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I ntroduction

Demographic and economic trends in Russia are interesting not only because of
the disproportionate influence Russia continues to have in world affairs, but because of
the extreme nature of these trends both before and after the breakup of the Soviet Union.
Trends affecting the working-age population, in particular, are often the focus of debate
because changes for this group have a disproportionate influence on the overall economic
and demographic welfare of society. As such, policymakers in Russia need to carefully
consider not only the past, but the likely future trends for the working-age population,
because Russia' s recovering economy remains fragile and allows little margin for error.
Furthermore, forecasts of the Russian Federation’ s working-age population are
complicated by demographic, economic, and administrative factors. Foremost among
these are Russia’ s somewhat erratic transition from a centrally-planned system to a
market economy, inconsistencies in how labor statistics were reported during the
trangition, the disproportionate size and dynamic legal status of the informal economy,
and the unique, and in many aspects peculiar, age distribution of the Russian population.
As such, the focus of this paper is on the less abstruse demographic trends that bear
directly on the labor market itself.

This paper begins with a brief overview of the rapid demographic and economic
changes shaping Russia’ s labor force since the population census in 1989. The review
leads into a focus on the changes that are projected to take place in the size and
composition of the labor force between now and the year 2050. | conclude with a
discussion of the impact these trends will have on Russia s economic, social, and political

sphere. In many respects, Russia provides an extreme example of the demographic



problems most nations will be faced with as this century unfolds, particularly for those
countries with arapidly aging labor force or those facing a decline in the absolute size of
their working-age population. The possible solutions and coping mechanisms attempted
here will be a useful test case for other populations soon to be facing similar problems.
Just as Russia was the setting for a grand social experiment in planned economies at the
beginning, and served as a playground for free market theorists at the close of the 20"
century, Russia is once again (albeit reluctartly) in the forefront of the momentous
population changes facing the world as this century opens.

The demographic situation in Russia also continues to be a hot topic in the
political arena. In his 2003 Presidential Address to the Russian Federation, two of the
topics Vladimir Putin stressed were 1) dealing with Russia' s “ demographic degradation”
problem and 2) a new economic plan focused on doubling Russia’ s gross domestic
product (GDP) by the year 2010. While these two topics are often addressed separately,
one of the goals of this paper is to show how strongly they are linked. Auspicioudly, the
age structure of the Russian population is such that the number of people in their working
ages is expected to be the same in 2010 as it was in the year 2000, even while the
absolute size of the total population is shrinking (see Summary Table 1 in the Appendix).
This fortuitous set of demographic circumstances means that Putin’s goals for economic
growth over the next decade are unlikely to be actively hindered by the size of the labor
force itself. However, demographic trends will catch up quickly as Russia’s Baby Boom
population approaches retirement age, and the reality of a rapidly shrinking working-age
population will seriously impair Russia' s ability to maintain positive economic growth as

the century progresses.



The Transition Period, 1989 to 2002

The year 1989 serves as a convenient starting point for demographic analyses of
the former Soviet Union because that was the year of the last All-Soviet Population
Census. Technicaly, until the formal dissolution of the Soviet Union on December 31,
1991, labor resources in Russia were alocated via central planning, not markets (see
Satre Ahlander, 2001). Effectively, however, the landslide election of Boris Yeltsinin
March of 1989, the growing influence of Perestroika (economic restructuring), the fall of
the Berlin Wall, and all the other tumultuous political and economic events of 1989 make
that year the effective beginning of independent Russia. Unfortunately, the
administrative reality of the transition meant that many key labor force statistics were not

collected and reported until 1992.

Pension and Retirement Provisions

One of the biggest problems facing policymakers in Russia today is the legacy of
the Soviet labor system and the social guarantees made to workers that Russiais
obligated to honor. The retirement system provides arelatively clear example of a
digoint between policy and reality. The official working ages during the Soviet period
were 16 to 60 for men and 16 to 55 for women. When pension policies were first being
formulated in the 1920s, mostly out of concern for those injured or disabled during the
recently concluded World War and the Revolution, retirement at those ages was both
reasonable and fiscally feasible (Buckley and Donahue, 2000).

Much like Social Security in the United States, retirement pensions are seen as a

near-sacred social contract that even Soviet politicians were wary of breaking, much less



post-Soviet politicians facing democratic elections. Two major factors further limit the
likelihood that a substantial increase in the retirement age will be forthcoming. First, life
expectancy has continued to worsen, particularly for men in their prime working years.
In fact, when the Minister of Labor and Socia Development, Aleksandr Pochinok, was
asked in an interview about potential changes to the pension system, he replied, “This
threshold cannot be raised while a man in Russia lives an average of 59.7 years,”
(Sukhova, 2002). Thisis a somewhat spurious argument, given that women in Russia
have life expectancies more than 13 years greater than men, but are alowed to retire five
years earlier. The other magjor factor limiting the ability of policymakers to increase the
retirement age is unemployment. In the short run, an increase in the retirement age
would reduce job openings for new entrants to the labor force and lead to an increase in

the unemployment rate.

