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5. Population Decline, Immigration and Xenophobia 

 This section describes immigration in Russia, its origins and dynamics, and the anti-

immigrant sentiment in Russia. The evidence below shows that there is a significant 

number of immigrants in Russia, which supplies the necessary condition for the existence 

of xenophobia. Without the visibility of immigrants there would be no noticeable 

manifestation of xenophobia. I show that xenophobia exists on many levels, among 

policymakers, and among the general public. Immigrants’ presence is connected to 

negative developments in society and the economy. Gastarbeiters compete with the local 

population for jobs, speak poor Russian, practice foreign religious publicly, and allegedly 

commit disproportionally more crimes. This section describes mass opinion towards 

immigrants and manifestations of xenophobia, which amount to evidence of the existence 

of xenophobia in Russia. Formally, I focus on the following propositions of observable 

conditions: 

Proposition 2: There are a large number of immigrants in Russia.  

Proposition 3: Xenophobia is growing in society. 

Proposition 4: Xenophobia is prominent in the government and among policymakers. 

 As the USSR broke down, the Russian Federation (RF) faced problems of declining 

population and plummeting birth rates. Fertility rates started their free-fall in 1988, as 

families reacted to the economic difficulties of Perestroika. The decline in TFR continued 

for almost a decade, bottoming out in 1999 (Figure 14). The population growth in the RF 

has been negative since 1993 and only in 2013 did it show a positive population dynamic 

(Figure 15). According to the Russian Statistical Agency, Russia recorded positive 



139 

 

 

population growth of 13,000 in 2013 for the first time since the collapse of the Soviet 

Union (Rosstat 2013).  

Figure 14.  Total Fertility Rates (TRF) in Russia 1980-2010. 

  

Source: World Bank 

Figure 15.  Rate of Population Growth in Russia 

 

Source: Russian Statistical Agency  

The positive population growth rate in the recent years can be explained by a 

combination of factors, such as an increase in life expectancy due to better health 
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practices among men and women, decreased mortality rates due to improved automobile 

safety and better emergency care for victims of traffic accidents, a decrease in mortality 

due to better treatment of tuberculosis and cardiovascular disease, and a fall in infant and 

maternal mortality due to prenatal and infant screening and investments in building new 

cutting-edge neonatal centers across Russia. Many of these initiatives were realized under 

the umbrella of the National Priority Health Project launched in 2006 by President Putin 

(RIA 2009, Itar-Tass 2013, Rossiyskaya Gazeta 2014a).  

 In the first several years following the dissolution of the USSR, the decreasing birth 

rate was offset by the repatriation of hundreds of thousands of ethnic Russians, who 

found themselves unwelcome in the former USSR republics and moved back to Russia to 

escape violence and instability. At least half of all the ethnic Russian population left 

conflict-torn Tajikistan and the Caucasian Republics by 1995. About 40% of all Russian 

repatriates came from Kazakhstan in 1990-2001. However, repatriation of ethnic 

Russians slowed significantly by 1995 and all but dried up by 2001: 612,400 Russians 

returned from the former USSR republics in 1994 and only 76,900 compatriots 

repatriated in 2001 (Vishnevsky 2002, 5.4.3). 

 As the Russian economy picked up pace following the recovery of the 1998 

financial default, it attracted migrant workers from former Soviet satellite countries. This 

wave of immigration was different from the repatriation migration. Migrants from 

Central Asia are the fastest growing group. According to the Federal Migration Services 

(FMS), most migrants currently working in Russia are from the Central Asian Republics: 

2.3 million Uzbeks, 1 million Tajiks, 553 thousands Kazakhs. Additionally, migrants 

from Ukraine and Moldova account for another 2 million migrants (Federal Migration 
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Service 2013). Scholars stress a substantial level of illegal, or “irregular,” migration in 

Russia between 3 and 5 million (Ivakhnyuk 2009, 51’ Zaionchkovskaya 2014).  

 Researchers stress that comprehensive long-trend migration data is not available 

because the Russian federal government has not collected comprehensive until recently. 

Prior to 2011, data on immigrants is available based on experts’ estimations or only a 

small segment of registered migrants. However incomplete, data on net migration, 

compiled based on the information collected during the 2010 Population Census, 

indicates the growth of net migration47 in Russia since 2001, which was only broken by 

the economic recession caused by the 2008 world financial crisis (Rosstat 2012). Figure 

16 illustrates the net migration trend.  

Figure 16. Net Migration in Russia 2002-2012 

 

    
 

Source: Rosstat 2012 

Note: data for 2011 is based on the current registration information, not from Population Census. 

 

                                                
47 Net migration is the difference between immigrants and emigrants. 

363

179

231
258 260

282

313

355 352 345

272

320*

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Thousands

of people  



142 

 

 

Since 2011, Federal Migration Services started collecting a more complete data that 

includes foreign students and migrants registered for short-term stays in Russia, defined 

as 9 months to 1 year (Zaionchkovskaya and Florinskaya 2014, Chapter 6). Table 11 

details the numbers of immigrants in Russia for the period of three years.  

Table 11. Immigrants in Russia 2011 -2013 

 2011 2012 2013 

Foreigners in RF: total 

 

9,000,000 10,085,049 11,200,308 

Foreigners in RF: legally 

employed 

1,3000,000 2,685,108 2,482,235 

Foreigners in RF: overstayed 

visas/ illegal 

4,000,000 n/a 3,000,000 

Compatriot settlers with families: 32,000 56,874 23,406 

Sources: FMS (2012), Romodanovskiy (2013), Rossiyskaya Gazeta (2012) 

  

 Data presented in Table 11 and Figure 16 illustrate the growth in migration into 

Russia in the last decade. The influx of immigrants from Central Asia (CA) and the 

Caucuses caused the most tensions in society highlighting cultural, language, and 

religious differences between the natives and newcomers (Gudkov 2006). According to 

research, many of the Central Asian migrants are unskilled, speak Russian poorly, 

especially the youngest migrants, and often agree to perform work without social benefits 

or official contracts, which dampens salaries for the whole segment of the low-skilled job 

market (Denisenko and Varshavskaya 2014; WCIOM 2012; Zaionchkovskaya and 

Florinskaya 2014, 353).  

