like); 

• for children’s education (this money may be used in different forms and in regard of any 
child in the family, not only that whose birth enabled the family to get the “maternal 
voucher); 

• for contributions into mother’s pension fund (to increase the amount of her retirement  
income). 

Since the start of the program, close to five million women in Russia have obtained “maternity 
vouchers.” The boom was observed in 2009, when over 940 thousand mothers filed their 
applications. The law will be in force until the end of 2016 and may be prolonged until 2025. 

The sums represented in the certificate may be used after three years upon its receipt. The 
exception is made for the sums used for repaying loans and mortgages registered before the end 
of 2010 (later this restriction has been raised) or for direct purchases of houses or apartments. Half 
of the sum may be received upon the start of house construction (or reconstruction work). The 
second part may be obtained not earlier than six months upon receipt of the first half. According to 
the latest law revision, “maternal vouchers” may be used for paying parts of expenses connected to a 
house or apartment construction or acquisition, made in the name of the other parent – the father 
in the family. Until recently, such situations sometimes posed unsolvable problems.  

Parts of “maternal capital” earmarked for children’s education can be used on any child in the 
family with one restriction – it must happen until the child in question has reached 25 years of age. 
Out of this amount the tuition payments could be made at both state-owned or private educational 
establishments, as well as the accommodation payments at a dormitory. 
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Parts of “maternal capital” earmarked for pension fund may be later re-directed to other purposes.  

Vouchers are tax-free. Only citizens of the Russian Federation are entitled to this form of family 
assistance. Aside of mothers of two or more children (born or adopted), single fathers of adopted 
children or children themselves (upon the loss of both parents) may apply for a “maternity voucher.”  

A survey concerning the practical application and use of “maternal vouchers” has shown the 
following: 

• over half (56%) of the respondents approved this form of assistance on a no-cash basis, 
while 23% considered it to be inconvenient; 

• over 80% believe the amount of the certificate is inadequate to the outlined goals (in 
particular, for housing financing,); 

• 49% of the respondents believe that “maternal vouchers” provide incentive for women to get 
children leading to a rise in the overall birthrate, at the same time 36% are skeptical and 
do not expect any real effect; 

• some respondents proposed to include into the program a new – fourth item, namely, to 
allow the use of “maternal vouchers” for purchasing a family car. 

Obviously, “maternal vouchers” should be regarded as a palliative and alone they cannot secure a 
radical solution of the key problem – to prevent the country’s de-population. Yet, introduction of 
vouchers has proved partially effective, and in some cases led to additional childbirths. 

Taxation benefits provided to families with children is another item on the pronatalist agenda. 
Effective from 2012, both family providers may deduct some modest amounts from their taxed 
monthly incomes. Tax benefits for the families where there are children with disabilities are the 
highest. 

However, after the aggregate income of each of the two taxpayers exceeds 280,000 rubles (about 
$9.300.00), the right to those exempts stops. Thus one can see a very restrictive and limited nature 
of such measures. 

What happens at the grass-roots level 

Russia is potentially a rich country but many families still have to cope with dire circumstances and 
poor quality of life. At least 16 percent of the population still live below the poverty line. There have 
been some positive trends in this area: according to official statistics, number of families living 
below the subsistence level has been cut in half between 1999 and 2010. There was a trend towards 
a decrease of the size and dynamics of unemployment.  

The problem, however, is that such aggregate indicators often conceal critical situations in 
particular cases – in some territorial units, cities and townships, concerning specific professions and 
specific segments of the population.. For example, a problem of “monocities” looms large: there are 
many places around the country where practically all working people are occupied by only one big 
enterprise, state-owned or private (more often than not, belonging to the military-industrial 
complex). Many such places got in trouble during the 1990s – as a result of diminishing government 
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purchases coupled with ugly privatization practices. For such places, today’s visible shift in budget 
spending toward national defense may turn out to be a boon. 

Yet, the problems of day-to-day existence and material hardships remain the main source of 
worries for ordinary people around the country. One can say that in many cities, towns and villages 
ordinary Russian families do need support from all sources they can tap, i.e., from federal state, 
from regional and municipal authorities, from NGOs of various colors and stripes. 

As a Russian saying goes, “God is far above, Czar is far away.” Families live here and now, and 
they often need assistance in their immediate surroundings. 
Across the country, in cities, town and villages there are many groups of activists centered around 
enterprises, schools, hospitals, or sport establishments which try and arrange family-friendly 
measures (like giving concerts for school children during the vacations, organizing master-classes 
for young sportsmen, providing support for single mothers leaving the maternity ward for their 
home after the childbirth, and so on). These representatives of the civil society collect and 
distribute funds for the needy and organize in-kind support such as collecting of second-hand 
garments and household objects for poor families. They provide oversight of school authorities 
regarding off-school activities of their kids, or supervise provision of the meals which children get at 
school. 

