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 Mid-November 2015 was marked by something that had not been ob-
served for a long  me: oil prices and the ruble were in phase opposi  on. Oil 
prices began to plunge, the ruble’s exchange rate followed at a slower pace, 
but then it reversed its movement and began to rise against the backdrop 
of the con  nuing downfall of oil prices. It is diffi  cult to fi nd any reason for 
such movement trajectories other than ‘geopoli  cal posi  vity’: the poli  cal 
convergence of Russia and the Western countries a  er the chain of terrorist 
a  acks, Moscow’s preparedness to restructure Kiev’s debts, etc. At the same 
 me, these developments can hardly be regarded as a dis  nctly emerging 

trend. Hydrocarbons remain the decisive factor that infl uences the Russian 
macro economy, although foreign poli  cs can also play its role (fi rst of all, if 
the restric  ons on Russia’s access to foreign fi nancial markets begin to be 
eased). 

 In none of the scenarios developed by the RF Central Bank and included 
in the dra   of its Guidelines for the Single State Monetary policy in 2016 and 
for 2017 and 2018 it is expected that the economic sanc  ons may be li  -
ed. The three scenarios suggested there, which take note of factors like the 
monetary policy pursued by the USA the situa  on in China’s economy, diff er 
primarily in terms of the level of oil prices. Under the baseline scenario, the 
price of oil will remain at its current level of about $ 50 per barrel over the 
next three years; the op  mis  c scenario envisages its gradual rise of the price 
of oil towards $ 75 per barrel in 2018; and the stress scenario envisages its 
plunge below $ 40 per barrel. It is noteworthy that the stress scenario is the 
only one that off ers no detailed projec  ons. As the probability of the la  er 
is defi nitely above zero, this is evidently a manifesta  on of an external con-
fl ict – between the desire to spare the market from the downward pressure 
of a nega  ve forecast and the necessity to gear the future monetary policy 
also to a stress scenario. However, there exists an even deeper controversy 
between the reluctance to disclose its details and the RF Central Bank’s goal 
of boos  ng confi dence in its monetary policy as the necessary precondi  on 
for that policy being successful. 

 The infl a  on targe  ng regime is in itself a confi dence-boos  ng tool, and 
the Bank of Russia regards it as something of paramount importance, because 
it helps to promptly respond to a changeable situa  on. No less important (in 
terms of monetary policy, as well as for Russia’s economic policy as a whole) 
is the RF Central Bank’s switchover to a freely fl oa  ng exchange rate regime, 
whose purpose is to smooth the eff ects of external shocks. If this switchover 
(which has been the result of ‘much agonizing thought’) had not been made, 
it is diffi  cult to imagine how many bans and restric  ons – in the fi elds of for-
eign exchange, fi nancial, administra  ve and crime control – would have had 
to be imposed in 2015 and in the subsequent years in a  empts to revive the 
collapsed economy.

 Meanwhile, against this background, the RF Central Bank’s inten  on to 
con  nue replenishing its interna  onal reserves has given rise to some ques-
 ons: its prac  ce of buying-up foreign currency on the market was less than 
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inspiring – moreover, it was likely to play a certain role in triggering a new 
surge in the ruble’s deprecia  on in summer 2015. The case in point is not so 
much the ‘purity of the experiment’ (many experts, in fact, do not consider 
this to be a freely fl oa  ng exchange rate if the regulator, in a situa  on which 
was not really disastrous, resorted to currency purchases so as to prevent a 
so-called ‘over-strengthening’ of the ruble). More importantly, the ruble is 
more prone to devalua  on than to revalua  on, and so it is rather easy to pre-
vent the la  er, while it might be much more diffi  cult to halt its inadvertently 
triggered downfall – which may make senseless, among other things, the in-
fl a  on targets carefully and me  culously set by the RF Central Bank itself.