 Aside from job competition, a common complaint of the native population is that 

the CA migrants may carry contagious diseases such as tuberculosis and typhoid, having 

arrived from regions with poor public health. They are also associated with drug 
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trafficking as some come from regions bordering Afghanistan, the largest source of 

opium in Europe. Central Asians differ significantly from the local population in 

religious practices. Russians are uncomfortable with manifestations of religious 

ceremonies that are uncommon for the modern urban environment, such as the public 

ceremonial slaying of livestock.   

 Scholars note that the burst of xenophobia in the 2000s can be connected to several 

societal and political factors which are related to the decreased democratic features of the 

current political regime in Russia. For instance, the notable reduction of freedom of the 

mass media squeezed out of public discourse opposing points of view. The views of 

government officials became the prevailing points of analysis of problems, absent 

meaningful debate from political opposition and academia. Mukomel (2011) discusses 

that in the early 2000s, Putin’s government made a pivot towards linking the problems of 

immigration to the problems of national security, thereby signaling the importance of the 

issue. The 2002 migration law contained such stringent requirements that it effectively 

squeezed out a large segment of migrants to illegal status (Zaionchkovskaya 2014, 62). 

As of the early 2000s, the problems of immigration were referred to in the context of 

illegal immigration and mentioned in conjunction with crime and drug trafficking: “the 

consequences of drug trafficking touch upon the most sensitive spheres of life in our 

state, such as public health and potential of the nation, total crime, illegal migration and 

economic cooperation” (President of RF 2008). Mukomel (2011) discusses examples of 

Putin’s speeches throughout the year 2004, which emphasized the dangers of illegal 

immigration, such as drug trafficking and crime. Such discourse initiated by government 

officials and further reproduced by a sensationalist and biased mass media became 
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prevalent since 2004, contributing to the rise in popular xenophobia (Gudkov 2006; 2013; 

Mukomel 2011; 2014). 

 One of the recent examples of the heightened relevance of nationalism and the anti-

immigrant moods in contemporary Russian politics is the emphasis on the negative 

consequences of immigration during the high-profile 2013 Moscow mayoral race. 

Content analysis of election materials shows that xenophobia is a fertile ground for easy 

political gain in Russia.  

Table 12. Moscow Mayoral Race 2013: Candidate Positions on Immigration 
Candidate name and 

party affiliation 

Percent of 

electoral votes  

Position on Immigration 

Alexei Navalny, RPR-

Parnas  

27% Campaigned for visas for migrants from the Central Asia; 

work for Russians first; no to migrant slave labor; migrants 

need to be controlled, educated and integrated; reduce illegal 

migration which negatively influences the labor market, 

breeds crime and ethnic tensions. 

Sergei Sobyanin, 

United Russia 

51% Campaigned for visas for migrants from the Central Asia; 

limit unqualified labor migration, closing of street markets 

where migrants predominantly work; stressed  the 
importance of qualified labor migration and for the 

significant reduction of the amount of migrants. 

Mikhail Degtyarev, 

LDPR 

2.86% Campaigned to fight legal and illegal immigration; eliminate 

work quotas for immigrants: throw them all out. “We have 2 

million Muslims, of them 1.5 million are illegal. We will 

build no Mosques in Moscow, just [Christian] Cathedrals,” 

Moscow as the capital for Russians only. 

Sergei Mitrokhin, 

Yabloko 

3.51% Campaigned for fighting illegal migration; advocates 

criminal prosecution for employers hiring illegal immigrants.  

Nikolai Levichev, 

Spravedlivaya Rossiya 

2.79% Stressed importance of throwing out illegal immigrants, but 

favored integration of migrants without letting them to create 

‘ethnic enclaves’ in the city. 

Ivan Melnikov, KPRF 10.69% Stressed importance of effective and strict migration policy, 

drastic reduction of the number of immigrants and migrant 

quotas, and visas for immigrants.  

Sources: official party publications, interviews of candidates, public debates Channel Moskva Doverie.  

 The often-cited incumbent mayor Sobyanin’s May 2013 interview resonated well 

with the citizens of Moscow (RIA 2013). In his speech, Sobyanin argued that migrant 

workers from Central Asia should return to their homes once work is completed. He 

argued against attempts to integrate them into Russian society, emphasizing the 
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temporary seasonal work they perform. Mayor Sobyanin said, “Moscow is a Russian city, 

and should remain such. Not Chinese, not Tajik, not Uzbek” (Nikolaeva and Bogomolov 

2013). Sobyanin was not alone in his emphasis on the negative consequences of 

immigration. All registered candidates dedicated space in their official manifestos to the 

problem of increased immigration. Many of them projected harsh anti-immigrant, 

xenophobic attitudes (Table 12).  

 According to scholars, post-communist countries with unfinished democratic 

consolidation, high levels of corruption and fragile rule of law are fertile ground for the 

right-wing ideology.48 The nationalist issue is an easy political trump card for political 

elites with weak legitimacy who “seek to enhance political legitimization via recourse to 

national traditions” (Beichelt and Minkenberg 2002, 10). Politicians in modern Russia are 

skillfully using the nationalist issue for political gain in the context of protecting the 

native population against the threat from the “others” (Gudkov 2006, 863-865). As I 

show in this paper, Russian nationalism flourishes on a public policy level and is 

sanctioned by the parties represented in the Russian Parliament. Calls for mass 

deportations, curbing social benefits, and demonization of migrants by equating them to 

criminals were frequent during the 2013 elections of the Moscow mayor and debates on 

the floor of the State Duma in 2013.  

