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When developing demographic policy measures, it is important to rely not only 
on the qualitative and quantitative analysis of the indicators of the state 
demographic policy, but also on balanced estimates of the population, 
characterizing the effectiveness of the measures taken. Current demo-graphic 
challenges necessitate the study of value orientations of the population, 
attitudes towards the institution of family and marriage, and assessment of the 
comprehensive state demographic and family policy. The article is devoted to 
the study of the features of the demographic policy of Russia. By using 
sociological methods (questionnaires and subsequent analysis of the results), 
the authors analyze the main indicators of Rosstat on the birth rate, mortality 
and other demographic indicators in Russia. They also correlate the identified 
and systematized characteristics of family policy with two types of factors. 
Firstly, with long-term trends in the transformation of the family as a social 
institution in the context of changes in a set of key social risks and the general 
demographic situation. Secondly, with a set of value attitudes and priorities of 
the population characteristic of mod-ern Russia. The article presents the main 
results of a sociological survey conducted in 2025 to assess the attitude of the 
Russian population to the measures of state demographic policy (N = 427). It is 
shown that respondents are critical of the demographic situation in the country, 
but generally have a positive attitude towards the measures taken to stimulate 
the birth rate and support families, paying unexpectedly significant attention to 
the problem of reducing mortality. Traditionally, great importance is attached to 
financial support measures, which are a priority for the majority of respondents. 
In general, respondents positively assess the state's promotion of "traditional 
values" and family spirit. 

INTRODUCTION 

The problem of overpopulation of the planet, which was much discussed at the end of the 20th 
century, has receded into the background in recent decades. Most European countries are much more 
concerned about population aging and depopulation, which has forced them to reconsider their 
domestic policy priorities in terms of providing social support to the population (Filonenko et al., 
2015). In modern conditions, the demographic policy implemented in this way is a key element of 
the state strategy aimed at achieving sustainable population growth, improving the quality of life and 
the socio-economic development of the country (Popov, Karpovskaya, 2015; Berendeeva et al., 
2025). In recent years, Russia has been facing serious demographic changes, reflected in the available 
statistical data (Olshanskaya, 2023; Sekitsky-Pavlenko, 2023). In particular, the birth rate in Russia 
has shown unstable dynamics over the past five years (Kozlova, Arkhangelsky, 2021). After a slight 
increase in 2017-2018, a downward trend has been observed in subsequent years. In 2020, against 
the backdrop of the COVID-19 pandemic, experts recorded a sharp decline in the number of 
newborns. For example, in 2021, the number of newborns was about 1.4 million, which is 60 
thousand less than in the previous year. The birth rate, calculated based on the number of newborns 
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per 1,000 people, decreased to 8.4 in 2024 from 8.7 in 2023. The death rate in 2020, taking into 
account the pandemic, reached 14.5 per 1,000 people. Later, the situation began to improve, but the 
indicator still remains above the level before the pandemic. The natural population decline, 
expressed as the excess of deaths over births, in 2024 amounted to 596.2 thousand people. This 
indicator is 20.4% higher than in 2023, when the natural decline was 495.2 thousand people (Federal 
State Statistics Service, n.d.). The structure of families in Russia has also undergone changes. There 
is an increase in the number of single-parent families and families with one child (Arkhangelskiy, 
2015; Arkhangelskiy et al., 2017). This is due to changes in values and social expectations, as well as 
financial difficulties. According to Rosstat, about 30% of children are born in single-parent families, 
which poses new challenges for society: supporting such families, improving conditions for raising 
children, etc. The divorce rate in Russia remains high (Guz, Strelnikova, 2025). According to statistics, 
every second marriage breaks up within the first five years of marriage. In 2022, more than 600 
thousand divorces were registered in Russia, which is 5% more than in the previous year (Decree of 
the President of the Russian Federation No. 483, 2014). Obviously, a trend towards an increase in the 
number of women giving birth to their first child at a later age has been established. If in the early 
2010s the average age of a woman giving birth for the first time was about 26 years, then in 2022 it 
increased to 29 years. Taken together, all these data indicate an ongoing demographic crisis in the 
country. The response to it is an active demographic policy. If we proceed from the fact that the main 
goal of demographic policy is to maintain or change trends in the size and structure of the population, 
including levels of fertility, mortality, settlement, family composition, as well as external and internal 
migration (Ageev, Zolotareva, 2023; Kolbina, 2023), then determining its effectiveness is obviously a 
complex task (Sleptsova, 2014; Klupt, 2022). We are faced with the need to take into account a large 
number of factors, including those not related to the efforts that are traditionally labeled by the term 
"demographic policy" (Rostovskaya, 2021; Shabunova, Rostovskaya, 2022). The euphemism "the 
need for a comprehensive solution to existing problems" used to describe the state's response to the 
demographic crisis means that statistical data characterizing population movement, for all their 
importance, do not in themselves allow a final assessment of the immediate decisions taken within 
the framework of demographic policy and can only be used in combination with the results of a study 
of subjective preferences and assessments of the population (Zakharova, Churilova, 2022; 
Ponomarev et al., 2024). It should be noted that, in most cases, sociological methods are used to 
assess the impact of material and advisory assistance to families (Sigareva, Sivoplyasova, 2019; 
Tolmacheva, 2024). Much less attention is paid to the problem of the effectiveness of information 
support for demographic policy and efforts to promote family and childbearing as values. 