 According to its dra   document, the Bank of Russia will con  nue its ef-
forts to bring the infl a  on rate down to 4% in 2017. Some doubts have been 
expressed concerning this target being truly realis  c: thus, for example, the 
ceiling could have been raised to 5–6%, or this goal could be set for the next 
year. In any event, given the high infl a  on expecta  ons, the RF Central Bank 
will have to keep its key rate at its exis  ng level. The key rate, which has 
dropped below the infl a  on rate in condi  ons when prices are declining rath-
er reluctantly, appears to be something of an anomaly if we believe that the 
RF Central Bank has indeed switched over to the infl a  on targe  ng policy. It 
should hardly be necessary to add that, in the current situa  on, a reduc  on 
of the key rate by 1 pp, or even by 2 pp. cannot have any serious eff ect on 
lending in the economy. However, it can cast serious doubts on the very pros-
pects for achieving the goal of properly controlling infl a  on.

The foreign trade balance is a factor that can directly infl uence a country’s 
foreign exchange and fi nancial situa  on, its interna  onal reserves, and the 
exchange rate of its na  onal currency against major world currencies. Over 
the course of the fi rst nine months of 2015, the RF foreign trade balance re-
mained posi  ve. Meanwhile, both exports and imports have been moving 
downwards almost synchronously. The shrinking volume of exports can be 
explained by the falling prices for raw materials, the imposed economic sanc-
 ons, the sharp downfall of the goods turnover with Ukraine, and weakening 

business ac  vity. Imports have been shrinking due to the ruble’s deprecia-
 on, Russia’s ban on food imports, and likewise the weakening business ac-
 vity in the Russian economy.

The downward movement of the ruble’s exchange rate, which triggered 
the shrinkage of imports, did not at the same  me translate into growth of 
exports – neither in physical terms, not in terms of value. However, the im-
port subs  tu  on trend proved to be more stable (in by-sector terms), becom-
ing visible in the main in the agricultural sector and the food industry. It is 
there that shrinking imports could be observed alongside domes  c produc-
 on growth. Meanwhile, nothing like this has been visible in the investment 

sphere, the produc  on of means of transport and durable goods consump-
 on, where both imports and domes  c produc  on have been on the decline. 

This has to do fi rst of all with the sharp shrinkage of domes  c demand; the 
downfall in the volume of sales in some sectors (for example, in the automo-
bile market) is verging on the drama  c.

Trade, one of the biggest sectors of Russia’s economy, ‘put up resistance’ 
to nega  ve macroeconomic trends for a longer  me than the rest of its sec-
tors. However, this autumn, the decline displayed by commodity turnover 
has been the steepest since 2000 (its downfall towards the year’s end may 
become even deeper compared with the panic-triggered consump  on peak 
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in December 2014).  The factors responsible for these phenomena are the de-
cline in the real disposable incomes of the popula  on and the pass-through 
eff ect of the ruble’s exchange rate fl uctua  ons, when the deprecia  on wave 
followed by a new infl a  on surge becomes directly visible in the trade sector. 
According to our experts’ es  mates, the delayed pass-through eff ect of the 
ruble’s exchange rate fl uctua  ons may push up consumer prices, before the 
year’s end, by another 5.3% rela  ve to July 2015. Although this eff ect (to a 
varying degree) has already been refl ected by the offi  cial infl a  on forecasts, 
it only emphasizes the urgency of the demands addressed to the RF Central 
Bank that it should ‘reduce the key rate as soon as possible’. 

As for the decline in consumers’ incomes being the main cause of com-
modity turnover downfall, we may say at this point that Russian buyers have 
begun to adapt to the new reali  es and to switch over to a so-called saving 
strategy, having realized that their wages in nominal terms display either only 
a very slightly growth rate, or zero growth, or even begin to shrink.

 The situa  on with regard to the popula  on’s incomes has graphically 
translated into regional and local budgets. While over the fi rst half-year the 
amount of revenues generated by personal income tax (PIT) demonstrated a 
respectable growth rate, in autumn this growth dwindled to nearly zero (on 
autumn 2014). The movement of revenues generated by profi ts tax (which 
account to a quarter of the en  re revenue side in the budgets of RF subjects) 
is very unstable and varies greatly between regions, having displayed an in-
crease of only 7.7% in nominal terms over the fi rst ten months of 2015 (with 
the excep  on of Sakhalin with its special oil-related tax opportuni  es). 