Unemployment

The collection of unemployment statistics provides a prime example of the
administrative difficulties of data collection during the transition period. Unemployment
was an ideological impossibility during the Soviet period, and the agency responsible for
employment figures, sluzhba zanyatosti, was slow to recognize even the existence of
unemployment (Fullsack, 2001; Standing, 1999). Most labor experts predicted that
unemployment would skyrocket in the early 1990s as tens of millions of factory workers
would be laid off and millions more would become unemployed due to the friction of
restructuring (Samodorov, 1992). Instead, unemployment remained surprisingly low

through the mid 1990s and never officially approached the rates many had predicted



(Standing, 1999). Although some of this difference can be attributed to underreporting of
unemployment, much of the surprisingly low rate is due to the organizational structure of
the Soviet labor system.

The Soviet goal of full employment persists, through a peculiar patriarchal
attitude among managers toward their workers (Samorodov, 1992). Managers under the
Soviet system often wielded power far beyond the realm of the workplace. Given that
managers were usually highly placed within the political hierarchy, or at least had
influence through friends and relatives in such positions, their position was aso one of
civil authority. Political influence could be used to requisition housing, automobiles, and
other state-controlled goods for valuable employees (Burawoy and Lukacs, 1992). While
workers were promised employment and a minimal standard of living, they often had
little choice about their place of employment, and life without a supportive manager
could be very difficult because, even shortly prior to the fall of the Soviet Union, money
was not necessarily the primary unit of exchange (Rose and McAllister, 1996). Thane
Gustafson (1999, p.23) writes, “In effect, three currencies circulated in the Soviet
economy — money, power, and connections. The price of any given object was a blend of
thethree.” Despite the power differentials, the relationship between management and
workers was usually friendly and cooperative, and the workplace often took on a familial
or communal character (see Burawoy and Lukacs, 1992; Conner, 1988).

In essence, the family, workplace, and civil society became so integrated (and this
integration was a conscious goa of the communist regime) that enterprise managers, and
others in positions of power, began to feel a natural sense of responsibility for the

workers under them. So, when hyperinflation, maor disruptions in supply chains, and



widespread bankruptcy swept across Russiain 1992 and 1993, very few factories closed
their doors or laid off their employees (Connor, 2000). Instead, employers, much like
many regional and local governments, began maintaining very large arrears in wages and
sometimes resorted to paying their employees with the goods produced by the factory
(for example, an employee could receive several months wages in the form of tractor
parts). Employees stayed despite the hardship, partly because of the communal nature of
the work environment, partly because they hoped their employers would eventually make
good on their promises, but mostly because they knew there was nothing better available.
It is not too surprising, then, that unemployment has not followed the rational
course predicted by most experts, particularly those who were early proponents of shock
therapy. Unemployment holds a unique position as one of the only characteristics of the
Russian economy that did not get as bad as predicted (most other socioeconomic
indicators, such as poverty, got worse). Table 1 presents official unemployment statistics
for males and females from the year 1992 through the year 2002. Unemployment did not
begin climbing until the mid-1990s and peaked for both men and women in 1998, during
the height of Russia' sfiscal crisis. It has since declined steadily to 9.0 percent for men
and 8.1 percent for women in 2002. Preliminary figures for 2003 suggest that
unemployment may have risen dightly in the last year, but official numbers will not be
available for several months. The officia unemployment rate for females is consistently
lower than that for males. It should be noted that most experts, as well as senior officials
from Goskomstat, concur that unemployment is higher than these numbers indicate
because one of the conditions to be considered “looking for work”™ is to be registered with

the state employment exchange, which is often inconvenient and time-consuming



(Standing, 1999). As such, alarge segment of the population that is defined as “not in the
labor force” both seek and engage in economic activity outside the bounds of the formal
economy (often referred to as the black market or the informal economy; see Fullsack,

2001; Connor, 2000).

The Economically Active Population

Asagenera rule, the terms labor force and the economically active population
are used interchangeably in most venues. Technically, however, there are some minor
differences. The International Labor Organization (ILO) defines the economically active
population as “all persons of either sex who furnish the supply of labour for the
production of economic goods and services as defined by the United Nations sytems of
national accounts and balances during a specified time-reference period” (Farooq, 1992).
The labor force, by contrast, includes those people in the official working ages that are
economically active (16-54 for women and 16-59 for men), which excludes people
younger or older than the accepted age limits for the formal workforce. Russia's
statistical agency compromises by collecting statistics in compliance with ILO standards,
but also collects data on the potential labor force, including al people between the ages
of 15and 72.

An examination of |abor force participation rates for men and women provides
some explanation for the surprisingly low unemployment rates overall, but not for the
difference between males and females. As Figure 1 indicates, labor force participation
rates for men in 1992 were very high, with rates above 90 percent in the prime working

ages (ages 25 through 50), with a pattern and level similar to that seen in the United



States and Western Europe. It is often surprising to non-Russian scholars that female
labor force participation in 1992 was nearly as high as that for males, with rates again
surpassing 90 percent for women in their thirties and forties. By comparison, the labor
force participation rates for females in the United States for the same ages ranged around
70 to 75 percent throughout the 1990s (U.S. Census Bureau, 2002). Overal, there was a
great deal of equality between the genders, at least in terms of labor, during the Soviet
period. In fact, many policies originaly intended to promote population growth, such as
day care and maternity leave programs had the unexpected benefit of encouraging female
labor force participation (Satre Ahlander, 2001).