Evaluation of the successes and failures of demographic policy in recent decades has become one of 
the frequent topics of sociological, demographic, political science and economic research. At present, 
we can state the existence of a whole research tradition in Russian science, which unites studies of 
various formats, the authors of which seek to assess the degree of success of the state's efforts to 
overcome key demographic problems - depopulation, population aging, falling birth rates, and slow 
growth in life expectancy. With all the diversity of approaches demonstrated by researchers, two 
main strategies can be distinguished, which, as one might assume, complement each other. Firstly, 
this is the analysis of statistical indicators - the coefficient. 

EMPIRICAL BASIS AND RESEARCH METHOD 

The theoretical basis of the study is modern concepts of demographic policy and prospects for its 
development. The methodological basis of the study is based on the use of a systematic, 
comprehensive approach to the study of the prospects of demographic policy in the population of the 
Lipetsk region. The conclusions presented in the article are based on the data of the study conducted 
at the Department of Philosophy and Social Sciences of Yelets State University named after I.A. Bunin. 
It was based on a sociological survey in the form of a questionnaire, which involved 464 people (N = 
464) living in the city of Yelets, Lipetsk region. Of these, 51,7% were women and 48,3% were men. 
The age categories of respondents are distributed as follows: 37,1% - 18-35 years old, 32,5% - 36-50 
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years old, 30,4% - over 51 years old. 0,6% of respondents assess their financial situation as very good, 
28,2% - good, 62,7% - average, 6,9% - bad, 1,5% - very bad. 

The questions of the questionnaire are conditionally divided into two blocks. The first contains 
questions that allow us to find out the respondents' attitude to the demographic situation in the 
country. The second - to measures to change the demographic situation and directions of 
demographic policy at the present stage. The questionnaire as a whole gives an idea of what state 
measures (actions) to improve the living conditions of the family should be taken to increase the 
birth rate. The theoretical basis of the study was modern ideas about demographic policy in modern 
society. Processing and analysis of empirical data were carried out using the software and analytical 
complex SPSS version 22. 

RESULTS 

The overall assessment of the demographic situation in the country demonstrated by the 
respondents (Table 1) shows that the least optimistic about the future are representatives of older 
age. It is for this age group that the most characteristic responses indicate a near-crisis or crisis state 
of demography. At least in part, this situation can be explained by a comparison with the standard 
and often idealized past, with which people of older age categories would associate themselves. 
Among the same age group, we also observe the most pessimistic perception of the dynamics of 
demographic changes in recent years (Table 2), which can already serve as an indirect indicator of 
the effectiveness of demographic policy measures in Russia. The statement of a deterioration in the 
demographic situation remains the most frequent response among all respondents, but in this case, 
more attention should be paid to the fact that about half of those surveyed still consider it possible 
to state that the demographic situation has remained unchanged (22,6%) or even improved (26,9%). 
Considering that in reality the demographic situation in Russia continues to worsen (VCIOM, 2025), 
the figures make one wonder about the reasons for such high estimates. It is symptomatic that the 
largest proportion of those who found it difficult to answer are among young people. 