                                                
48 Although, recent political developments Europe indicate that right-wing nationalism is not an exclusive 

characteristic of weak undemocratic regimes. Examples include the substantial electoral success of the 

Austrian radical right party FPÖ, overwhelming electoral success of Jobbik in Hungary, the growing 

political weight of the FNP in France, and radical right Swiss People’s Party’s success in 2014 anti-

immigrant referendum. 
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societal problems by 19% of respondents in 2013 (ROMIR 2013). Longitudinal studies 

support the growing sense of animosity towards foreigners among Russians (Table 15). 

Table 15.  Animosity to Foreigners among Russians 

Do you currently feel animosity to people of other nationalities? 
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Very often 3 4 4 3 3 2 1 4 6 4 6 

Quite often 9 13 9 8 9 8 10 15 14 14 14 
Seldom 29 29 25 27 32 32 30 25 26 32 39 

Never/Practically never 59 53 60 59 53 55 56 52 49 44 37 

Hard to tell 1 2 2 3 3 4 3 4 6 6 4 

Source: ROMIR (2013) 

Mass manifestations of nationalism expanded dramatically since the early 2000s 

through demonstrations like the yearly “Russian Marches”51 that often unite various 

ultra-radical  nationalist groups under the umbrella slogans of “Russia for Russians” and 

demands for the protection of the rights of native Russians (Kommersant 2013). Public 

opinion polls indicate a growing familiarity of the mainstream Russian public with the 

slogans of the Russian Marches, such as “Russia for Russians.” What started as a 

radicalized marginal movement for uneducated youth now has gained a tacit acceptance 

among educated middle class, pointing to the wider appeal of xenophobia to wider 

audiences (Gudkov 2013). 

Opinion polls reflect Russians’ increasing sense of insecurity and dissatisfaction 

with quality of life. By the autumn of 2010, pollsters registered growing insecurities 

                                                
51 The so-called ‘Russian Marches’ are held yearly across Russia on November 4th during the national 

holiday the Day of National Unity. The first March was held in 2005. The participants support a wide 

variety of slogans under the umbrella theme of protection of the rights of native Russians. A leading 

Russian polling organization, Levada Center, 40% of polled Russians support the idea of such marches 

(Levada Center 2013a).  
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about the future, partially caused by the world economic crisis and partially by the 

perceived worsening quality of democracy (Gudkov 2013). Rosstat, the government 

statistics agency, reports that 34% of women and 32% of men say that insecurities about 

the future prevent them from having children (Nikitina 2013). My interview respondents 

echoed this notion. Five of seven respondents (two legislative representatives, two public 

servants and one mayor) stressed corruption, economic insecurities, lack of access to 

government preschools and housing shortages, poor quality health care, and education as 

major areas of concern for Russian families.  

 The interview respondents sounded out the common frustration over the large 

number and visibility of immigrants. However the levels of frustration differed from 

region to region. Xenophobia varied with the size, location and the economic 

development of a particular region, with more economically advanced localities 

exhibiting more xenophobia as expanding markets attract more migrants. The 

respondents’ attitudes toward immigrants ranged from neutral to negative (Table 16).  

Table 16. Responses of Russian Government Officials Regarding Immigration 
Interview 

responses 

reflecting 

attitudes 

toward 

immigrants 

Neutral “don’t see particular problems with migrants,” 

“no particular problems, not many migrants, they are mostly 

seasonal”  

Negative “we need to reduce the amount of migrants so that the city becomes 

safer… migrants parasitize on public benefits… we should not allow 

immigrants to exploit our public benefits system,”  

“migrants do not respect the law; they are dangerous and impudent… 

as every patriot I think that [local governments] should hire the Slavs 
first and foremost,”  

“there are too many of them and they are too visible,”  

“migrants use corruption to their advantage to gain scarce public 

resources for bribes, such as slots in government preschools without 

waiting,”  

“our goal it to push out all migrants from the labor market,”  

“we receive many letters from constituents with requests to limit 

immigration and deport migrants.” 
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 Given widespread xenophobia, I asked respondents to assess the overall preferences 

of the government and elected officials to the components of the official demographic 

policy. The Government’s Conception of the Long-Term Socio-Economic Development 

identifies two main challenges to the stability of the Russian Federation: the fall in birth 

rates and the overall decline in population (Russian Federation 2006). The solution to 

these problems, according to the Plan of Demographic Development, consists of two 

parts: migration management and increasing birth rates (President of the Russian 

Federation 2007).  

 Six of seven respondents expressed definite opinions that the emphasis is, and 

should be, on stimulation of native birth rates while migration should be strictly 

controlled and/or drastically reduced. More than half of respondents pointed out the 

restrictions that are implemented in their regions to limit immigrants’ access to family 

benefits while favoring the native population, such as the regional or city residency 

requirement of three to five years. Additional restrictive rules included requirements to 

prove that taxes have been paid in the region. These measures resemble the October 2013 

initiative of Duma Representative Zhuravlev of the Rodina party to require immigrants 

everywhere to prove tax residency status before gaining access to government preschools 

(Duma 2013).  

 The data presented in this section establishes evidence of a substantial immigration 

presence in Russia (Proposition 2). The number of immigrants is the largest in Europe, 

they are omnipresent and cause public frustration (Levada Center 2013a; UN 2013). The 

growing penetration of xenophobia in Russian society is measured by public opinion 
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polls, evidenced by the growing popularity of the “Russian Marches,” and assessed by 

experts. More so, experts agree that what once was an attribute of marginalized informal 

groups now receive open support by the educated middle class. The direct measurement 

of xenophobia through public opinion polls provide convincing evidence of growing 

xenophobia in society (Proposition 3).  