 On the whole over the fi rst ten months of 2015, the consolidated budget 
revenue of RF subjects increased by 6.4% (in 7 regions, this index is above 
the infl a  on index, and in 26 regions it declined even in nominal terms). The 
corresponding expenditure declined by only 2.6% over the same period. It 
is in the main this ra  o that makes it possible to properly balance the budg-
ets, preven  ng the amount of government debt from growing at a high rate. 
Another method of relieving the debt burden is the gradual replacement of 
the commercial loans a  racted by the regions by budget loans (the rela  ve 
shares of these two budget expenditure items have now become almost 
equal), which makes it easier to service the debt. But total expenditure is 
likely to sharply increase towards the year’s end: according to experts’ es-
 mates, if no addi  onal budget transfers or budget loans are allocated, the 

role of the more costly commercial loans will once again become prominent.
 The a  empts to generate some addi  onal revenues in the budgets of 

RF subjects are by no means always jus  fi ed, and some  mes these are sim-
ply counterproduc  ve. The truth of this statement can be visible confi rmed 
by the situa  on with regard to labor migrants. Over the fi rst ten months of 
2015, the number of offi  cially issued employment documents dropped near-
ly by half (by 44%), while the corresponding labor market displayed no (even 
roughly) comparable decline. This means that, less than in a year’s  me, a 
huge number of labor migrants have simply ‘moved into the shadow’. Ex-
perts explain this phenomenon by the introduc  on, from 2015 onwards, of 
altera  ons in migra  on legisla  on (whereby work permits issued in accord-
ance with the established quotas were largely replaced by patents), which 
produced some quite eff ects. However, another likely explana  on is that the 
main factor responsible for this ‘manmade’ labor market de-legaliza  on was 
the manifold one-  me raise of the patent fee (coupled with the introduc  on 
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of examina  on fees and payments for other necessary procedures), which 
made the offi  cial procedure unaff ordable for many poten  al applicants.

 On the whole, the number of labor migrants in Russia (which, by the way, 
it has become even more diffi  cult to es  mate correctly) is beginning to grad-
ually shrink. Quite possibly, labor migrants – few of them so far – are losing 
their formerly keen interest in Russia’s labor market. At the same  me, Rus-
sia’s domes  c migra  on index is currently very high, twice above its level 
recorder in the 2000s. In fact, it is approaching its record high of the late 
1980s – early 1990s. The Crimea has increased the list of the tradi  onal ‘at-
trac  on points’, while migra  on-triggered popula  on loss is being felt in the 
main by the same regions that have been aff ected by this phenomenon over 
the course of several recent years: the northern and eastern regions, the Cau-
casus, and some districts in European Russia and along the Volga.
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1. THE RF CENTRAL BANK’S COURSE IS TO ACHIEVE
MEDIUM RUN STABILITY

Ye. Goryunov, P. Trunin

The Bank of Russia medium-run monetary policy course is to remain un-
changed: the regulator will con  nue its eff orts to bring the infl a  on rate 
down to 4% in 2017. This follows from the dra   of the Guidelines for the 
Single State Monetary policy in 2016 and for 2017 and 2018. For this goal to 
become achievable under the exis  ng condi  ons, the monetary authori  es 
will have to maintain the key rate at its present-day level. The reasons for this 
state of aff airs are the high infl a  on expecta  ons and a slower decline in its 
rate than has been expected.

The medium-run strategic vector of monetary policy in Russia will remain 
unchanged. This follows from the dra   of the Guidelines for the Single State 
Monetary policy in 2016 and for 2017 and 2018, adopted as of 14 October 
2015. The Bank of Russia intends to pursue its infl a  on targe  ng policy in 
the framework of a freely fl oa  ng exchange rate regime through managing 
the key rate, which determines the average rates on the interbank lending 
market. The medium-run infl a  on target is set at 4%, and the regulator pre-
dicts that the growth rate of consumer prices can be reduced to that level as 
early as 2017. The decisions concerning the key rate’s level, as before, will be 
designed to properly balance the infl a  on risks and the risks of more consid-
erable economy cooling. At the same  me, fi nancial sustainability remains 
one of the regulator’s priori  es. Among the important factors that underlie 
the Russian fi nancial system’s resilience we may point to the interna  onal 
reserves held by the Bank of Russia, and it intends to further increase the 
amount of these assets.