Table 1: Distribution of answers to the question “How do you assess the demographic situation in the 
country?” (one answer option, %) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Prosperous 5,2 1,3 1,4 2,8 
Rather prosperous 19,2 7,3 12,8 13,4 
The situation is close to a state of crisis 15,1 15,9 33,3 20,9 
The demographic situation in the country is rather a 
crisis 

7,0 28,5 23,4 19,0 

The country is in a state of demographic crisis 0,0 5,3 13,5 5,8 

Disastrous 3,5 7,3 0,7 3,9 
Not all is lost for the demographic future of the country 23,3 34,4 14,9 24,4 
I find it difficult to answer 26,7 0,0 0,0 9,9 

Table 2: Distribution of answers to the question “Over the past 10 years, the demographic situation in 
the country?” (one answer option, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents Among all 

respondents 18–35 36–50 51 and older 

Improved 26,2 35,8 18,4 26,9 

Worse 29,7 33,1 43,3 34,9 

Stayed the same 7,6 31,1 31,9 22,6 

I don't know 36,6 0,0 6,4 15,5 
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It is interesting that among the same older age group, the largest share (56.7%) of the answers to the 
question asking to assess the effectiveness of state demographic policy measures was “demographic 
policy in the country brings noticeable results, but requires some adjustments and revisions” (Table 
3). We are probably observing a high degree of loyalty to government decisions, but a low assessment 
by representatives of the younger generations, who are currently “responsible” for the country’s 
demography (Sinelnikov, 2022). And although this answer was less popular in other groups, it is the 
most in demand among respondents as a whole. Thus, there is an extremely low popularity of radical 
assessments, but extreme polarization with respect to average ones. Respondents do not deny the 
presence of results of political decisions, but they assess the degree of this effectiveness differently. 
The most skeptical were representatives of the middle age group, where the dominant option was 
the assertion about the absence of results of demographic policy. And again, among young people, 
more than a third of respondents found it difficult to give a clear answer. 

Table 3: Distribution of answers to the question "How do you assess the measures taken by the state 
to change the demographic situation in the country?" (one answer option, % of the number of 

respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

The demographic policy in the country is characterized 
by high efficiency 

9,3 6,0 1,4 5,8 

The demographic policy in the country brings 
noticeable results, but requires some adjustments and 
improvements 

29,1 35,8 56,7 39,7 

The demographic policy brings practically no results 15,7 57,0 31,2 33,8 
The demographic policy is absolutely useless and 
ineffective 

10,5 0,0 2,8 4,7 

I find it difficult to answer 35,5 1,3 7,8 15,9 

It is extremely interesting that when answering the question about specific directions of 
demographic policy, only representatives of the younger age group indicated increasing the birth 
rate as the most preferable strategy. For other age groups, the problems of emigration and - for the 
middle age group in particular - reducing mortality seem more important. 

Table 4: Distribution of answers to the question about effective directions of demographic policy 
(several answer options, % of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Increase in birth rate 57,6 57,6 68,1 60,8 
Reduction in mortality 32,0 88,7 61,7 59,5 
Stopping the “drain” of the Russian population abroad 22,7 64,2 76,6 52,6 
Improving the situation will help attract migrants from 
foreign countries 

12,8 35,1 34,8 26,7 

Other 7,0 0,0 2,1 3,2 
I find it difficult to answer 18,6 2,0 2,8 8,4 

During the survey, respondents were asked to express their opinions on programs to increase the 
birth rate. The absolute majority of respondents (85.8%) consider the childlessness tax a useless 
measure. This answer option is in the lead with almost the same value in all groups of respondents. 
Only 3% of respondents consider this measure effective (Table 5). 
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Table 5: Distribution of answers to the question "Is a childlessness tax needed?" (one answer option, 
% of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

No, this measure is absolutely useless 87,2 89,4 80,1 85,8 
Yes, the restoration of this tax can bring significant 
benefits 

0,0 1,3 0,7 0,6 

Yes, this is the most effective alternative measure to 
improve the demographic situation in the country 

3,5 2,6 0,7 2,4 

I find it difficult to answer 9,3 6,6 18,4 11,2 

Distribution of answers to the question of what would happen if the childlessness tax were 
reintroduced and who should pay it (Table 6): the majority of respondents (59.5%) answered "men 
and women who abandon their children", thus indicating the most condemned behavior. Persons 
who do not have children while married were a much less popular choice. 

Table 6: Distribution of answers to the question "If the childlessness tax is reinstated, who should pay 
it?" (multiple answer options, % of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Men and women who abandon their children 58,7 65,6 53,9 59,5 
Childless adult men and women of childbearing age with 
high income 

8,1 6,6 22,0 11,9 

Childless adult men and women of childbearing age who 
are married 

12,8 7,9 10,6 10,6 

Don't know 33,7 26,5 26,2 29,1 

According to the survey, the absolute majority of respondents do not deny the usefulness of the 
maternity capital program (Table 7). However, only a fifth of respondents consider the program to 
be fully effective, while almost half of respondents insist on the need to improve it. 