In Moscow as well as in other cities, many people participate in similar family-friendly activities 
concentrated around their Orthodox Church parishes. Typically the parish can be involved in the 
provision of social services of various kinds, including orphanages, asylums for women in trouble 
(for example, for those wanting to avoid abortion on which insist their husbands or partners, for 
those hiding from domestic violence or for those who simply need to have a short respite from life 
pressures), nursing services, shopping and caring for elderly living alone, and so on. Quite often 
parish secures Orthodox patronage over army units located in the vicinity, as well as over local 
police precincts. Parishes also provide religious education running Sunday schools (for children and 
for adults). They organize workshops making Orthodox church attire and support various hobby 
groups, circles and even sport sections. 

Since juvenile justice has come to Russia, the parish activists established contacts with its local 
organs and keep in touch with them following destinies of particular families. In some cases, 
children suffer from drinking and drugs-addicted parents, become victims of domestic violence, and 
very strict measures are not to be avoided. However, there is always a risk that instead of assistance 
and backing poor families badly need, in some cases they are simply put under too strict scrutiny, 
so that human rights of their individual members (not necessarily children) may be infringed upon.  
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*** 

Conclusions and recommendations 

 
 In the face of severe difficulties caused by the economic crisis, as well as by still incomplete 

transition from the centrally-planned socioeconomic model to a market economy, many families 
in Russia had to mobilize all available resources just to stay afloat. Family support remains 
crucial for young couples coping with parenthood, for single mothers, for people with 
disabilities and for frail elderly. In many cases family support (particularly, intergenerational 
support) is simply indispensible because the frameworks of the state-provided social protection 
are not adequate. Family caregivers play a vital role in Russian families. By and large, family 
ties had proved their resilience in the face of difficult economic environment.   

 The middle class in Russia has been growing. Given dependence of many middle-class families 
on individual economic activity, importance of promoting small and medium-sized private 
enterprise cannot be overestimated. This promotion is impossible without strengthening law and 
order, and improving governance at all levels, as well as getting rid of corruption. 

 Facing pressures of declining birth rates, Russia government has undertaken several policy 
initiatives trying to prevent the further depopulation of the country. There are programs aimed at 
improving housing situation, particularly for young couples, making purchase of a house or an 
apartment easier for people with average incomes and means. There are tax-based initiatives to 
improve the lot of families with children. The effect of these programs on birth promotion, 
however, has been limited. 

 In the post-socialist Russia, one of the more promising programs in support of families with 
several children is the provision of the so-called “maternal vouchers.” In order to improve their 
effectiveness and increase their role as a family support instrument, this tool should be used in 
conjunction with other family-friendly measures like privileges for young families in getting 
land-lots for housing purposes (which now are obtainable through auctions only) or like direct 
free-of-charge transfer of such land-lots to families with many children. 

 The organization and effectiveness of family support programs could be definitely improved. 
One of the obvious ways is to make sure that transfers of financial assistance funds go as much 
as possible directly to families and not to local authorities.  

 In view of the shortage of reliable data on the situation with the poorest families in terms of their 
incomes and survival strategies, there is an obvious need to improve data collection, research 
and analysis. At the local level, the complexities of domestic situations in poor families should be 
first carefully investigated and analyzed in order to render them effective assistance well before 
any punitive measures against parents might be applied. 
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ANNEX  

Background information on modern Russia 
Russia is a multinational and multicultural former empire of “melting pot”-type (like the U.S., 
Canada and China) with over 120 peoples inhibiting it and four major religions officially recognized 
(Christianity, mostly in its Orthodox form, Islam, Judaism and Buddhism). The Russian Federation 
consists of 83 entities with equal rights, including 21 national republics – a fact which is sometimes 
interpreted as a source of potential inter-ethnic conflicts and risks of separatist movements and 
even of further disintegration. Outside Russia’s borders, in nation-states which emerged in place of 
former Soviet republics, live at least 20 millions of ethnic Russians – a reserve of population growth 
through immigration but also a serious international problem. 

Both the outgoing and the future presidents regard Russia as a federal “presidential republic.” This 
state arrangement, characterized by hypertrophic centralism (Vladimir Putin’s infamous “vertical of 
power”) and only weak governmental and nongovernmental structures in the provinces, is in an 
obvious crises and sure will undergo a radical overhaul in the coming months and years.  

Hopefully, changes in the direction of fuller and more effective democracy will be many, various 
and deep. They should at last secure real checks-and-balances in the state system as well as a 
growing role of civil society in political and social-economic development. Without reform, also the 
“battle against corruption” has no chances to bear any real fruits.  

I believe that the coming constitutional reform should secure a change of state model – from 
presidential to parliamentary one, do away with quasi-absolutist power of the ruling “tandem” and 
create grounds for public activities both on local – grass-roots – level and in federal framework. 

А poor nation and a not quite mature economy 

Looking at the figures describing Russia on a wide international background we may notice some 
achievements but also its many weaknesses and vulnerable points.1  

For one, with the GNI eleventh in the world in overall size (see Table 1), average annual GNI 
per-capita production in Russia is estimated at less than 10 thousand rubles (about four times 
lower than in Canada, Australia or Japan). Russia’s international ranking according to human 
development potential is something it cannot be proud of as well – the 66th position (against the 
sixth for Canada and the second for Australia). In both cases, the results are slightly better than in 
other former Soviet Republics (except the three Baltic states), and considerably higher than in other 
countries of the BRICS group, but still very low indeed (see Table 2).  