 The interviews and content analysis of mass media and public documents also 

support the claim that xenophobia is prominent among policymakers and bureaucrats 

(Proposition 4). This analysis presents evidence that suggests that policymakers are 

responding to the influx of immigrants by restricting access to benefits for immigrants, 

what the literature refers to as welfare chauvinism (Akkerman and Hagelund 2007; 

Kymlicka and Banting 2006). These prohibitive moves coupled with the reluctance of 

some elites’ to integrate migrants and the calls to eliminate migration point to the anti-

immigrant sentiment among the Russian political elite. Policy implementation clearly 

favors stimulating the natural growth of the Russian population given the negative 

attitudes towards immigrants. In this light, this research suggests that xenophobia 

stimulates government pronatalism as policymakers are seeking a way to address the 

negative consequences of population decline by stimulating the native birth rates.  

6. Discussion and Conclusion   

 This chapter presents evidence sufficient to establish presence of both the outcome, 

family policy generosity, and the hypothesized cause, xenophobia. The Russian 

government supports a generous system of family benefits as outlined in Table 10. 

According to the United Nations and Russian Federal Migration Services, about 12 
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million immigrants live and work in Russia. The Russian society harbors a sizable 

amount of anti-immigrant sentiment as recorded by the longitudinal studies of public 

opinion towards immigrants (Levada-Center 2013, WCIOM 2013, ROMIR 2013) and my 

interview data.   

 Evidence from the field, public opinion polls, and the opinions of experts strongly 

suggest that xenophobia in 2013 was at its historical height in Russian society. 

Xenophobia channels dissatisfaction and distrust in government.  It is “a rationalization 

of own insecurities caused by the sense of vulnerability against the tyranny of the police, 

unfairness of the legal system, and widespread corruption” (Gudkov 2013). The feeling 

of insecurity and vulnerability to threats of immigration prompts citizens to demand more 

privileges and programs for native Russians. Public spending on family programs is one 

of the areas highly valued by the Russian citizens. It is also a favorite populist project of 

the current Administration. Efforts are made to distinguish between native families and 

immigrants as possible recipients of family benefits. As shown above, State Duma 

Representatives and regional governments are active in introducing anti-immigrant 

legislation that restricts access to family benefits for immigrants.    

 Russian experts agree that the government is skillfully manipulating the fears of 

citizens in order to shift blame for the poor socio-economic conditions to the external 

enemy – the gastarbeiter – while focusing on the positive achievements of monetary 

compensation for families (Gudkov 2006; Mukomel 2014). In heated debates, the influx 

of immigration is juxtaposed to falling native birth rates. Fear mongers, ultra-

conservative partisans, and xenophobes argue that immigration will inevitably bring 
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death to Russia, the Russian nation, and the Russian state,52 and that immigrants abuse 

the limited public resources like public preschool and school slots, medical services, and 

family benefits (Fontanka 2011).  

 This chapter shows the dual direction of xenophobic pressures: the bottom-up 

public expression of anti-immigrant sentiment is complimented by the top-down 

xenophobia from the officials at different levels of government. The experts I interviewed 

stress that xenophobia is artificially inflated by the mass media and politicians seeking 

approval. Russian capital, Moscow, was rocked in late 2011 and 2012 by the largest anti-

government mass protests since the collapse of the Soviet Union (Treisman 2014).  

President Putin’s approval rating had fallen by nine percent in late 2011 (Levada Center 

2012). Given the growing lack of support for the government, the increased spending on 

popular social programs, especially the much touted success of Maternity Capital, gives 

the government a chance to appear accountable to public grievances with immigrants and 

report a significant achievement, a feel-good strategy, in the uncertain times of growing 

prices, stagnated economy, and the deficiency of rule of law. For the government, it is 

also an efficient way to reach its own pronatalist goals of population stabilization.  

 I argue that xenophobia is an important consideration for current family policy 

discourse in Russia. It pressures the government’s decisions on family policies from the 

two fronts: from population and from the bureaucrats and policymakers who embrace the 

anti-immigration rhetoric. While demographers and economists are in agreement that a 

sizable influx of immigrants is needed to maintain economic growth short term and to 

                                                
52 For example, Zhirinovsky of LDPR claimed: “In 50-70 years they will replace us and [our land] will 

become one big Central Asia” (LDPR 2013). fontanka.ru/2011/07/28/128/ 
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stabilize population numbers long term,53 political elites focus on increasing monetary 

benefits to families while calling for limiting immigration. Xenophobia is a convenient 

smoke screen for such an economically-risky maneuver to focus on costly long-term 

projects of stimulating native birth rates, while immediate fixes to population stability 

through immigration are being demonized.   

 The current pronatalist agenda is about ideology as much as it is about birth rate.  

The government is intent on stimulating the native birth rate. Heated debates throughout 

2013-2014 about extending the Maternity Capital program through the year 2016 

illustrate the vacillation of the government between pragmatics who call for an end to the 

program due to budgetary restraints, and populists who lobby for the extension of the 

program until 2025, beyond its original expiration date, to pacify citizens (Rossiyskaya 

Gazeta 2014).   

 This chapter documents the relevance of immigration to family policy generosity. 

As my interviewees and media reports confirm, immigration and xenophobia are relevant 

for policymakers concerned with family policy implementation. Alternatively, one might 

argue that the generosity of family policies is a function of the health of the economy, i.e. 

GDP growth as measured in large-N quantitative studies (Gauthier and Hatzius 1997, 

Kingsbury 2014). However, as I show, even during the recent economic crisis, which 

started in 2008, the government did not divert from its course of generous spending on 

family policies: the amounts of Maternity Capital and the Birthing Certificate as well as 

family benefits were adjusted yearly for inflation. Therefore, the economic explanation 

                                                
53 S. Zakharov, personal correspondence. 
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fails to prove its importance even during the recent world economic crisis when GDP 

growth became negative in 2009.  