By 1998, the year that official unemployment peaked, the labor force participation
rates for all groups dropped drastically. What is not clear from these statistics is why by
1998 a number of people left the active labor force. Was it because they were
discouraged, went back to school, or found employment in the informal economy? Then
again, reported labor force participation rates for 2002 (not shown) indicate a return to
nearly the same levels as 1992, even with unemployment still at 8 to 9 percent
(Goskomstat, 2003b). For the projection period, it seems safe to assume that
participation rates will remain reasonably stable at the 2002 levels. One unlikely
possibility is an increase in participation among the older population, if policymakers
somehow manage to raise the retirement age. Even so, poor male health and low life
expectancy will minimize whatever effect such a policy change might make. Similarly,
pro-natalist policies and other programs that might influence women’s work have not
substantially reduced female labor force participation, either during the Soviet period or

since the breakup.



Trends In Education

The educational structure in Russiais similar to the standard for most
industrialized nations, with afew important distinctions. Russian children begin school
at the age of seven and the typical primary education lasts eight years. Prior to the 1970s,
this often marked the completion of their formal education. Some students then attend a
low-level vocational school (PTU or FZU) while others (often the well-connected or
highly promising students) would go on to a two- year, academic track secondary
education. It was not until the middle to late 1970s that a two-year secondary education
became the norm. However, most of the growth in secondary education was in technical
schools rather than academic institutions (Gerber and Hout, 1995). These students are
likely to go directly into the labor market rather than into higher education. Thus,
although the number of college graduates in Russia continued to grow, the rate of growth
was slower than in other industrial states.

In Figure 2, the educational categories are listed in the rank order of relative
attainment. As this figure shows, women tend to have greater educational attainment
than men, with a higher proportion completing both the general secondary education and
higher education. The largest category for men is the secondary technical education, with
over 35 percent of men holding that educational attainment level. By 1998, both men and
women with a higher education (college degree) made up larger percentages of the
economically active population than they had in 1992. The proportion of both men and
women with only a primary education declined by nearly 5 percent. Enrollment and

graduation rates at institutions of higher education show that the trend toward increasing
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levels of educational attainment continued at |east through 2002 (see Goskomstat,

20034).

Migration -— The Myth of the Brain Drain

One of the commonly accepted explanations for why unemployment did not rise
as high as some predicted was because people who could not find work shortly migrated
out of Russia. However, as many researchers have pointed out in recent years, the
phenomenon popularly known as “The Brain Drain” was largely a myth (for example, see
Heleniak, 2001). That is, although it is true that many would be workers (and their
families) emigrated from Russia during the early to mid 1990s, at the same time there
was an even larger wave of immigrants to Russia, consisting predominately of ethnic
Russians repatriating from other states of the former Soviet Union.

Between 1989 and 2002 Russia had a net gain of over five and a half million
migrants (Goskomstat, 2004), which made up for a significant fraction of the seven and a
half million people lost through natural population loss (i.e., births minus deaths). While
it istrue that the eight million estimated emigrants from Russia during this time period
took with them valuable skills and education, the more than thirteen million immigrants
arriving in Russia during the same time period aso tended to have relatively high levels
of human capital. Yergin and Gustafson (1999) point out that Russia has been going
through atriple transition, though only the political and economic transitions get much
attention. The transition that is relevant to this discussion is the move from an empire to

anation state.
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Many of the member states of the former Soviet Union had been part of the
Russian Empire long before the Bolshevik Revolution. This relationship continued
during the Soviet period, and native Russians held many of the top bureaucratic,
technical, and managerial positions throughout the U.S.S.R., particularly in Central Asia
and the Baltic states. Not surprisingly, the dissolution of the Soviet Union left many of
them in positions thet were no longer prestigious or well paid, and often facing an
environment hostile to the perceived representatives of aformer colonial power. Net
migration to Russiais graphed in Figure 3a and 3b for 1992, 1995, 1998, and 2001, for
men and women respectively. Not every year is shown in the graph for ease of
presentation. The pattern for net female migration is similar to that for male, but the
average age is dightly older. Overall, migration trends throughout the 1990s were
beneficial to the Russian labor market as awhole. Preliminary results from the 2002
Russian Population Census suggest that migration trends within the federation were less
beneficial, with large areas of the Russian Far East being virtually deserted by the able-
bodied population. Meanwhile, popular migration destinations like Moscow have far
more workers than are needed. For afull discussion of internal migration in Russia and
its potential regional impact see the article by Heleniak in Demokratizatsiya (2001) — the

focus of this paper is on national level trends.

Working-age Mortality and Declining Life Expectancy
One of the more widely discussed demographic trends in the Russian Federation
ismortality, and it also bears directly on the size and composition of the labor force.