Most regretful is Russia’s 144th position according to the economic freedom index (see Table 3), 
the worst from all BRICS countries and very law even in comparison with Kazakhstan (to say 
nothing of Estonia with its 16th position). Lack of economic freedom partly explains why Russia 
                                                            
1    Some particulars about modern Russia and its place in the world community may be found in the 
tables compiled on the basis of official Russian statistics and Internet resources. 
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gets much less foreign direct investment than it should judging by its natural and structural 
characteristics (slightly over 3% of the world’s annual FDI). It also clarifies why the country, so 
thirsty for investment funds, suffers from an annual outflow of capital roughly on the same scale 
(between 30 and 50 billion rubles in both cases). 

Russia’s macroeconomic structure as well as its role in international economic relations (trade and 
industrial production cooperation) is not quite in line with the era of globalization as well. In 2010, 
agriculture and industry (including mining) made up about 4% and 36.8% of Russia’s GDP – a 
much higher shares than in any developed country, while services were obviously underdeveloped 
and contributed only 59.1% (a dismal indicator according to international standards). The country’s 
export quota (net exports share in the GDP) amounts to about 10%, while the corresponding 
indicator for imports is estimated at about 22% - an obvious misbalance. To boot, over 
three-quarters of Russia’s exports consist of fuels and other raw materials, while the lion’s share of 
imports represents personal cars, electronics, food and other consumer goods – not parts and 
components usually accompanying large-scale industrial cooperation based on outsourcing and 
subcontracting. This is a trade structure typical for an underdeveloped country, only inadequately 
involved into modern global economy. 

As with human development index, in international rankings according to global competitiveness 
Russia takes the dismal 66th  position (with Estonia in the 33d position and Canada again in the 
sixth place!). Even worth is the situation with Russia’s quality of life index and score – it occupies 
the 105th place in the corresponding international ranking, behind all the other countries shown in 
the tables (from 1 to 3) for comparison purposes. 

Among all those countries, only South Africa and India have the life expectancy indicator lower 
than Russia, which also has a very unfavorable population age composition (with children of age 
0-14 amounting to solely 15% of the population). The situation with schooling is not such a crying 
one (as, say, in India), though the quality of middle school education has visibly gone down and 
become subject of sharp public criticism. 

Macro-economic indicators show rather low annual growth of real disposable incomes (less than 
1% in 2011), though the situation seems to have considerably improved in comparison with the 
1990s when their level typically went down. In contrast to modern developed economies, in Russia 
both wages and salaries of hired labor (see Table 4) and households’ expenditures (see Table 5) 
have just reached 50% of the gross domestic product (GDP). Inflation remains rather strong and, 
correspondingly, average minimal cost of living is growing by about 10% annually. 

Differentiation of incomes takes crying dimensions (differentiation factor of about 16 times, 
actually!), and does not show any improvement over time. 

Fortunately, real situation is somehow better than judging by all those figures. In fact, post-Soviet 
statistical service, just like its predecessor, does not take into account many kinds of individual and 
family activities which can considerably enhance their real incomes. The overall size of the 
“shadow market” in Russia is estimated at least between one-tenth and one-fifth of legal and 
statistically registered market transactions concerning consumer goods and services. This issue is 
considered at length in the main report. 
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There are many places around the country where practically all working people are occupied in one 
group of state enterprises or in and around one separate plant (more often than not, belonging to 
military-industrial complex). Many such places got in trouble during the 1990s – as a result of 
diminishing government spending and ugly privatization practices. For such places, today’s 
undeniable shift in budget spending toward national defense expenditures may turn out to be a boon. 

Budget spending priorities 

Generally, budget expenditures – first of all, on federal level – play a paramount role in financing 
spheres most vital for family life. In 2011, more than 28% of the federal budget money was spent on 
social policy – an item covering majority of pensions, various grants and allowances, including 
those going to young mothers, “maternal capital” and the like. For the “election year” 2012, budget 
projections provide for a 24% rise in spending along those lines, while for 2013 the growth forecast 
is 6.7% only (approximately on a par with inflation) and for 2014 – none at all (see Table 6). 

From other big budget items, the most important for normal family life and successful rising of 
children are housing and utilities, education, health protection, physical culture and sports. 
Together with several smaller items covering expenditures on culture, on theaters and movie-making, 
on mass media and environmental protection, such socially oriented spending amounted to 13.7% of 
the federal budget in 2011, while for 2012, 2013 and 2014 the projections figures are 12%, 10% and 
9%, correspondingly. In 2014 alone, expenditures on housing and utilities will fall by almost 30%, 
while expenditures on physical culture and sports will diminish even more significantly. 