 Part 3 of this chapter convincingly shows that gender equality is not a primary 

driver of family policy generosity in Russia. The government bases its arguments on the 

pronatalist rhetoric of economic necessity, not gender equality. The President does make 

a point in mentioning the importance of the state supporting women in balancing work-

family obligations. But these remarks as well as the gendered social discourse are outside 

of the main focus of the government’s family policy. Russia’s efforts in enforcing anti-

discrimination laws are insufficient and remain a low priority. As research shows, women 

are discriminated against based on gender and family status. Gender equality bears little 

importance for family policy generosity in Russia. Family policies are firmly grounded 

within a pronatalist framework of the state’s need for resources and national geopolitical 

and demographic stability. 

 This chapter argues that family policies present a convenient tool for managing 

public discontent with the government. The ruling elites attempt to magnify the 

responsibility for societal ills, such as crime or public health, and shift the responsibility 

for problems onto the immigrants. Generous family policies are visible, tangible, and 

easy to understand. They make a positive impression of a caring state. The invocation of 

a negative image of immigrants helps the government to consolidate public support 

behind the initiative and appear accountable when touting the success story of the 

increased birth rate among those encouraged by the heightened support for families.   
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Chapter 5 

Conclusion 

 

 

 The current family policies in CEE continue the provisions of paid maternity and 

parental leave, and family allowances inherited from the past communist regimes. But 

new policies have also been adopted. Birth grants, for example, are becoming a more 

popular measure as several CEE governments introduced the measure post-transition. 

Several European Union members have introduced paternity leave, a new family policy 

component not inherited from the Communist past. More research is warranted into the 

impact of different types of family policies not analyzed in this dissertation, such as birth 

grants and other forms of family assistance, such as tax credits, as well as policies aimed 

at helping women reconcile work and care through the development of part-time 

employment, tax breaks to companies which employ young mothers, and training and 

retraining opportunities for women who take substantial time off work to care for young 

children. This dissertation focuses on family policies inherited by the Central and Eastern 

European countries from the Communist regimes and the interplay between policy and 

fertility rates in these countries. 

Fertility is proven to be an important policy and political consideration. As I show 

in Chapter 2, low fertility can bring about population decline, which can lead to a drop in 

economic output. Thus, low fertility could be considered a national security priority, 

given that modern nations strive for economic prosperity and competitiveness in the 

global balance of powers. Immigration can be a viable policy solution to declining birth 

rates, but has proven to be a formidable and complicated task in Western Europe. 
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Immigrants of different religious and cultural backgrounds can be difficult to integrate 

causing spikes in nationalism and popular xenophobia, and lead to the insurgence of 

electoral populist radicalism.   

Central and Eastern Europe displays high levels of xenophobia due to the ethnic 

tensions inherited from the post-WWII European divisions and state formation. In the 

EU-member countries, anti-immigrant stances have an additional EU-skepticism flavor: 

protection of national identity and national markets from the influence of the EU 

(Vachudova 2008). Falling fertility contributes a new flavor to the conservative 

nationalist rhetoric – the threat of national decline.  In this light, family policies become 

the talking point of conservatives, even radical conservatives who emphasize national 

greatness, traditional family values, and traditional gender roles. Women are the big 

losers in this political dynamic, as rightly pointed out by scholars (Saxonberg and 

Sirovatka 2006; Saxonberg 2014, LaFont 2001). While during Communism family 

policies were the subject of the greater Communism-building project, after the transition 

family policies were hijacked by nation-building projects. Gender equality issues, which 

could have taken the lead as the center goal of family policies, are rarely considered. As 

such, communist legacies are pervasive in the region, not only in their long-lasting 

impact on party politics and the formation of civil society, but also on the issues of 

gender equality. As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, current leaning of the many CEE 

countries tilts toward familialism, which focuses on traditional gender roles within 

families.   

Family policies also prove to be a salient policy issue for traditional 

conservatives. This saliency contradicts the common understanding of the Right parties 
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as socially conservative and Left parties as the champions of social welfare programs. 

Because family policies are used as instruments of nation-building, they appeal to the 

parties on the Right, pointing to an interesting policy phenomena. I argue in this 

dissertation that family policies’ appeal to conservatives and radical populists is in 

supporting native families to ward off the threat of being overcome by immigrants. 

Chapter 4 provides an example of the use of family policies by populists in Russia. This 

analysis untangles the evidence in support of the argument that xenophobia is an 

important consideration for family policy generosity in contemporary Russia. It informs 

future research opportunities into the contemporary European societies that share some of 

the characteristics of contemporary Russia. The electoral and popular support for 

xenophobic politicians and radical-right parties may make the issue of immigration ever 

more important when it comes to the redistribution of social welfare benefits across 

Europe that attracts more immigrants every year. 

The results presented in this work highlight both the differences and similarities 

between the post-Communist countries and the West. I show that party politics does 

matter, but matters in a particular way that needs to be further explored. My results affirm 

existing studies which suggest that social welfare policies appeal to Right parties in post-

communist societies (Tavits and Letki 2009, Lipsmeyer 2002). Existing studies show that 

most conservative Right parties are able to push through and implement more generous 

family policies (Rat, Szikra, Inglot 2013). However, it is difficult to measure their 

influence as often far right parties are small and participate in policymaking as parts of 

larger coalitions, given that most CEE countries have adopted some variation of the 

proportional representation institutional design. Additionally, lack of reliable election 
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data for non-EU member countries make large-N comparisons difficult. More research is 

warranted on both country level and a large-N comparative scale throughout post-

communist Eastern Europe to discern the influence of Right parties and radical-right 

parties and the ways these political agents conceptualize and operationalize nationalism, 

populism, and xenophobia as applied to social policies, and family policies in particular.   