The macroeconomic situa  on con  nues to be strongly dependent on the 
external factors, and according to the RF Central Bank, the most important 
among them are the monetary policies pursued by the USA and other major 
developed countries, and the situa  ons in China’s economy and in the hydro-
carbon market. With due regard for all these circumstances, the RF Central 
Bank put forth several economic development scenarios for the next three 
years, which diff er primarily in their oil price movement projec  ons. 

 According to the baseline scenario, the price for oil will remain at its cur-
rent level (about $ 50 per barrel) over the next three years, and so in 2016, 
under these condi  ons, recession in Russia’s economy will persist, while eco-
nomic growth recovery will begin only in 2017. The op  mis  c scenario en-
visages a gradual rise of the price of oil towards $ 75 per barrel in 2018. The 
GDP growth rate in 2016 will remain at zero level, and in 2017 it will rise to 
approximately 2%. The stress scenario is geared to a slump in the oil price 
below $ 40 per barrel, followed by a new decline of the ruble’s exchange rate 
against the world’s major currencies, rising prices and a deeper and longer 
economic decline. None of these scenarios expects that the economic sanc-
 ons may be li  ed. On the whole, the suggested three scenarios map the 

most probable variants of the future course of events. It should be noted that 
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the stress scenario is not presented in detail, which we believe to be unjus  -
fi ed because its realiza  on in actual prac  ce appears to be quite probable.

In our opinion, the strategy selected by the Bank of Russia is suffi  ciently 
correct. Infl a  on targe  ng under a freely fl oa  ng exchange rate regime is a 
rather widespread monetary policy regime, implemented not only by many 
developed countries, but also by the transi  on economies. The regime under 
which the currency rates are determined by market force is an important tool 
whereby the eff ects of external shocks can be mi  gated, to ensure stability in 
the balance of payments and economic ac  vi  es. Thus, the RF Central Bank’s 
decision to con  nue its policy of non-interference in the foreign exchange 
market also appears to be sound.

It should be noted that infl a  on targe  ng represents a fl exible monetary 
policy regime, whereby it becomes possible to promptly respond to current 
changes in the economic situa  on. This means that, whenever necessary, the 
RF Central Bank will be able to alter the course of its policy in response to any 
new challenges and shocks.

The RF Central Bank reserves the right to carry out interven  ons in the 
foreign exchange market whenever there may arise a threat to its fi nancial 
sustainability. It is cri  cally important to maintain a stable fi nancial system, 
especially in the Russian economy with its highly vola  le capital fl ows and 
foreign trade condi  on. 

In its dra   document, the Bank of Russia emphasizes that its offi  cial man-
date by no means implies the obliga  on to maintain a fi xed foreign exchange 
rate regime. In accordance with the RF Cons  tu  on (Ar  cle 75, Part 2), the 
RF Central Bank is indeed obliged to ensure the na  onal currency’s exchange 
rate stability, but it would be wrong to interpret this provision as the duty to 
fi x the ruble’s exchange rate against one or other foreign currency. To ensure 
the ruble’s stability means to protect its purchasing power, a goal that can 
be achieved through reducing infl a  on and increasing the predictability of 
its movement. This is indeed the main goal of the infl a  on targe  ng regime, 
as s  pulated in the dra   document prepared by the Bank of Russia. There-
fore its refusal to manage directly the foreign exchange rate and the resul  ng 
free movement of currency rates in the foreign exchange market cannot be 
regarded as contrary to the offi  cial mandate held by the RF Central Bank. In 
fact, our interpreta  on of the mandate granted to the monetary authori  es 
is exactly the same as that off ered in the dra  .