Table 7: Distribution of responses to the question "How do you rate the effectiveness of the "Maternal 
Capital" program to increase the birth rate?" (one answer option, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Men and women who abandon their children 22,1 21,2 22,0 21,8 
Childless adult men and women of childbearing age with 
high income 

36,0 50,3 35,5 40,5 

Childless adult men and women of childbearing age who 
are married 

23,8 20,5 34,0 25,9 

Don't know 3,5 2,6 0,7 2,4 
Men and women who abandon their children 14,5 5,3 7,8 9,5 

The answers to the question regarding the obstacles in the process of implementing demographic 
policy gave an unexpected result. The largest number of choices were received by two options close 
in content - lack of budget funds (41.8%) and the general socio-economic situation in the country 
(41.4%). These options are leading in all age groups, demonstrating not only an assessment of the 
obstacles on the path of demographic policy, but also an assessment of the general situation in the 
country. Respondents also paid attention to the problem of corruption (30.4%) and, what is 
especially interesting, to the need for citizens to realize their own responsibility for the demographic 
situation. It is symptomatic that in both cases the share of choices of the corresponding option is the 
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largest among representatives of the older age group and represents, rather, recommendations to 
the younger generations and their assessment. 

Table 8: Distribution of answers to the question "What are the main obstacles you see in the process 
of implementing demographic policy measures at the federal and regional levels?" (no more than 3 

answer options, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Corruption in the administrative and managerial 
apparatus 

27,9 25,8 38,3 30,4 

Lack of budget funds 43,0 45,0 36,9 41,8 
Low control over the implementation of projects 12,2 12,6 30,5 17,9 
Programs and projects are imperfect 15,1 29,8 11,3 18,8 
Lack of the necessary legislative framework 11,0 5,3 7,1 8,0 
It is necessary for citizens to realize their own 
responsibility for improving the demographic situation 

15,7 28,5 36,2 26,1 

Lack of administrative resources 5,2 4,0 2,8 4,1 
General socio-economic situation in the country 43,0 31,1 50,4 41,4 
I find it difficult to answer 23,8 23,2 11,3 19,8 
Other 1,7 0 0 0,6 

The distribution of answers to the question about the reasons for refusing to have children (Table 9) 
yielded extremely revealing results, although the overall distribution of choices does not allow us to 
point to any dominant option (Yakovleva, Kryukova, 2021; Zakharov, 2016a). However, with such a 
general coincidence, we observe a clearly expressed dynamics of changes in the shares of choices by 
the age of respondents. In particular, people over 51 are not inclined to see the lack of housing as a 
determining obstacle to having a child, while in both younger age groups this result is in the lead by 
a significant margin. Conversely, representatives of the older age group are inclined to give priority 
to options related to the priority of a career and the fragility of family relationships, which again 
shows the - deserved or not - assessment of younger generations. Interestingly, representatives of 
the middle age group do not demonstrate concern about their health, but for younger ages this is an 
extremely significant problem. 

Table 9: Distribution of answers to the question "What factors, in your opinion, contribute most to the 
refusal to have a child?" (no more than 3 answer options, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Poor or inadequate housing conditions, lack of own housing, 
insufficient salary 

72,1 72,8 32,6 60,3 

Health status of people of childbearing age 47,7 4,6 69,5 40,3 
Career priority, desire to “live for oneself” or conscious 
refusal to have children 

31,4 77,5 74,5 59,5 

Increased number of divorces, instability of family 
relationships 

30,8 66,9 74,5 55,8 

Difficulty in finding a job 25,0 25,2 17,0 22,6 
I find it difficult to answer 9,3 9,3 0 6,5 
Other 3,5 0 0 1,3 

Less than half of respondents (42.5%) are ready to unequivocally confirm the effectiveness of 
modern demographic policy (Table 11). However, an unequivocal assertion of its disastrous nature 
is much less typical (8.2%). 
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Table 10: Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think that the demographic policy of 
modern Russia leads to an increase in the birth rate?" (one answer option, % of the number of 

respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Yes, they will 34,9 50,3 43,3 42,5 
Not sure 21,5 27,2 27,7 25,2 
No, they won't 9,9 10,6 3,5 8,2 
Difficult to answer 33,7 11,9 25,5 24,1 