Rising mortality rates are a magjor concern to demographers and policymakers,
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particularly for men in their working ages who continue to drink and smoke extremely
heavily despite recent public education efforts. To paraphrase the Russian Minister of
Labor and Social Development quoted earlier, with a life expectancy at birth under 60
years, the average Russian male is not expected to survive to retirement age. Mortality
worsened for women as well, especially during the mid-1990s, but not nearly to the
degree that it has for men. Figure 4 graphs estimated mortality rates for the working-age
population in the years 1989, 1994, 2002, and 2010 (projected). | chose to graph only the
working-age mortality pattern both to clarify the trends relevant to this paper, and to
highlight that area where most of the change in mortality has taken place. The Y-axisis
in log scale, so the change between 1989 and 1994 may not appear to be substantial, but
the mortality rate for males more than doubled for some age groups. Mortality rates have
declined through 2002, but had not yet returned to 1989 levels. Surprisingly, the relative
change in mortality rates was almost as great for women over the same time period, but
the absolute level of female mortality started at such a lower level that the change was not
as consequentia as it was for men. We have aready seen some improvementsin the
mortality rates since the peak and it is expected that this gradual improvement will

continue.

Population Projections and the Labor Force
Population projections for the total population of Russia were constructed using
cohort component methods and RUP software devel oped by the International Programs
Center of the U.S. Census Bureau (Arriaga, 1994). The projections in this paper utilize

single-year age data from the 1989 census and age-specific mortality, fertility, and
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migration statistics published by Russia’'s national statistical agencies. The mathematics
of population projection are not overly complex, but the sheer number and
interconnectedness of the computations involved in these projections, particularly when
each of the demographic components is further detailed by age groups, make it
impossible to review al of the stages here. A much-simplified outline of the processis as
follows: starting with the baseline year, current fertility, mortality, and migration rates are
applied to the present population (separately for sex and by each age category). These
calculations provide us with a projected population for the following year, baseline plus
1. Then the process starts over again, with baseline plus 1 rate applied to the baseline
plus 1 population. These calculations are repeated iteratively through the last year of the
projection period, the year 2050 in this case. For projection years (i.e., future years for
which we do not yet have empirical data on demographic trends) we fit trend lines
interpolating between available data and an assumed future pattern of fertility, mortality,
or migration.

The working-age population used in this paper is a subset of the total population
data generated in the projections. Officialy, the working-age population in Russiais
defined as all males between the ages of 16 and 59, and all females between the ages of
16 and 54. Due to high rates of participation in the labor force among the older
population, statistical agencies in Russia adopt an operational definition of the working-
age population as everyone between the ages of 15 and 72 (references to the potential
labor force usually mean this age range). The labor force itself is defined as any

individual engaged in productive work for pay, or seeking such work, regardless of their

age.
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The easiest way to view the demographic changes that have taken place in Russia
since 1992, and are projected to take place through the year 2050, is through population
pyramids. The population pyramidsin Figure 5 are for the following years: 1989, the
date of the last Soviet Census and the baseline year for these projections; 2002, the year
of the most recent population census in Russia; 2010, the year Russian politicians often
state as the time by which they expect to achieve social or economic goals (e.g., Putin’s
plan to double the GDP by 2010); and 2050, the last year of the projection period. In
each of the pyramidsin Figure 5, males are on the left and colored red, while women are
on the right and colored blue. The working-age population is shaded green to highlight
the often-rapid pace of population movement into and out of the labor force dueto the
unusua age distribution in Russia.

The 1989 population pyramid provides a clear historical record of the series of
demographic catastrophes that hit the Russian population during the 20" century. The
influence of World War | and the revolution of 1917 are evident in the small cohorts of
men and women at about age 72. The next catastrophe was the dual punches of famine
and Stalinist purges in the 1930s, when malnutrition and fear sharply curtailed birth rates.
The smaller cohorts of childbearing-age adults born a generation earlier further reduced
the total number of birthsin thistime period. The largest demographic shock to the
Russian population was World War 1. Not only was fertility down sharply throughout
the war, but also almost the entire population of males born during and after the first
World War was conscripted into the army, where they suffered horrendous losses. There

were no further demographic upheavals until the breakup of the Soviet Union, but the
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ripples or aftershocks can still clearly be seen in the small cohort of men and women in
their early twenties in 1989.

The next big demographic change was the abrupt drop in fertility following the
dissolution of the Soviet Union, as can be seen in the pyramid for 2002. These estimates
and projections were conducted prior to the release of official census results from the
2002 Russian Population Census. The IPC estimates for the total Russian population in
2002 iswithin 0.17 percent of the official census enumeration, or about 240,000 lower
than the 145 million official tally. Analysis by sex and age groups show the estimates to
be within afew percentage points for each group.

In 2002 it is al'so clear what the immediate future will bring for the labor force
population. The small World War Il cohort is at or near retirement, meaning there will be
far fewer workers leaving the labor force than in the recent past. At the same time, larger
cohorts of men and women born prior to the breakup will be entering the labor force.
Summary Table 1 in the appendix shows that the absolute size of the working-age
population is expected to climb to a peak of nearly 90.5 million people in the year 2006,
then the number of potential workers will shrink at a rapid pace for the foreseeable future.
So, while Putin’s goal to double the GDP by 2010 is not likely to be hampered by Iabor
shortages, whatever gains made in the economy will be very difficult to maintain, barring
huge increases in worker productivity or a very large influx of labor migrants.