At the same time direct military and law-and-order protection spending (national defense and 
national security items) amounted to exactly one-quarter of the federal budget, while its growth 
projections for 2012, 2013 and 2014 have been estimated at 29%, 32.2% and 35%.  

A “socially oriented” federal budget indeed! It looks like Russia’s rulers understand a nation’s 
greatness in terms of its over-kill capacity, not in terms of anti-poverty achievements or large-scale 
and effective family-friendly measures. 

Some additional material on demographics  

From the overall population of 142 million, urban dwellers amount to 73% (104 million), while 
27% (38 million) live in the countryside. First time after 1994, the absolute number of people 
living in Russia in 2009 has not diminished but risen by 0.01% (thanks both to slightly lower 
mortality and to growing migration). After a short upswing in the early 1990s, until 2003 the overall 
number of migrants was low and diminishing until 2003. Since then the opposite trend set in. As of 
late, immigration (mostly from countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States – CIS) fully 
offsets natural loss of population, while the number of newborn children has been growing only 
slightly. 

Among main causes of death figure heart and blood-stream diseases, as well as the so-called 
“accidental” deaths (traffic accidents and a wide range of other rough happenings connected with 
violence, negligence, etc. – more often than not resulting from alcoholic intoxication). Every year, 
about 50 thousand men and up to 20 thousand women die from causes directly connected with the 
alcohol abuse. The number of deaths resulting from cancer is also very high indeed.  
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Mortality among the population  
by main causes of death 

 
                            thousand people  share(%) in all deaths 

 

1995г.  2000г.  2005г.  2009г.  1995г.  2000г.  2005г.  2009г.

Overall number of deaths 
2203,8  2225,3  2303,9  2010,5  100  100  100  100

    Including deaths from: 
                       

 heart and bloodstream diseases 
1163,5  1231,4  1299,5  1136,7  52,8  55,3  56,4  56,5

 tumors, etc. 
298,7  297,9  287,9  293,6  13,6  13,4  12,5  14,6

 accidents and the like 
348,5  318,7  315,9  224,6  15,8  14,3  13,7  11,2

 lung diseases 
108,8  102,1  94,7  79,5  4,9  4,6  4,1  4,0

 stomach and intestines diseases 
67,8  64,7  93,8  89,0  3,1  2,9  4,1  4,4

 infections- and    
parasite-inflicted diseases 

30,5  36,2  39,0  34,1  1,4  1,6  1,7  1,7

20 
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                            thousand people  share(%) in all deaths 
 

1995г.  2000г.  2005г.  2009г.  1995г.  2000г.  2005г.  2009г.

 other diseases 
186,0  174,3  173,1  153,0  8,4  7,9  7,5  7,6

Source:    Russian Statistical Yearbook ‐ 2011 

Abortions in Russia are still widespread, leading to infertility in women, including women of 
reproductive age, and having many other undesirable consequences. While the availability and use 
of modern contraceptives has increased, abortions are still, regretfully, considered by many 
women as a means of family planning, rather then an ultimate choice. The dangers of this attitude 
are well known. The sexual education in this respect is still insufficient and lagging behind. 
 
There are other worrying social processes attracting public attention as of late. A report by the 
United Nations Children's Fund released late last year said Russia ranked third in the world in per 
capita teenage suicides, trailing two other former Soviet republics, Kazakhstan and Belarus. 
Around the world, an average of seven out of every 100,000 teenagers commit suicide every year. In 
Russia, that number is 22 per 100,000, and in two regions, Tuva and Chukotka, more than 100 per 
100,000. Annyally, more than 1,700 Russians between 15 and 19 take their lives, according to the 
report.  

Switching to a more optimistic topic, let us state that, typically, new families emerge not so early 
in life of contemporary Russians. The average age of girls and women entering marriages is visibly 
lower than that of boys and men.  

There are rather many public polls and sociological surveys conducted every year which aim at 
finding typical motivations of marrying young people, at discovering gender specific in attitude to 
family life, to different forms of family unions, to preferable age for entering wedlock, etc. 

One of such polls was recently conducted in Saransk, the capital of the Republic of Mordovia 
located in the mid-Volga region, among students of local lycee (younger group) and university 
(elder group). It gave interesting insights into psychology of young people who are in the process of 
getting modern education. 

Among many others, the poll results disclosed the following motivations and trends: 

• about three-quarters of respondents declared their readiness to enter marriage in the future 
(72%), 20% did not consider this issue yet and 5% informed of their intention to stay single; 

• young people’s attitude to non-traditional family unions (in particular, to those without 
official registration) is calm and more or less positive. The share of girls (62%) who in 
principle approve of such a union is higher than that of boys (47%). Common household 
without registration of marriage is regarded as a “rehearsal” before a “real” marriage aimed 
at finding out if the partners have something in common besides mutual sexual attraction;  

• there were no gender differences found in the attitudes of respondents to various 
motivations for entering a marriage. The absolute majority believes that the best thing is to 
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marry when feeling love toward the eventual partner (80%). However, 15% regard as 
acceptable marriages in which one or both sides are moved by a desire to improve their 
material (financial) situation, while 5% approve of “contracted” marriages” (in which only 
one side really needs marriage stamp in his or her passport); 