 Finally, this dissertation contributes to the understanding of the complexities of 

the countries that are grouped under Central and Eastern Europe. Within the region, there 

are member states with very different packages of family policies, economic 

characteristics, party competition, and demographic dynamics. More work is warranted 

into the small-n comparative studies of post-communist countries, especially on the topic 

of the influence of xenophobia on social welfare policies.  
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Appendix A   

Data Description: Determinants of Fertility 

 

Variable Descriptives Source 
Total Fertility Rate(TFR): the 

average number of children an woman 

would bear over the course of her 

lifetime if current age-specific fertility 

rates remained constant throughout her 

childbearing years 

 

Mean=1.70; min=1.09;  

max = 3.9; N=450 

World Bank, Eurostat, Council 

of Europe, Transmonee, PRB. 

Age at 1st birth: mothers’ mean age at 
first childbirth 

Mean=24.22; min=21; 
max=28.8; N=301 

UNECE Transmonee Database, 
Eurostat  

 

Parental Leave Impact: measure of 

impact of parental leave as a percent of 

average wages 

Mean=33.32; min=0; 

max=113; N=439 

Data on parental leave length and 

payments compiled from various 

sources, including national 

statistical offices and Social 

Security Programs Throughout 

the World (SSPTW). 

 

Maternity Leave Generosity: wage 

compensation measured in constant 
purchasing parity dollars (ppp) * length 

of maternity leave 

Mean=2627; min=315.5; 

max=11007.9; N=327 

Data on maternity leave length 

and payments compiled from 
various sources, including 

national statistical offices and 

Social Security Programs 

Throughout the World (SSPTW). 

 

Childcare Availability: Pre-primary 

enrolments (net rates, percentage of 

population aged 3-6) 

 

Mean=65.89; min=28.4; 

max=93.2; N=328 

UNECE Transmonee, national 

statistics 

Family Allowances: measure of 

impact of allowances for 1st child as a 

percent of average wages 

Mean=7.64; min=5.75; 

max=9.31; N=327 

Data on family allowances 

compiled from various sources, 

including national statistical 
offices and Social Security 

Programs Throughout the World 

(SSPTW).  

 

GDP Growth: annual growth of the 

Gross Domestic Product 

Mean=1.59; min=-32.12; 

Max=13.3, N=380 

World Bank, World 

Development Indicators 

 

Unemployment: registered 

unemployment 

Mean=9.18; min=0; 

Max=27, N=307 

UNECE Transmonee, ILO, WDI, 

national statistics  
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Appendix B  

Total Fertility Rates in CEE and FSU, 1981-2010 

                           Total Fertility Rates 

  

 1981 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 

Poland 2.24 2.33 2.04 1.61 1.35 1.24 1.38 

Hungary 1.88 1.83 1.84 1.57 1.32 1.31 1.26 

Czech 2.00 1.95 1.89 1.28 1.14 1.28 1.49 

Slovak 2.29 2.26 2.09 1.52 1.30 1.25 1.40 

Bulgaria 2.01 1.95 1.81 1.23 1.26 1.32 1.49 

        

Albania 3.99 3.82 3.22 2.60 2.24 1.76 1.60 

        

Macedonia 2.45 2.34 2.10 2.13 1.88 1.46 1.50 

Croatia 1.99 1.82 1.63 1.58 1.39 1.41 1.50 

Serbia 2.14 2.22 2.10 1.89 1.48 1.45 1.40 

Slovenia 1.99 1.71 1.46 1.29 1.26 1.26 1.57 

           

Moldova 2.45 2.75 2.39 1.74 1.30 1.22 1.30 

Romania 2.36 2.31 1.84 1.34 1.31 1.32 1.30 

        

Russia 1.91 2.05 1.89 1.34 1.21 1.29 1.56 

Ukraine 1.93 2.06 1.85 1.40 1.10 1.20 1.43 

Belarus 2.02 2.09 1.91 1.39 1.31 1.21 1.40 

        

Estonia 2.07 2.12 2.04 1.32 1.38 1.50 1.63 

Latvia 1.88 2.08 2.02 1.25 1.24 1.31 1.30 

Lithuania 1.98 2.10 2.03 1.55 1.39 1.27 1.55 

        

Armenia 2.37 2.48 2.54 2.06 1.69 1.72 1.70 

Georgia 2.25 2.27 2.13 1.54 1.46 1.39 1.81 

Azerbaijan 3.18 2.91 2.74 2.29 2.00 2.30 2.20 

        

Turkmenistan 4.92 4.67 4.35 3.51 2.84 2.62 2.50 

Tajikistan 5.60 5.49 5.18 4.59 4.03 3.61 3.40 

Kyrgyzstan 4.05 4.09 3.69 3.31 2.40 2.50 2.80 

Uzbekistan 4.97 4.54 4.07 3.60 2.58 2.36 2.80 

Kazakhstan 2.95 3.08 2.72 2.26 1.80 2.22 2.70 
Source: World Development Indicators, National Statistics Offices.  
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Appendix C 

Data Description: Determinants of Family Policy 

Variable Descriptives Source 
Median Voter: left-right ideology 

position of the government based on 
the median voter preferences. 

Mean=2.78; min=-

16.89; max = 44.05; 
N=250 

 

Manifesto Project, Klingemann 

et al (2006), Volkens et al 2012 

Women in Parliament: proportion 

of women members of national 

parliaments. 

 

Mean=13.61; min=3; 

max=32; N=314 

Inter-Parliamentary Union 

(www.ipu.org)  

Xenophobia: anti-immigrant 

sentiment measured by response to 

the survey question whether 

respondents would not want their 

neighbors to be immigrants and/or 

foreign workers. Natural logarithm of 
the measure used. 

 

Mean=20.80; min=6; 

max=40.6; N=250 

WVS (2009), EVS (2011) 

Migrant Stock: percent of foreign 

born population in a country. Natural 

logarithm of the measure used. 