It is significant that when answering the question about the most effective measures (Table 11), 
respondents ignored information campaigns (9.7%) and social clubs (8.8%), but spoke in favor of 
promoting family values (46.3%), which once again indicates a loyal attitude of the majority to the 
ideological component of demographic policy and recognition of the importance of the value factor 
in increasing the birth rate. Only young people treat the promotion of family values with significantly 
less enthusiasm. Otherwise, the options that make it possible to reduce the severity of the material 
and everyday problems of families with children are in the lead by a large margin - employment on a 
flexible schedule (60.1%) and the temporary provision of essential items for newborns (46.3%). 

Table 11: Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think that the demographic policy of 
modern Russia leads to an increase in the birth rate?" (one answer option, % of the number of 

respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 

18–
35 

36–
50 

51 and 
older 

Information campaign (mass media, social networks, 
street advertising, etc.) 

14,5 6,0 7,8 9,7 

Events promoting family values (family festivals, 
competitions, bride parades, etc.) 

22,1 64,2 56,7 46,3 

Provision of separate rooms for student families with 
children in dormitories of educational institutions 

23,8 6,0 12,8 14,7 

Creation of communication clubs for single young 
people 

12,8 4,6 8,5 8,8 

Creation of points for the free provision of temporary 
essentials for newborns to young families 

22,7 66,9 53,2 46,3 

Employment on a flexible work schedule (part-time, 
part-time, in the evening, flexible work schedule, etc.) 

43,0 70,9 69,5 60,1 

Retraining and advanced training for women before 
returning to work from maternity leave to care for a 
child under three years of age 

10,5 0 5,7 5,6 

Creation of groups for the care and supervision of 
preschool children at educational institutions 

8,1 7,3 8,5 8,0 

I find it difficult to answer 25,0 13,2 19,9 19,6 
Other 4,7 0,0 1,4 2,2 

The distribution of answers to the question about what factors influence the desire to have a child 
(Table 12) seems quite predictable given the answers to the previous questions. The joy of leadership 
as a reason is significantly less popular than preserving the family and, in particular, procreation 
(74.9%). Moreover, this superiority is maintained even among women and young people, for whom 
the joy of parenthood remains a much more significant factor than for men and older generations. As 
respondents grow older, the share of choices of the option "care in old age" naturally increases 
(Smulyanskaya, 2017). Even young people relatively rarely prefer to choose the answer option 
related to improving housing conditions. 
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Table 12: Distribution of answers to the question "What factors, in your opinion, influence the desire 
to have a child?" (no more than 3 answer options, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Gender of 
respondents Among all 

respondents 18–
35 

36–
50 

51 and 
older 

female male 

Joy of parenthood 52,9 14,6 29,4 52,1 11,4 33,5 
Desire to improve housing conditions 19,8 2,0 5,0 17,1 1,0 9,7 
Continuation of the family line 69,2 86,8 68,1 67,5 83,7 74,9 
Preservation of the family 54,7 64,9 51,3 44,2 72,8 57,2 
Care in old age 9,9 66,9 68,1 14,2 81,7 45,0 
Fear of loneliness 2,9 4,6 24,4 5,4 13,9 9,3 
Other 7,0 1,3 0,0 3,8 2,5 3,2 

According to the answers to the question about the possibility of having children in the absence of 
state support (Table 13), these measures do not have a decisive influence on the respondents' 
reproductive plans. But even in this case, the greatest range of answers with a high proportion of 
those undecided is demonstrated by young people, while middle-aged people never state the decisive 
importance of state support in the issue of having children (Osipova, 2020). 

Table 13: Distribution of answers to the question “Are you ready to have children if the state does not 
provide financial support to families with children (maternity capital, benefits, subsidies, etc.)” (one 

answer option, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Absolutely yes 22,7 10,6 12,6 15,8 
More likely yes 31,4 78,8 73,1 58,8 
More likely no 4,7 4,0 4,2 4,3 
Definitely no 11,6 0,0 2,5 5,2 
Difficult to answer 29,7 6,6 7,6 15,8 

The last question was intended to obtain information about what government measures (actions) to 
improve the living conditions of the family should be taken to increase the birth rate (Table 14) and 
was connected with the previously asked questions about the effectiveness of certain demographic 
policy measures. It turned out that respondents were not consistent in all cases. The most significant 
for respondents were options related to the financial situation of families with children - social 
support, development of the institution of social housing, benefits for the payment of housing and 
communal services. "The formation in society of attitudes to increase the significance of the 
institution of family and marriage, strengthening traditional family values" turned out to be rated 
quite low by respondents of all age groups. Among the older generation, the childlessness tax turned 
out to be unexpectedly popular, although the share of those who supported it (20.2%) almost exactly 
corresponds to the remainder of those who previously called the childlessness tax a completely 
ineffective measure (Table 5). The older generation also demonstrates nostalgia for large families. 
insisting on the introduction of measures to encourage large families. 