• 61% of respondents regard early marriages as something normal but practically all of them 
believe that such unions have only little chance to survive for long. 85% believe that the 
most suitable age for entering wedlock is between 20 and 30, 11% give preference to early 
marriages (between 18 and 20), and only 4% think it right to marry sometime after 30; 

• concerning roles in the family, 52% of girls and 78% of boys believe that man should be the 
family head and master, while the rest defended the principle of equality, with 1% 
advocating the leading role for wife and mother; 

• among the respondents, 44% males and 42% females offered their opinion that it is man who 
should financially upkeep the family, 48% of boys and 52% of girls answered that “it 
depends on the circumstances”, and remaining 8% and 6% offered their opinion in favor of 
equal financial responsibility of both family members. 

In my view, the results of this poll – as of many others published in the last couple of years – shows 
a more or less normal and natural attitude of modern Russian youth to institutions of marriage and of 
monogamic family. Some skepticism and a grain of cynicism are there, but they also may be 
regarded as a kind of social norm in a society as poor as ours and devoid of serious hopes for any 
real improvement in the situation anytime in the nearest future.  

In this particular case, the respondents were not asked the crucial question about their willingness or 
reluctance to have children. However, in many other public polls and surveys on young families we 
find a regrettable phenomenon: up to 80% of both males and females want to have children, but 
rarely more than one-third of them regard childbirth as practically feasible for them any soon. 

Some features of modern Russian family 

Except from really few places (as a rule, with Muslim population majority), Russia is a country of 
monogamic families. Traditionally, nuclear families were relatively few while big 
patriarchic-style households were very typical both for Slavic population and for many minorities 
living around the country.  

The main change in family life during the Soviet period was the ideological establishment of gender 
equality, as well as the recognition of equal social importance of men and women. Patriarchic way 
of life began to be substituted by egalitarian one. Rigid hierarchic family structure gave way to the 
concept of marriage as a kind of partnership of equals (though in many instances this equality was 
in fact a very lopsided one). . 

At the same time, as a result of ruthless totalitarian rule by atheist “revolutionaries” over “ordinary 
populace,” the religious and traditional family values both in the cities and in the countryside have 
been considerably undermined.  
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The sudden collapse of “Socialism” in the early 1990s brought with it the emergence of a new 
quasi-capitalist society – very eclectic and not sufficiently effective both economically and 
politically.  

Many contradictive tendencies could be observed simultaneously: from the emergence of “new 
rich” with their whole fancy way of life so strongly contrasting with pitiful living conditions of the 
impoverished working people – to a weird combination of “kolkhoz” decay with some opportunities 
for the newfangled “farmers” in the neglected countryside – to the resurrection and surprising 
blossoming of the Russian Orthodox Church across the country – to the appearance of the first 
sprouts of middle class with its own standards and modern, in many ways easygoing, way of life 
with its typically not very stable non-registered marriages, etc. 

The modern family typology in Russia includes following patterns: 

• patriarchic or traditional family (mostly in the countryside and provincial towns; it has its 
many pros and contras but is, generally, on the decline); 

• child-centered family (modern pattern which is especially popular among young city 
dwellers – the basic pattern deserving maximum of backing from state and society); 

• matrimonial (or conjugal) family (centered on “horizontal” relationship, mutual respect and 
active communication within the family; the Achilles sole of this model is the often 
conscious avoidance of childbirth, a typically egoistic pattern of behavior, alienation from 
parents and their neglect, etc.); 

• “truncated” family (single males and females living alone, families consisting of single 
mothers or single fathers, usually with one child, in growing number of cases adopted);  

• “extramarital” families (common households of not-registered couples, both childless and 
with children, not necessarily their own); 

• A very specific family form where both spouses have their own separate households but are 
connected with each other by a registered or not-registered marriage (this arrangement 
becomes ever more popular in the well-to-do circles of Russian society); 

• alternative families (concubinates – recent fashion among the “new rich” and “upper middle 
class,” poligamic families – often in Muslim regions and stimulated by the rise of the spirit 
of Shari’ah; one-gender families are not there yet but to be expected any moment). 

In many cases, the existing family unions of different types are under strong negative influence of 
many factors undermining wedlock stability and threatening its immediate future: 

• ever worsening drinking habits (this sad topic would deserve a special consideration 
because there exist too many forms of alcoholization in modern Russian society); 

• generational conflicts which usually are enhanced by bad housing conditions and the loss of 
traditional values (both patriarchic and religious); 
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• adherence to old-fashioned principles in the distribution of household duties in situations 
where new conditions demand their re-distribution (as a result, wives not only have to bear 
their usual chores, but quite often also have to substitute for men in their traditional roles, 
while simultaneously discharging their job duties in public sector); 

• cultural prejudices concerning relationship between spouses, lack of skill in resolving 
family disputes without conflicts; 

• hidden or open hedonistic inclinations in grown-up but still young people breeding egoistic 
behavior and neglect of the family partner, of the needs of children and of elder relatives 
(potentially, this may lead to a general unwelcome change in priorities in the society – from 
family toward individual needs and wants). 