Large increases in productivity are unlikely for Russia, given the population’s
already high level of human capital (see Figure 2, educational attainment). There were a
substantial number of people who chose to further their education during the early years

of the transition, often at the post-secondary level, but also through individual
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professionalization courses (computer courses and technical trades) and language schools
(primarily for English). Nevertheless, Russia already had near-universal literacy and a
general education was the norm by the time of the breakup, so the kinds of returns to
education we see in many developing economies are unlikely to be replicated here. Some
smaller returns to education are possible, but not likely at a rate to counteract the decline
in the size of the working-age population.

The other option, labor force replacement through migration, continues to be a
senditive political topic — policymakers would like to see waves of Russians returning
like they did throughout the 1990s, but the repatriation trend is over, and the people who
do want to move to Russia are from ethnic groups that inflame deep-seated prejudices or
intensify political and social tension (i.e., ethnic Muslims from Central Asia or Chinese
migrants). Putin has recently made some conciliatory remarks about Chinese migration
to the Far East, acknowledging that agricultural workers, at least, are badly needed.
However, the political climate, racial intolerance, and the direct opposition of regional
leaders in the Far East make it highly unlikely that large numbers of Asian migrants will
be welcome.

Looking far into the future, at the population pyramid for the year 2050, it is clear
that the pension system as it currently stands is unsustainable. The cohorts born around
the time of the breakup will have retired, and our projections show there will be fewer
and fewer working-age people to provide for them. Table 2 shows the youth, older
population, and total dependency ratios for Russia at several pointsin time. The aging of
the population in genera is felt in the monotonically rising older population dependency

ratio. Thetotal dependency ratio, however, dropped between 1989 and 2002, and is
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projected to decline further by 2010. After that, the total dependency ratio climbs
rapidly, and by the year 2040 there will be nearly as many people outside as there are in

the official working ages.

Conclusion

In this paper, historical trends and the legacy of Soviet economic and social
policies were discussed as this review demonstrates that past population trends leave an
indelible footprint on both the present composition of the population and on the likely
course it will take in the future. The Russian labor force is currently balanced in a
fortuitous set of demographic circumstances that serve to soften some of the impact of the
transition to a free market and offer a short window of opportunity in the near future.
Unfortunately, arosy short-term future often leads policymakers to ignore problens that
could be addressed most effectively while conditions are favorable. In this case, Russia,
like most of the former Soviet states, desperately needs to reform its pension system and
raise its retirement age to a level that is sustainable in the long term. Instead, the growing
size of the labor force population may be deluding policymakers into believing that their
policies are working and nothing further needs to be done. Monitoring the situation in
the former Soviet Union closely can inform policymakers in other countries that are

expecting population declines.
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Table 1. Percent Unemployed by Sex: 1992-2002

Y ear Males Females
1992 5.2 5.2
1993 5.6 55
1994 75 7.3
1995 9.0 8.7
1996 9.6 9.0
1997 12.2 115
1998 135 12.9
1999 12.8 124
2000 10.2 94
2001 9.3 8.5
2002 9.0 8.1

Sources: Sotsialnoe Polozheniei Uroven Zhizni Nasselenia Rossii 1997. Goskomstat

Sotsialnoe Polozhenie i Uroven Zhizni Nasselenia Rossii 2002. Goskomstat

Russiain Figures 2003. Goskomstat.
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Figure 1. Rates of Economic Activity by Sex and Age Group: 1992 & 1998
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Figure 2. Educational Attainment of the
Economically Active Population: 1992 & 1998
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Figure 3a. Net Male Migrants to Russia by Age

40,000
35,000 —1992
30.000 /\/\ —1995
’ / \ —1998
25,000 ~ —2001
o /\/ \
5
» 20,000 ¥
(O]
o
15,000 -
10,000 -
O I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I T 1
0-4 5-9 10- 15- 20- 25- 30- 35- 40- 45- 50- 55- 60- 65- 70- 75- 80- 85+
14 19 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74 79 84
Age
Figure 3b. Net Female Migrants to Russia by Age
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Figure 4. Mortality Rates for the Russian Working Age Population by Age, 1989 to 2010
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Figure 5. Russian Population Pyramids for 1989, 2002, 2010 and 2050
population in thousands, == indicates working age population
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Table 2. Russian Working-Age Population
and Dependency Ratios: 1989 - 2050

Youth Older Population Total
Working Age Dependency Dependency Dependency

Year Population Ratio Ratio Ratio
1989 83,982,651 43.0 32.5 75.5
2002 88,585,537 29.7 34.1 63.9

2010 87,550,889 24.5 36.1 60.6

2020( 76,071,588 28.7 49.6 78.3
2030 70,295,695 26.4 574 83.8
2040( 61,532,578 27.4 71.5 98.9
2050( 51,595,532 32.7 90.4 123.1

Note: Retirement ages in Russia are 55 for women and 60 for men.
Working Age: 16-54 for women and 16-59 for men
Youth Dependency Ratio: population 0 to 15 per 100 working age population
Older Population: Population over retirement age per 100 working age population

Source: Projections performed at International Programs Center, U.S. Census Bureau.