At the same  me, infl a  on targe  ng does not imply that the actual situa-
 on in the foreign exchange market should be completely ignored, because 

the movement of the exchange rate is the most important factor that infl u-
ences the infl a  on index. Insofar as the interest rate policy can determine 
the exchange rate, it may be employed to suppress the infl a  on processes 
caused by depreciatory pressures. We consider this prac  ce to be correct, 
and according to its dra   document, the Bank of Russia is going to follow this 
course.

Meanwhile, in our opinion, the RF Central Bank’s inten  on to replenish 
its interna  onal reserves has given rise to some ques  ons. Of course, these 
reserves are to a certain degree a guarantee of macroeconomic stability, and 
they boost the confi dence of economic agents in the ability of the monetary 
authori  es to properly handle the tricky fi nancial situa  on. Nevertheless, the 
experience of replenishing Russia’s interna  onal reserves in 2015 can hard-
ly be called successful, as this was done in the wake of huge dona  ons of 
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foreign currency to the banking system in the form of refi nancing. In other 
words, at fi rst the RF Central Bank applied an upward pressure to the ruble’s 
exchange rate by gran  ng foreign exchange liquidity to banks, and a  erwards 
began to purchase foreign currency. Under the expectably diffi  cult macro-
economic condi  ons over the next few years, replenishment of interna  onal 
reserves may upset the exis  ng balance in the foreign exchange market, thus 
causing a new infl a  on surge. Thus, we believe that the renewal of curren-
cy purchases in the foreign exchange market can be possible only if foreign 
trade and capital fl ows demonstrate some signifi cant improvement.

According to the baseline scenario projec  ons prepared by the RF Cen-
tral Bank, which rely on the assump  on that the future developments in the 
Russian economy will be determined by iner  a, in 2016 the infl a  on index 
will hover around 5.5–6.5%, and by 2017 it will get down to its target of 4%. 
The factors responsible for this decline of the price growth index will be weak 
output growth and the stabiliza  on of oil prices at their current level. In our 
opinion, even with due regard for these factors with their suppressive infl u-
ence on the price growth index, it can hardly be possible to reduce infl a  on 
to this target level without an excessively painful monetary policy toughening.

The ongoing infl a  on processes in Russia are suffi  ciently iner  al, and so 
we believe that, in the framework of the baseline (iner  a-oriented) scenario, 
it would be more reasonable to expect the infl a  on index to move at the rate 
of 6–8% in 2016, and 5–7% in 2017. It is noteworthy that, as stated by the 
Bank of Russia itself, the expecta  ons of economic agents with regard to next 
year’s price growth are s  ll high, at the level of approximately 15%. 

Over several previous years, the Bank of Russia systema  cally underes-
 mated its infl a  on targets, and so the actual growth rate displayed by the 

Consumer Price Index (CPI) was above its target value. At the same  me, 
the regulator chose to abstain from a rigid targe  ng policy in respect of the 
Consumer Price Index’s growth rate. Whenever the infl a  on rose above the 
target level, the Bank of Russia never a  empted any radical toughening of 
its monetary policy, thus undermining the confi dence of economic agents in 
their future prospects. Meanwhile, the trust of economic agents in the policy 
pursued by the central bank is the key factor that determined the success of 
the infl a  on targe  ng regime. Therefore we believe that the Bank of Russia 
should have been oriented, in its forecasts, to a somewhat higher infl a  on 
level, while keeping its long-term target at 4%. 

It should be noted that in our opinion, in addi  on to the absence, in the 
dra  , of any detailed informa  on the stress scenario of economic devel-
opment, the dra   also lacks the RF Central Bank’s comments on some im-
portant aspects of its policy. An economic slump is usually associated with 
growth of dubious debts owed to banks. Under these condi  ons, we should 
like to see in the dra   some es  mates of the banking sector’s sustainability 
and the probability of the onset of a bad-debt crisis in face of moderately 
high interest rates.