               Short additional bibliography (all materials are in Russian) 

1 Росстат. Демография (Russia’s Statistical Service, edition on 
demography):http://www.gks.ru/wps/wcm/connect/rosstat/rosstatsite/main/population/demography/ 

2 Проблемы современной семьи и семейной политики в 
России:http://website‐seo.ru/02560101156.html 

3 Социологический анализ семейных отношений: 
http://elenka43.narod.ru/new3.htm 
4 Портал «Молодая семья»: 
http://www.ohome.ru/ 
5 Семейная политика (таблицы о факторах и проблемах, методах политики) 
http://www.econ.msu.ru/cmt2/lib/a/1840/file/Kozlov.pdf 
6 Семейная политика в Курске (автореферат диссертации): 
http://www.dissercat.com/content/semeinaya-politika-v-regione-sotsiologicheskii-analiz 
7 Семейный кодекс с добавлениями: 
http://mon.gov.ru/dok/fz/vosp/3970/ 
http://www.semkodeks.ru/  ( 2011-12) 
8 Государственная программа «Молодой семье – доступное жилье»: 
http://www.asks.ru/blogs/301110/153/ 
9 Пособия и льготы для многодетных семей:  
http://24sos.ru/index.php?do=static&page=help1 
10 Сайт «Много деток»: http://kaig.ru/frame4.pdf 
11 Перечень работ по теме: 
http://otherreferats.allbest.ru/sociology/00101709_0.html 
12 Тюгашев Е.А. Семьеведение: Учебное пособие /Е.А. Тюгашев. – Новосибирск: Сиб. УПК, 
2006. – 194 с. 
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Table 1 – Basic indicators: population and gross national income   
Countries  Population 

(million)   
2009 

Population 
average ann. 
growth (%, 
2000‐09) 

Gross national 
income   
($billion , 
2009) 

Gross national 
income per 
capita ($, 
2009) 

PPP national 
income per 
capita ($, 
2009) 

  Former Soviet 
Union 

       

Russia  142  ‐0.3  1329.7  9,370  18,390 
Belarus  10  ‐0.4  53.5  5,540  12,380 
Kazakhstan  16  0.7  107.1  6,740  13,230 
Ukraine  46  ‐0.7  128.8  2,800  6,190 
Lithuania  3  ‐0.5  38.1  11,410  16,740 
  Developed 

countries 
       

Canada  34  1.0  1423.0  42,170  37,590 
Australia  21  1.5  957.5  43,770  38,210 
Japan                        127  0.1  4830.3  37,870  33,280 
Korea (Republic of)  49  0.4  966.6  19,830  27,310 
Hong Kong (SAR) 
 

7  0.6  219.2  31,420  44,070 

  BRICS group         
Brazil  196  1.2  1557.2  8,040  10,260 
China  1350  0.6  4778.3  3,590  6,770 
South Africa  49  1.3  284.5  5,770  10,060 
India          1155  1.4  1368.7  1,180  3,260 

           
Sources: World Development Report 2011. Table 1 – Key indicators of development; 

http://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D0%9D%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%B5_%D0%97
%D0%B5%D0%BC%D0%BB%D0%B8 
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Table 2 ‐ Human development index and some relevant indicators 

Countries  Human 
development 
index (2011) 

Life 
expectancy at 
birth (2011) 

Population age 
composition 
(% ages 0‐14) 

Mean years of 
schooling 
(2011) 

Expected years 
of schooling 
(2011) 

  Former Soviet 
Union 

       

Russia  66  68,8  15  9,8  14,1 
Belarus  65  70,3  15  9,3  14,6 
Kazakhstan  68  67,0  24  10,4  15,1 
Ukraine  76  68,5  14  11,3  14,7 
Estonia  34  74,8  16  12,0  15,7 
  Developed 

countries 
       

Canada  6  81,0  17  12,1  16,0 
Australia  2  81,9  19  12,0  18,0 
Japan                        12  83,4  13  11,6  15,1 
Korea (Republic of)  15  80,6  17  11,6  16,9 
Hong Kong (SAR) 
 

13  82,8  12  10,0  15,7 

  BRICS group         
Brazil  84  73,5  26  7,2  13,8 
China  101  73,5  20  7,5  11,6 
South Africa  123  52,8  31  8,5  13,1 
India          134  65,4  31  4,4  10,3 

           
Sources: Human Development Report 2011 – Sustainability and Equity: F Better Future for All. Table 1 – Human 

Development Index and its components; World Development Report 2011. Table 1 – Key indicators of development/ 
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Table 3 – Some important country rankings   

Countries  Economic 
freedom   
index   
(2012) 

Global 
competitiveness 
index, 2011‐12 
(rankings) 

Global 
competitiveness 
index, 2011‐12 
(scores) 

Quality of life 
index, 2005 
(by Economist 
Intelligence 
Unit) 