Appendix: Summary Table 1

Estimated and Projected Demographic Statistics for the Russian Federation

Prepared 08/12/2003, 10:45

Calendar year data Total
Exponential| Growth Crude Crude Working
Midyear Growth rate Total Birth Total Death Net international Age
Year | population Rate (%) (%) Births Rate Deaths Rate Migrants | Rate Population
1989 147,351,694 #N/A 0.428 2,175,231 14.76 1,681,879 11.41 137,387 0.93 83,982,651
1990 147,931,059 0.392 0.357 1,998,226 1351 1,665,361 11.26 195,124 1.32 84,100,269
1991 148,257,054 0.220 0.084 1,804,156 12.17 1,700,188 11.47 20,033 0.14 84,071,592
1992 148,359,855 0.069 0.055 1,594,374 10.75 1,814,171 12.23 301,399 2.03 84,072,258
1993 148,355,595 -0.003 -0.061 1,387,065 9.35 2,137,422 14.41 660,235 4.45 84,084,528
1994 148,409,753 0.036 0.134 1,412,279 9.52 2,305,485 15.53 1,091,643 7.36 84,348,290
1995 148,454,696 0.030 -0.073 1,371,525 9.24 2,211,531 14.90 731,456 4.93 84,719,771
1996 148,274,462 -0.121 -0.170 1,310,275 8.84 2,087,885 14.08 525,692 3.55 85,009,375
1997 148,029,725 -0.165 -0.160 1,265,276 8.55 2,021,113 13.65 518,282 3.50 85,305,477
1998 147,774,662 -0.172 -0.184 1,288,201 8.72 1,993,654 13.49 432,881 2.93 85,886,785
1999 147,315,391 -0.311 -0.438 1,219,513 8.28 2,149,140 14.59 283,656 1.93 86,678,103
2000 146,672,908 -0.437 -0.436 1,271,290 8.67 2,229,821 15.20 319,536 2.18 87,549,449
2001 145,955,840 -0.490 -0.545 1,316,049 9.02 2,259,303 15.48 148,111 1.01 88,274,502
2002 145,183,238 -0.531 -0.517 1,334,883 9.19 2,232,418 15.38 147,473 1.02 88,585,537
2003 144,457,596 -0.501 -0.485 1,357,900 9.40 2,206,171 15.27 147,049 1.02 89,251,302
2004 143,782,338 -0.469 -0.452 1,385,102 9.63 2,181,278 15.17 146,881 1.02 89,982,780
2005 143,155,362 -0.437 -0.422 1,406,390 9.82 2,157,865 15.07 146,818 1.03 90,394,045
2006 142,571,243 -0.409 -0.395 1,422,738 9.98 2,133,029 14.96 146,711 1.03 90,486,523
2007 142,027,183 -0.382 -0.369 1,438,789 10.13 2,109,929 14.86 146,601 1.03 90,121,660
2008 141,519,159 -0.358 -0.347 1,451,440 10.26 2,089,354 14.76 146,405 1.03 89,506,169
2009 141,040,356 -0.339 -0.330 1,458,840 10.34 2,071,169 14.68 146,233 1.04 88,676,508
2010 140,581,269 -0.326 -0.322 1,457,153 10.37 2,055,243 14.62 146,012 1.04 87,550,889
2011 140,131,746 -0.320 -0.319 1,448,825 10.34 2,041,655 14.57 145,861 1.04 86,477,785
2012 139,683,397 -0.320 -0.322 1,433,097 10.26 2,028,497 14.52 145,671 1.04 85,341,731
2013 139,228,633 -0.326 -0.330 1,410,477 10.13 2,015,983 14.48 145,706 1.05 84,122,921
2014 138,761,806 -0.336 -0.341 1,383,419 9.97 2,002,951 14.43 145,679 1.05 82,894,025
2015 138,282,004 -0.346 -0.351 1,357,375 9.82 1,988,633 14.38 145,508 1.05 81,592,400
2016 137,790,287 -0.356 -0.361 1,329,943 9.65 1,972,810 14.32 145,184 1.05 80,287,450
2017 137,285,562 -0.367 -0.373 1,298,996 9.46 1,955,286 14.24 144,522 1.05 79,096,335