The con  nuing prac  ce of revoca  on of banking licenses has increased 
the pressure on the Deposit Insurance Agency. The toughened US monetary 
policy and the economic growth slowdown in China are expected to cause a 
surge in capital ou  low from the newly emerging markets, probably to be fol-
lowed by a fall of prices for energy carriers. In such circumstances, it is inevi-
table that the amount of stake debt will be on the rise, and the banking sec-
tor may be faced with the risk of destabiliza  on, thus forcing the RF Central 
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Bank to alter its currently implemented monetary policy course. The Bank of 
Russia is obviously well aware of this threat, but it has chosen not to off er any 
es  mates or informa  on as to how it intends to overcome these trends. It is 
s  ll unclear if the regulator considers the set of instruments that has been 
applied for this purpose over the past one-and-a-half years to be suffi  cient to 
prevent the development of such a crisis.

The Russian economy is now faced with the risk of stagfl a  on, which 
has been caused by both the domes  c structural problems and the exter-
nal shocks. In such a situa  on it is especially important to focus on bringing 
down the prevailing infl a  on expecta  ons and to properly balance the ef-
forts to boost economic ac  vity and the measures designed to suppress price 
growth. The leading role in preven  ng the threat of a mul  -year stagfl a  on 
period belongs to the monetary authori  es. The current policy pursued by 
the Bank of Russia can signifi cantly reduce the risk of such a course of events. 
Thus, in par  cular, the decision, adopted as of 30 October, that the RF Central 
Bank’s key rate and the interest rates on liquidity provision and absorp  on 
open market opera  ons should be kept unchanged is perfectly in line with 
this policy.

It should be reminded that over the course of this year, the RF Central 
Bank has been consistently reducing the key rate a  er its abrupt raise in De-
cember 2014 in order to stabilize the situa  on in the fi nancial market. For the 
last  me, the key rate was reduced at the Bank of Russia Board of Directors’ 
mee  ng on 3 August. However, at its last but one mee  ng on 11 September, 
the regulator chose to leave it unchanged. The main reason behind this policy 
of the RF Central Bank is that both the actual infl a  on index and the infl a  on 
expecta  on remain high, in spite of the rela  ve stabiliza  on in the real sector 
of the economy.

According to the month-end result for October 2015, the infl a  on index 
in per annum terms (for the previous 12-month period) amounted to 15.6%, 
which means that, since last summer, prac  cally no infl a  on slowdown on 
the previous year could be observed. Over January-October, prices rose by 
11.2%, and over the period 1 November through 9 November – by another 
0.3%. This means that the CPI for November may amount to approximately 
1%, and its year-end value – to more than 13%.

Of course, towards the end of the year 2015 the infl a  on index in per an-
num terms will inevitably decline, because the infl a  on surge in late 2014 
was caused by the ruble’s signifi cant downfall – something that is unlikely to 
occur once again. But the rate of infl a  on decline has turned out to be lower 
than expected. 

In such a situa  on the RF Central Bank’s decision that the key rate should 
be maintained at the same level appears to be quite jus  fi ed. Neither the 
loosening of the RF CB’s monetary policy nor the so  ening of its lending 
standards appear to be feasible while the real interest rates on loans issued 
to non-fi nancial organiza  ons are remaining low, and the infl a  on risks is re-
maining persistently high. Besides, the reduced rate could translate into a 
new wave of the ruble’s weakening and an increased infl a  onary pressure.
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2. EXPORT IMPORT: A NEARLY SIMULTANEOUS DROP
A.Knobel

Evidence of import subs  tu  on can be found only in the agriculture and the 
food industry: a decrease in the import volume across individual posi  ons 
(meat, poultry, fi sh and grain crop fl our) was accompanied by Household out-
put growth. Also, simultaneously with a drop in imports, some output growth 
is registered in individual low-processed commodi  es (plas  cs in original forms 
and cast iron).   At the same  me, there is virtually no subs  tu  on of imports in 
transport vehicles, agricultural machinery and consumer durables.  Despite de-
precia  on of the ruble, the expected growth in exports of non-primary products 
did not take place. Insignifi cant growth of exports in terms of physical volumes 
was observed only in groups of low and medium-processed commodi  es.   