Table 14: Distribution of answers to the question "What government measures (actions) to improve 
the living conditions of the family, in your opinion, should be taken to increase the birth rate?" (no 

more than 3 answer options, % of the number of respondents) 

Answer options 
Age of respondents 

Among all 
respondents 18–35 36–50 

51 and 
older 

Introducing a childlessness tax 3,5 0,0 20,2 6,8 
Social support for families (create mechanisms that allow 55,8 31,8 39,5 43,2 
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families to more easily cope with financial difficulties 
associated with the birth and upbringing of children). 
Increasing the volume of state support measures 
(maternity capital, benefits, subsidies, etc.) 

33,7 39,7 14,3 30,5 

Distributing affordable rental and social housing 39,5 23,2 32,8 32,1 
Increasing the availability and quality of health care 19,8 16,6 20,2 18,8 
Developing social services and infrastructure 8,7 11,9 14,3 11,3 
Improving the procedure for providing benefits for housing 
maintenance and payment of utilities 

8,7 55,6 31,9 31,0 

Promoting employment and developing entrepreneurship 0,6 3,3 19,3 6,6 
Improving tools that allow combining professional and 
family responsibilities 

1,7 3,3 14,3 5,7 

Youth support 12,2 29,8 5,0 16,3 
Developing measures that stimulate the birth of third and 
subsequent children 

8,1 26,5 53,8 26,7 

Forming attitudes in society to increase the importance of 
the institution of family and marriage, strengthening 
traditional family values 

14,0 15,9 16,0 15,2 

Improving living conditions in rural areas 3,5 10,6 9,2 7,5 
I find it difficult to answer 20,9 0,0 0,8 8,4 
Other 1,2 7,9 0,0 3,2 

CONCLUSIONS 

The conducted research allows us to make several significant conclusions that allow us to 
supplement our understanding of the preferences and assessments of the population in the field of 
demographic policy. 

Firstly, we note a significant number of respondents who found it difficult to choose an answer. 
Moreover, the share of such respondents is the largest among young people, where it can reach a 
third. 

Secondly, respondents critically assess the demographic situation in the country, but support the 
general direction of the state's demographic policy. Symptomatic can be considered the indication of 
significant economic difficulties and corruption as the main obstacles to achieving its goals. 

Thirdly, we were surprised by the attention demonstrated by respondents to reducing mortality as 
a direction of demographic policy, contrary to the traditional focus on increasing the birth rate. 

Fourthly, traditionally, according to respondents, the importance of material and financial support 
for families with children is high, and we do not observe any traces of the paradox of the feedback 
between the birth rate and well-being in the identified assessments. Increasing the material security 
of families is an absolute priority for the majority of respondents. We would like to highlight the 
importance of the housing issue, especially for young people. 

Fifthly, respondents — with the exception of young people — highly appreciated the ideological 
elements of demographic policy, supporting the state's efforts to promote "traditional values" and 
family spirit among the population. Paradoxically, this is combined with a relatively small number of 
choices of the corresponding option when answering the question about the measures necessary to 
increase the birth rate. We did not ask a direct question about religion and religiosity as factors in 
increasing the birth rate, but it can be assumed that the church's efforts in this area are also taken 
into account in the corresponding choices of respondents. 

In general, the respondents' answers reflect the contradictions characteristic of the demographic 
situation in the country and its demographic policy. On the one hand, a significant number of 
measures are being implemented in Russia to support families and improve the quality of life. On the 
other hand, the background for these socio-political decisions remains the decline in the birth rate, 
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the aging population, and the aggravation of the migration problem. The challenges facing the state 
and the demographic policy are diverse. They include not only the decline in the birth rate and 
mortality, but also such social problems as the lack of affordable housing, low income, and the lack of 
quality health care. The survey once again confirms that the solution to demographic problems will 
likely require the implementation of new solutions and innovative strategies. 
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