Quality of life 
score, 2005 
(out of 10) 

  Former Soviet 
Union 

       

Russia  144  66  4.21  105  4.796 
Belarus  153  ‐  ‐  100  4.978 
Kazakhstan  65  72  4.18  96  5.082 
Ukraine  163  82  4.00  98  5.032 
Estonia  16  33  4.62  68  5.905 
  Developed 

countries 
       

Canada  6  12  5.33  14  7.599 
Australia  3  20  5.11  6  7.925 
Japan                        22  9  5.40  7  7.392 
Korea (Republic of)  31  24  5.02  30  6.877 
Hong Kong (SAR) 
 

1  11  5.36  18  7.347 

  BRICS group         
Brazil  99  53  4.32  39  6.470 
China  138  26  4.90  60  6.083 
South Africa  70  50  4.34  92  5.245 
India          123  56  4.30  73  5.759 

           
Sources: http://www.heritage.org/index/default; http://gcr.weforum.org/gcr2011/; 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quality‐of‐life_Index. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.heritage.org/index/default
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Table 4 – Russia: some social macro‐indicators   

Indicators  1999  2004  2005  2010  2011 
           
Real disposable incomes 
            % to previous year  87.7  110.4  112.4  105.1  100.8 

Average money income 
            rubles per month  1659  6410  8112  18881  20712 
            % to previous year  164.3  129.0  126.5  111.0  109.7 
           
Wages & salaries of hired           
labor (incl. concealed)           
            billion rubles  1934  7845  9474  22640   
            % to GDP  40.1  46.0  43.8  50.4   
            % to previous year  153.1  125.9  120.8  110.5   
           
Average minimal cost of living 
            rubles per month  907.8  2376.0  3018.0  5688.0   
            % to previous year  184.0  112.5  112.5  110.4   
           
Number of people living 
below existence level           
            million, end of period  41.2  25.2  25.2  17.9   
            % of population  28.3  17.6  17.7  12.6   
Differentiation of incomes           
            differ. factor (times)  14.1  15.2  15.2  16.5  16.3 
           
Unemployment (after ILO) 
          million (year’s average)  9.4  6.0  5.6  5.6  5.0 
          % of working force  13.0  7.6  7.2  7.5  6.6 
          % to previous year  116.0  93.7  94.9  88.9  89.1 
           
Sources: http://www.icss.ac.ru/macro/index_year.php?id=5 (Federal Statistical Service plus calculations based on 

official data).   

 

 

 

http://www.icss.ac.ru/macro/index_year.php?id=5
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Table 5 – GDP structure by use (quarters, billion rubles) 
 

Year Households 
expenditures State expenditures Non-commercial 

organizations 
Gross capital 

formation Inventories Net exports 

2011        

I q. 5 976,70 2 189,10 59,90 1 515,30 264,20 1 254,00

% 57 18 0.5 19.1 3.4 9.7

II q. 6 462,60 2 296,10 60,20 2 434,00 428,10 1 241,80

% 52.4 19.2 0.5 13.3 2.3 11

  

2010        

I q. 5 170,40 2 113,50 56,50 1 385,20 -254,80 1 254,00

% 54 22.1 0.6 14.5 -2.7 13.1

II q. 5 552,20 2 162,30 57,40 2 124,90 77,30 1 009,40

% 52.3 20.4 0.5 20 0.7 9.5

III q. 5 937,40 2 185,50 58,20 2 527,30 799,90 610,60

% 50.4 18.6 0.5 21.5 6.8 5.2

IV q. 6 436,60 2 280,90 59,30 3 806,30 -201,10 874,20

% 49.6 17.6 0.5 29.3 -1.5 6.7

  

2007        

%  

I q. 3 403,10 1 371,10 44,80 954,40 261,90 683,20

% 50.2 20.2 0.7 14.1 3.9 10.1

II q. 3 789,70 1 419,40 45,60 1 479,50 265,10 690,10

% 48.8 18.3 0.6 19.1 3.4 8.9

III q. 4 158,60 1 442,50 47,00 1 805,10 689,80 643,00

% 46.7 16.2 0.5 20.3 7.8 7.2

IV q. 4680,30 1518,00 48,50 2741,40 -163,10 850,30

% 47.8 15.5 0.5 28 -1.7 8.7

 Source: Russia’s Federal Statistical Service, forecasts department. 
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Table 6 – Structure and dynamics of the federal budget by expenditures (billion 
rubles) 

2012  2013  2014  

 2011  

project 
% to 

previous 
year 

project 
% to 

previous 
year 

project 
% to 

previous 
year 

All expenditures (minus conditionally 
confirmed), including: 11 027,1 12 656,4 114,8 13 387,4 105,8 13 749,4 102,7 

National defense 1 537,4 1 853,3 120,5 2 329,4 125,7 2 737,4 117,5 

National security,  law-and-order 
protection activities 1 242,1 1 822,0 147,4 1 981,3 108,8 2 072,5 104,7 