The Dynamics of Exports and Imports
The Aggregate Exports and Imports
In the fi rst nine months of 2015, changes in the export and import dynam-

ics took place simultaneously (Fig. 1). The foreign trade balance remained 
posi  ve throughout the whole of 2015. Despite substan  al changes in prices 
of energy commodi  es, a drop in exports in monetary terms turned out to 
be somewhat lower (except for August) than a decrease in imports which 
was aff ected primarily by a drop in the ruble’s purchasing power. In Febru-
ary, exports stood at 81.6% – its highest value this year –- on the respec  ve 
period of 2014. A  er that, exports started to fall and amounted to 57.8% 
in July 2015 against July 2014.  In September, exports somewhat recovered 
and amounted to 69.3% on the respec  ve indicator of the previous year. 
Imports did not demonstrate any explicit trend and fl uctuated in the range 
of 57.7%-66.5% of the volumes of the respec  ve periods of 2014.

The highest ra  os (the lowest decrease) of the exports in monetary terms 
were observed as regards chemical industry products and the “machines 
and equipment” commodity posi  on, that is, 88.0% and 89.0%, respec  vely, 
as compared to the volumes of 2014, 
while the worst ra  os were registered in 
fuel materials and garment:  62.2% and 
74.8%, respec  vely.

Random comparison of changes in 
the average price and export volumes

If we randomly compare changes 
in the ruble price of exports and their 
monetary volumes in Q3 2015 (Fig. 2), 
it can be stated that commodi  es on 
which ruble prices1 grew considerably 

1  Prices (according to the data of the Federal Customs Service) in US dollars were con-
verted on the basis of the average exchange rate of the Central Bank of Russia.

Fig. 1. Dynamics of Russia’s foreign trade in 2015
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showed a less drama  c drop (individually even growth) in exports’ monetary 
and physical volumes. It is to be noted that growth in export revenues is ob-
served only as regards wood pulp, some types of household appliances, as 
well as electric power (which is largely related to power supplies to the north 
of Ukraine in exchange for Ukrainian power supplies to Crimea).  

Comparison of the dynamics of trade and output of specifi c commodi  es 
In Tables 1–3, comparison of changes in the physical volume of output in 

Russia (based on the Rosstat data) with that of the foreign trade (based on 
the Federal Customs Service data) is presented.  

The Agriculture and the Food Industry
A random comparison of the main posi  ons of agricultural products 

and food industry products points to the fact that in most cases changes 
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Fig. 2. Diagram of dispersion of changes in monetary volumes of the Russian export in July–September 2015 and 

changes in the average price (in rubles)

Table 1
CORREL ATION OF PHYSICAL VOLUMES OF TRADE AND OUTPUT IN RUSSIA BY A NUMBER OF AGRI

CULTURAL AND FOOD INDUSTRY PRODUCTS IN Q3 2015 AS COMPARED TO Q3 2014

Name of the commodity posi  on 
according to the Rosstat –corresponding 

Customs Commodity Code (CCC) O
ut

pu
t,

 th
ou

sa
nd

 
to

ns

Change in output Change in import Change in export
Physical 
volumes, 

thousand tons
 %

Physical 
volumes, 
thousand

 %
Physical 
volumes, 
thousand

в%

Meat and slaughterhouse by-products – 
CCC: 0201–0206, 0209 578 104.0 18 -78.3 -22 1.8 37

Meat and poultry by-products–CCC: 0207 1055 97.0 9 -23.6 -23 4.3 29
Fish and processed and canned fi sh 
products– CCC: 03 824.9 47.0 6 -63.5 -36 72.0 26

Crude sunfl ower oil and its frac  ons– CCC: 
1512 523 -196 -37 -6.0 -85 -94.6 -38

Bu  er and bu  er pastes– CCC: 0405 74.9 2.4 3 -3.4 -10 -1.3 -47
Grain,  vegetable and other crop fl our  – 
CCC: 1101, 1102, 1105, 1106 2581 185.8 7 -4.2 -19 39.5 136
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in the trade balance in physical terms are largely compensated by changes 
in output. The above phenomenon is registered in the following posi  ons: 
slaughterhouse meat, poultry, bu  er and fl our.  For fi sh and sunfl ower oil, 
the output growth was lower than a trade balance change. Also, it is note-
worthy that imports fell a great deal across all commodity posi  ons, while 
exports of meat and fl our increased, the la  er showing a sizeable growth 
(2.36  mes).