2018 136,765,592 -0.379 -0.386 1,265,660 9.25 1,937,563 14.17 143,730 1.05 77,984,893
2019 136,227,063 -0.395 -0.403 1,229,843 9.03 1,921,564 14.11 142,837 1.05 76,965,645
2020 135,668,776 -0.411 -0.418 1,198,324 8.83 1,907,836 14.06 141,821 1.05 76,071,588
2021 135,091,988 -0.426 -0.434 1,169,935 8.66 1,896,594 14.04 140,776 1.04 75,249,310
2022 134,495,787 -0.442 -0.451 1,141,776 8.49 1,887,984 14.04 139,691 1.04 74,501,566
2023 133,878,860 -0.460 -0.469 1,115,460 8.33 1,881,216 14.05 138,418 1.03 73,876,731
2024 133,241,149 -0.477 -0.486 1,091,057 8.19 1,876,266 14.08 137,126 1.03 73,324,847
2025 132,585,550 -0.493 -0.500 1,072,900 8.09 1,871,863 14.12 135,848 1.02 72,849,777
2026 131,916,767 -0.506 -0.511 1,059,026 8.03 1,868,183 14.16 134,708 1.02 72,376,076
2027 131,238,834 -0.515 -0.519 1,048,745 7.99 1,863,923 14.20 133,761 1.02 71,883,672
2028 130,556,119 -0.522 -0.524 1,042,592 7.99 1,859,530 14.24 132,926 1.02 71,390,541
2029 129,872,038 -0.525 -0.527 1,039,144 8.00 1,855,488 14.29 132,192 1.02 70,896,013
2030 129,188,709 -0.528 -0.528 1,038,785 8.04 1,852,862 14.34 131,572 1.02 70,295,695
2031 128,506,334 -0.530 -0.531 1,040,301 8.10 1,853,472 14.42 130,925 1.02 69,634,633
2032 127,824,343 -0.532 -0.533 1,043,517 8.16 1,855,534 14.52 130,281 1.02 68,932,537
2033 127,142,934 -0.535 -0.536 1,048,108 8.24 1,858,981 14.62 129,792 1.02 68,195,703
2034 126,462,420 -0.537 -0.538 1,053,485 8.33 1,862,824 14.73 129,392 1.02 67,426,774
2035 125,783,168 -0.539 -0.539 1,059,325 8.42 1,866,909 14.84 129,028 1.03 66,602,549
2036 125,103,993 -0.541 -0.543 1,064,215 8.51 1,872,666 14.97 128,658 1.03 65,716,030
2037 124,423,459 -0.545 -0.548 1,068,414 8.59 1,877,880 15.09 128,191 1.03 64,778,547
2038 123,741,298 -0.550 -0.552 1,071,773 8.66 1,882,549 15.21 127,730 1.03 63,771,984
2039 123,057,114 -0.554 -0.557 1,073,797 8.73 1,886,346 15.33 127,226 1.03 62,651,096
2040 122,370,281 -0.560 -0.563 1,074,198 8.78 1,889,093 15.44 126,553 1.03 61,532,578
2041 121,679,038 -0.566 -0.570 1,072,755 8.82 1,892,720 15.56 125,823 1.03 60,397,175
2042 120,981,621 -0.575 -0.579 1,069,756 8.84 1,895,450 15.67 125,002 1.03 59,193,589
2043 120,277,568 -0.584 -0.588 1,065,195 8.86 1,896,665 15.77 124,057 1.03 57,943,728
2044 119,566,343 -0.593 -0.598 1,059,097 8.86 1,897,197 15.87 123,065 1.03 56,693,577
2045 118,847,066 -0.603 -0.609 1,051,591 8.85 1,897,077 15.96 121,968 1.03 55,609,061
2046 118,118,320 -0.615 -0.621 1,042,855 8.83 1,897,643 16.07 120,814 1.02 54,625,710
2047 117,379,240 -0.628 -0.634 1,033,286 8.80 1,897,104 16.16 119,632 1.02 53,697,789
2048 116,630,812 -0.640 -0.645 1,023,220 8.77 1,894,336 16.24 118,446 1.02 52,881,962
2049 115,874,858 -0.650 -0.655 1,012,961 8.74 1,889,456 16.31 117,257 1.01 52,173,904
2050 115,113,154 -0.660 -0.664 1,002,759 8.71 1,883,041 16.36 116,113 1.01 51,595,532