National economy 1 784,9 1 797,2 100,7 1 720,5 95,7 1 653,0 96,1 

Housing and utilities  234,1 136,0 58,1 104,3 76,7 73,8 70,8 

Environmental protection 17,6 21,7 123,3 22,6 104,2 23,6 104,7 

Education 560,0 603,5 107,8 558,9 92,6 499,5 89,4 

Culture, cinematography 88,0 86,2 98,0 84,6 98,1 82,7 97,8 

Health protection 503,7 551,1 109,4 503,3 91,3 461,8 91,8 

Social policy 3 135,3 73,5 124,3 4 155,3 106,7 4 163,6 100,2 

Physical culture and sports 44,0 388,4 92,8 40,3 98,7 27,7 68,8 

Mass media 61,3 553,9 120,0 70,6 96,0 65,5 92,8 

Inter-budgetary transfers of general 
character to the RF subjects and 
municipal entities 

623,4  88,9 503,0 90,8 494,7 98,3 

Source: http://info.minfin.ru/project_fb_rashod.php 

http://info.minfin.ru/project_fb_rashod.php
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      Table 7 - Post-natal mortality 

Dead before 1 year of age Dead before 1 year of age 
(per 1000 babies born alive) 

Years 

      overall       boys       girls        overall          boys       girls 

1970 43511 25335 18176 23,0 26,2 19,7 

1980 48500 28300 20200 22,1 25,2 18,8 

1990 35088 20691 14397 17,4 20,0 14,7 

1995 24840 14472 10368 18,1 20,5 15,5 

2000 19286 11248 8038 15,3 17,3 13,2 

2005 16073 9416 6657 11,0 12,5 9,4 

2006 15079 8660 6419 10,2 1,4 9,0 

2007 14858 8598 6260 9,4 10,5 8,1 

2008 14436 8234 6202 8,5 9,5 7,5 

2009 14271 8182 6089 8,1 9,1 7,1 

2010 13405 7626 5779 7,5 8,3 6,7 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Causes of death  1970  1980 1990 1995 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008    2010  

Dead before 1 year of age       
(numbers, all causes) 43511 48500 35088 24840 19286 16073 15079 14858 14436 13405

      including:              

from infections- and 
parasites-inflicted diseases 2155 6862 2692 1741 1162 729 611 601 511 544

from lung diseases 17651 17205 4983 3319 2073 1212 1153 1101 1026 825

from stomach and intestines 
diseases 2269 973 224 148 117 103 100 100 72 84

from inborn anomalies, 
deformations and genetic faults 5813 7593 7468 5725 4460 3948 3615 3610 3486 3245

from some causes developed in 
prenatal period  11675 11426 16157 10767 8517 7195 6979 6809 6650 6452

from outside causes 2001 2303 1436 1385 1222 1109 989 1012 999 846
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Source:    Russian Statistical Yearbook ‐ 2011 

  Table 8 - Marriages and Divorces 

  Thousand          Per 1000 of population Years 

             
marriages 

             
divorces 

             
marriages 

                  divorces

1970 1319,2 396,6 10,1 3,0

1980 1464,6 580,7 10,6 4,2

1990 1319,9 559,9 8,9 3,8

1995 1075,2 665,9 7,3 4,5

2000 897,3 627,7 6,2 4,3

2005 1066,4 604,9 7,5 4,2

2006 1113,6 640,8 7,8 4,5

2007 1262,5 685,9 8,9 4,8

2008 1179,0 703,4 8,3 5,0

2009 1199,4 699,4 8,5 4,9

2010 1215,1 639,3 8,5 4,5

 Source:    Russian Statistical Yearbook ‐ 2011 

Table 9 - Marriages (by fiancé’s and bride’s age groups)  

 By fiancé’s age group  (years)  By bride’s age group (years) Number           
Less      
than 18      

18-24 
    

25-34 
   35 and 

more 
    

no info 
   Less      
than 18      

  18-24 25-34   35 and  
more 

 no info  

1970 1319227 2464 809466 328416 178797     84 19227 933308 201485    165041 166 

1980 1464579 5115 902610 369768 187027     59 32591 1000767 272157 158944 120 

1990 1319928 13536 692941 389739 223628     84 72073 779437 273108 195227 83 

1995 1075219  8044 555859 303953 207319     44 63633 628329 205549 177655 53 

2000 897327  3703 403851 303216 186133    424 29889 511446 212528 143193 271 

2005 1066366  2466 404383 430837 228522    158 21039 565910 314894 164370 153 

2008 1179007  1914 395318 513547 268129     99 16794 571956 399097 191053 107 

2009 1199446  1480 380613 539805 277507     41 14062 559805 428148 197399 32 

2010  1215066  1131 372782 564776 276219    158 11698 554772 451318 197162 116 
 

Source:    Russian Statistical Yearbook ‐ 2011 
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	Overall number of deaths
	    Including deaths from:
	 heart and bloodstream diseases
	 tumors, etc.
	 accidents and the like
	 lung diseases
	 stomach and intestines diseases
	 infections- and    parasite-inflicted diseases
	 other diseases
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