 

Mean=7.53; min=0.25; 

max=24.34; N=315 

World Bank, World 

Development Indicators (WDI) 

Database 

Female Employment: percent of 

women in employment. Natural 

logarithm of the measure used. 

 

Mean=46.93; 

min=39.50; max=51.10; 

N=426 

World Bank, World 

Development Indicators (WDI) 

Database 

Family Policy Generosity: length × 
amounts paid at wage replacement 

rate in ppp dollars. Natural logarithm 

of the measure used, 

Mean=7.64; min=5.75; 
max=9.31; N=327 

Data on maternity leave length 
and payments compiled from 

various sources, including 

national statistical offices and 

Social Security Programs 

Throughout the World 

(SSPTW).  

 

Left Government: Social 

democratic and other left-wing 

parties as a percentage of 

parliamentary seats of all 
government parties, weighted by the 

number of days the government was 

in office in a given year 

Mean=38.44; min=0; 

Max=100, N=202 

 CPDSIII, 1990-2011: Klaus 

Armingeon, Romana Careja, 

David Weisstanner, Sarah 

Engler, Panajotis Potolidis, 
Marlène Gerber  
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Appendix D 

Robustness Checks 

 

Table D.1  Determinants of Fertility, Arrelano-Bond Estimation  
 (I) Full Sample (III) EU-members (IV) EU-members 

  

 A-B  

Robust 

A-B 

Robust 

A-B 

Robust 

EU 

A-B 

Robust 

EU 

A-B 

Robust  

EU 

A-B 

Robust  

EU 

 

Dependent Variable: ΔGenerosity 

 

Generosityt-1 -0.041** -0.043** -0.063* -0.069* -0.062 -0.154*** 

 (0.017) (0.021) (0.033) (0.038) (0.050) (0.047) 

ΔGDP growth 0.009*** 0.009*** 0.006** 0.006** 0.006** 0.005** 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 

GDP growth t-1 0.011*** 0.011*** 0.008 0.009 0.007 0.005 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) 

ΔTFRln 0.678*** 0.663*** 0.725** 0.716** 0.687** 0.370 

 (0.220) (0.208) (0.307) (0.305) (0.295) (0.309) 

TFRln t-1 0.254*** 0.234*** 0.270** 0.228* 0.303* 0.102 

 (0.083) (0.075) (0.125) (0.117) (0.159) (0.167) 

ΔWomPARL 0.001 0.001 0.004* 0.004 0.002 0.003 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 

WomPARL t-1 0.006 0.005 0.011*** 0.010** 0.010*** 0.008*** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) 

ΔXenophobia 0.003 0.003 -0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.002 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) 
Xenophobia t-1 0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) 

ΔFemEMPLln 2.003* 2.088* 2.180* 2.169 2.053* 0.924 

 (1.098) (1.215) (1.265) (1.371) (1.161) (1.173) 

FemEMPLln t-1 1.021 0.893 1.630 1.426 1.755 0.720 

 (1.142) (1.125) (1.454) (1.433) (1.122) (0.763) 

ΔMed Voter -0.0004 -0.001 0.002 -0.001   

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)   

Med Voter  0.003  0.005   

                1991-95  (0.003)  (0.004)   

Med Voter  0.001  0.002   

                1996-00  (0.002)  (0.003)   

Med Voter  0.001  0.005   
                2001-05  (0.001)  (0.004)   

Med Voter  0.002  0.003   

                2006-10  (0.008)  (0.011)   

ΔMigrant% 0.070 0.078 -0.056 -0.035 -0.021 -0.078 

 (0.108) (0.111) (0.122) (0.133) (0.110) (0.118) 

Migrant% t-1 0.021* 0.020* 0.014 0.013 0.017 -0.001 

 (0.011) (0.010) (0.016) (0.0152) (0.020) (0.014) 

Med Voter t-1 0.001  0.003    

 (0.002)  (0.003)    

ΔGenerosity t-1 -0.005 -0.004 0.001 0.004 -0.005 0.008 

 (0.048) (0.043) (0.062) (0.058) (0.080) (0.074) 
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Table D.1 (Continued) 
ΔLeft GOVT     -0.001*** -0.0002 
     (0.0004) (0.0002) 

Left GOVT t-1     -0.001  

     (0.001)  

Left GOVT      -0.001** 

             1991-95      (0.001) 

Left GOVT      -0.001 

             1996-00      (0.001) 

Left GOVT      -0.001* 

             2001-05      (0.001) 

Left GOVT      0.002 

             2006-10      (0.001) 

Constant -3.892 -3.365 -6.024 -5.166 -6.450 -1.578 
 (4.304) (4.263) (5.568) (5.509) (4.302) (2.707) 

       

Observations 190 190 143 143 142 142 

       

Countries 14 14 10 10 10 10 

Standard errors in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Note: three models are presented here model (I), which represents the whole sample, and the models (III) 

and (IV), which represent the EU-member countries. This robustness check aims to support the validity of 

the political variables. Specifically, the results reported above support the notion that Left parties spend less 

on family policies in the CEE.   
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Appendix E  Modeling Simultaneity 

 

Figure E1. Modeling Simultaneity  

Total Fertility Rates (TFR)                                               Family Policy Generosity 

Maternal Age at First Birth GDP Growth 

Parental Leave Compensation Total Fertility Rates 

Maternity leave compensation Women in Parliament 

Child Care Enrollment Xenophobia 

GDP Growth Female Employment 

Unemployment Measure of Left Parties Strength 

Family Allowances Migrant Stock 

  

 

Simultaneous Equations Model 

To study the determinants of generosity in CEE, I develop the following simultaneous 

equations model:  

Fertilityt,i= ƩEconomic Variablest,i + ƩFamily Policiest,i + ƩDemographic Variables1t,i + 

εt,i 

 

Policy Generosity = ƩPolitical Variablesi,t + ƩDemographic variables2i,t + 

ƩXenophobiai,t + Economic stabilityi,t +ui,t. 