Source: Estimates and Projections performed at International Programs Center, U.S. Census Bureau.
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Appendix: Summary Table 2

Prepared 08/12/2003, 10:45

Estimated and Projected Demographic Indicators for the Russian Federation

Expectation of life at birth (Eo) Infant mortality rate Total Female Male/
Both Both Fertilty - Male Female
Year Sexes Male Female Sexes Male Female Rate Eo IMR
1989 68.31 63.40 73.51 25.09 28.79 21.17  2.000 10.11 1.36
1990 68.50 63.35 73.96 21.41 24.55 18.08 1.881 10.61 1.36
1991 68.22 62.94 73.83 22.16 25.37 18.75  1.729 10.89 1.35
1992 67.27 61.51 73.37 21.24 24.39 17.89  1.548 11.86 1.36
1993 64.82 58.44 71.59 24.26 27.44 2090 1.353 13.15 131
1994 63.92 57.25 71.00 21.74 24.97 18.32  1.375 13.75 1.36
1995 64.43 57.84 71.41 23.49 26.68 20.11  1.326 13.57 1.33
1996 65.73 59.50 72.33 21.21 24.23 18.01 1.261 12.83 1.35
1997 66.52 60.65 72.74 20.99 2391 17.90 1.212 12.09 1.34
1998 66.87 61.03 73.07 20.34 23.10 17.42  1.227 12.04 1.33
1999 65.89 59.76 72.39 20.36 22.95 17.62  1.152 12.63 1.30
2000 65.43 58.97 72.28 19.08 21.62 16.38  1.193 13.31 1.32
2001 65.46 58.89 72.42 18.20 20.87 15.37 1.228 13.53 1.36
2002 65.77 59.23 72.71 17.77 20.43 1496  1.238 13.48 1.37
2003 66.08 59.57 72.99 17.36 20.00 1456  1.247 13.42 1.37
2004 66.39 59.91 73.27 16.96 19.58 1418  1.257 13.36 1.38
2005 66.70 60.24 73.54 16.56 19.17 13.80 1.267 13.30 1.39
2006 67.03 60.59 73.84 16.15 18.75 13.40 1.276 13.25 1.40
2007 67.35 60.94 74.14 15.75 18.34 13.01 1.286 13.20 141
2008 67.67 61.29 74.44 15.36 17.93 12.63  1.296 13.15 1.42
2009 67.99 61.63 74.73 14.98 17.54 12.26  1.305 13.10 1.43
2010 68.31 61.97 75.02 14.60 17.15 11.90 1.315 13.05 1.44
2011 68.62 62.31 75.30 14.24 16.77 1156 1.324 12.99 1.45
2012 68.93 62.65 75.58 13.89 16.41 11.23 1.334 12.93 1.46
2013 69.23 62.98 75.86 13.55 16.04 1091 1.344 12.88 1.47
2014 69.53 63.31 76.13 13.22 15.69 10.60  1.353 12.82 1.48
2015 69.83 63.64 76.40 12.90 15.35 10.30 1.363 12.76 1.49
2016 70.13 63.96 76.66 12.59 15.01 10.03  1.373 12.70 1.50
2017 70.42 64.29 76.91 12.29 14.67 9.76  1.382 12.62 1.50
2018 70.70 64.61 77.16 11.99 14.35 949  1.392 12.55 151
2019 70.99 64.92 77.41 11.71 14.03 9.24 1.401 12.49 152
2020 71.27 65.24 77.66 11.43 13.72 8.99 1411 12.42 1.53
2021 71.54 65.55 77.90 11.16 13.42 8.76 1421 12.35 1.53
2022 71.82 65.86 78.13 10.90 13.13 8.54  1.430 12.27 154
2023 72.09 66.17 78.36 10.64 12.84 8.32  1.440 12.19 1.54
2024 72.35 66.47 78.59 10.40 12.56 8.11  1.450 12.12 1.55
2025 72.62 66.77 78.82 10.15 12.28 7.90 1.459 12.05 1.55
2026 72.87 67.06 79.03 9.93 12.02 771  1.469 11.97 1.56
2027 73.12 67.35 79.25 9.71 11.76 753  1.479 11.90 1.56
2028 73.37 67.64 79.46 9.49 11.51 7.35 1.488 11.82 157
2029 73.62 67.92 79.66 9.28 11.26 7.17  1.498 11.74 157
2030 73.87 68.20 79.87 9.07 11.02 7.00 1.507 11.67 157
2031 74.10 68.47 80.06 8.88 10.79 6.85 1517 11.59 1.58
2032 74.33 68.74 80.25 8.69 10.57 6.70  1.527 11.51 1.58
2033 74.56 69.01 80.44 8.51 10.35 6.55 1.536 11.43 1.58
2034 74.79 69.28 80.63 8.32 10.13 6.41 1546 11.35 1.58
2035 75.02 69.54 80.82 8.15 9.92 6.27  1.556 11.28 1.58
2036 75.23 69.80 80.99 7.98 9.72 6.14  1.565 11.19 1.58
2037 75.45 70.05 81.17 7.82 9.52 6.02 1575 11.12 1.58
2038 75.66 70.30 81.34 7.66 9.33 589 1584 11.04 1.58
2039 75.87 70.55 81.51 7.50 9.14 578 1594 10.96 1.58
2040 76.08 70.80 81.68 7.35 8.95 5.66  1.604 10.88 1.58
2041 76.28 71.04 81.84 7.21 8.77 555 1.613 10.80 1.58
2042 76.47 71.27 81.99 7.07 8.60 545 1.623 10.72 1.58
2043 76.67 71.50 82.14 6.94 8.44 535 1.633 10.64 1.58
2044 76.86 71.73 82.30 6.81 8.27 525 1.642 10.57 1.58
2045 77.05 71.96 82.45 6.68 8.11 516  1.652 10.49 157
2046 77.23 72.18 82.59 6.56 7.96 5.07 1.662 10.41 157
2047 77.41 72.39 82.73 6.44 7.81 499 1671 10.34 157
2048 77.59 72.61 82.87 6.32 7.66 490 1681 10.26 1.56
2049 77.76 72.82 83.00 6.21 7.52 482 1690 10.18 1.56
2050 77.94 73.03 83.14 6.10 7.38 474  1.700 10.11 1.56

Source: Estimates and Projections performed at International Programs Center, U.S. Census Bureau.
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