 

Where:   

ƩEconomic Variables 1t,i=  GDP growth and Unemployment (first difference and 

two-year lags) 

ƩFamily Policiest,I =Maternal and Parental leave compensation, Family 

allowances and Childcare enrollment (first difference and two-year lags) 

ƩDemographic Variables1t,i = Maternal Age at first birth and lagged fertility rates 

(first difference and two-year lags) 

ƩPolitical Variablesi,t = Measures of partisanship in national parliaments and 

Percent of women in national parliaments (first difference and one-year lag) 
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ƩDemographic variables2i,t = Total fertility rates and Female employment (first 

difference and one-year lag) 

ƩXenophobiai,t = Measure of Xenophobia against neighbors-immigrants and 

Migrant Stock (first difference and one-year lag) 

 Economic stabilityi,t =GDP Growth  

 εt,i and ui,t are the error terms. 

In this model, first-difference of TFR is an endogenous variable, it is determined jointly 

within the system (Angrist and Pischke 2009, 120). The estimation of simultaneous 

equations requires that the each equation in the system is identified, meaning that each 

equation should not produce the “same probability distribution of the endogenous 

variables” (Chow 1974, 4-5). The conditions for identifying equations stipulate that the 

reduced form for Generosity must contain at least one term not included in its original 

equation (Wooldridge 2010, 242).  The model as a whole is identified if each equation in 

it is identified (Gujarati 2003).  

 

∆𝑮 =   𝜶𝟐∆𝑮𝒓𝒊,𝒕 + 𝜶𝟑𝑮𝒓𝒊,𝒕−𝟏 + 𝜶𝟒∆𝑭𝒊,𝒕 + 𝜶𝟓𝑭𝒊,𝒕−𝟏 +  𝜶𝟔∆𝑾𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜶𝟕𝑾𝒊,𝒕−𝟏 +  𝜶𝟖∆𝑿

+   𝜶𝟗𝑿𝒕−𝟏 +  𝜶𝟏𝟎∆𝑭𝒆𝒎 +  𝜶𝟏𝟏𝑭𝒆𝒎𝒕−𝟏 +  𝜶𝟏𝟐∆𝑮𝒐𝒗 +  𝜶𝟏𝟑𝑮𝒐𝒗𝒕−𝟏

+  𝜶𝟏𝟒∆𝑴𝒔 + 𝜶𝟏𝟓𝑴𝒔𝒕−𝟏 +  𝜺𝒊,𝒕  

 

∆𝑭𝒊,𝒕 =  𝜷𝟏𝑭𝒕−𝟐 +  𝜷𝟐∆𝑨𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜷𝟑𝑨𝒊,𝒕−𝟐 +  𝜷𝟒∆𝑷𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜷𝟓𝑷𝒊,𝒕−𝟐 +  𝜷𝟔∆𝑴𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜷𝟕𝑴𝒊,𝒕−𝟐

+  𝜷𝟖∆𝑪𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜷𝟗𝑪𝒊,𝒕−𝟐 +  𝜷𝟏𝟎∆𝑮𝒓𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜷𝟏𝟏𝑮𝒓𝒊,𝒕−𝟐 +  𝜷𝟏𝟐∆𝑼𝒊,𝒕

+  𝜷𝟏𝟑𝑼𝒊,𝒕−𝟐 +  𝜷𝟏𝟒∆𝑭𝒂𝒊,𝒕 +  𝜷𝟏𝟓𝑭𝒂𝒊,𝒕−𝟐 +  𝒖𝒊,𝒕 
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Appendix F  

Sample Interview Questions. 

The interviews were conducted in the fall-winter 2013.  I selected candidates using the 

snowballing method when interviewees recommending someone else for contact. The 

first interview was granted through a personal contact with the following interviewees 

referred by the study participants. I also made some cold-calling to the regional 

parliaments, which yielded two interviews with policymakers responsible for social 

welfare and family policies, a 70% rejection rate. The interviews were conducted in 

person, via email, telephone and Skype videoconference.  On average, the interview 

lasted 25-30 minutes.  

-The Government’s Conception of the Long-Term Socio-Economic Development 

identifies two main challenges to the stability of the Russian Federation (FR): the fall in 

birth rates and the overall decline in population. The solution to these problems, 

according to the Plan of Demographic development, is in migration management and 

increase in birth rates. In your opinion, what is a preference between these solutions 

among the government administration and politicians? Among Russian citizens?  

 

-Could you describe a typical public complaint about family benefits?  

-Could you describe a typical public complaint about immigrants? -Tell me what your 

organization did/plans on doing in response to the increasing number of migrants in the 

region/city/federal level (the territory will be adjusted depended on the source affiliation).  

- The [Russian Federation] National Strategy In the Interest of Children for 2012-2017 

mentioned the “inequality of the subjects of the Russian Federation in the volume and 

quality of services for children and their families” as one of the main problems for 

children’s policies. In your opinion, what exactly needs to happen on the federal 

level/state [oblast]/city[municipality]?  

-The mass media, including official media, often reports on the immigration issue, mainly 

in the unfavorable light of crime by migrants. Have you experienced in you work anti-

immigrant demands from citizens and if so how did this affect your official business?  

-Could you comment on the observation that the main government effort for stabilizing 

population growth should focus on increasing birth rates rather than increasing 

immigration?  

- Could you please comment on the recent petition to the Legislative Assembly of Saint 

Petersburg about the unduly strict registration requirements for families wishing to apply 

for child benefits? The authors of the petition implied that these restrictions are aimed at 

limiting immigrant’s eligibility.  

- Could you please comment on the July 2013 experiment by the town of Kronshtadt 

where migrant street cleaners were replaced by native Russians?  
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