Manufactured Low-Processed Goods 
No common trends were iden  fi ed in exports, output and consump  on 

of low-processed goods. The output of plas  cs in original forms showed con-
siderable growth which turned out to be lower than an increase in the trade 
balance. On the contrary, cast iron output grew 3.3  mes more than the in-
crease in its exports.

Transport vehicles, Household Appliances and Footwear
Produc  on of transport vehicles largely decreased across all posi  ons. It 

is to be noted that net exports (in physical terms) rose against a substan  al 
drop in imports. Exports of buses, trucks and cars fell hugely less than their 
imports and output.

The output of household appliances (washing machines, refrigerators, 
freezers and TV receiving equipment) fell drama  cally (by dozens of percent), 
too, as compared to the 2014 indicators. It is to be noted that net exports 
across all these commodity posi  ons rose as imports fell by dozens of per-
cent; a decrease in exports (except for washing machines), while being sub-
stan  al, was lower in absolute terms.   

The footwear output fell by 13% to 22.8m pairs; the trade balance demon-
strated similar changes:   both imports and exports fell. 

Despite a growth in the trade balance across all commodity posi  ons un-
der review, there was a substan  al reduc  on (by dozens of percent) of out-
put and consump  on. Imports fell across all commodity posi  ons, while ex-
ports showed a somewhat smaller drop.

Table 2
CORRELATION OF PHYSICAL VOLUMES OF TRADE AND OUTPUT IN RUSSIA BY A NUMBER 

OF MANUFACTURED LOW PROCESSED GOODS IN Q3 2015 AS COMPARED TO Q3 2014 

Name of the commodity posi  on 
according to the Rosstat – corresponding  

Customs Commodity Code (CCC) O
ut

pu
t,

 th
ou

sa
nd

 to
ns

Change in 
output Change in import Change in export

Physical 
volumes, 
thousand 

tons

%

Physical 
volumes, 
thousand 

tons

%

Physical 
volumes, 
thousand 

tons

%

Plas  cs in original forms – CCC: 3901–3914 
(thousand tons) 1677 184.0 11 -272 -30 12.1 4

Cast iron – CCC: 7201 (thousand tons) 13800 700.0 5 0.0 17 210.4 20

Petrol – CCC: 271012 (light dis  llates) 
(million tons) 10 0.4 4 -0.1 -25 -1.3 -19

Diesel fuel – CCC: 27101942, 27101946, 
27101948 (million tons) 19 -0.2 -1 0.0 118 -2.4 -19

Residual fuel oil– CCC: 27101966, 
27101964, 27101962 (million tons) 16.9 -2.5 -15 0.0 -83 -1.1 -6
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Table  3
CORRELATION OF PHYSICAL VOLUMES OF TRADE AND OUTPUT IN RUSSIA BY A NUMBER 

OF TRANSPORT VEHICLES, HOUSEHOLD APPLIANCES AND FOOTWEAR IN Q3 2015 AS COMPARED 
TO Q3 2014 

Name of the commodity posi  on 
according to the Rosstat –

corresponding Customs Commodity 
Code (CCC)

O
ut

pu
t, 

in
 u

ni
ts

/
th

ou
sa

nd
 u

ni
ts

/
m

ill
io

n 
pa

irs

Change in output Change in import Change in export

Physical 
volumes % Physical 

volumes % Physical 
volumes %

Field engines for the agriculture and 
forest sector, other, units – CCC: 
870190, 870120

1012 -126 -12 -4378 -53 -116 -18

Combine harvester, units – CCC: 
843351 837 -462 -55 -164 -28 -67 -24

Busses, thousand units – CCC: 8702 10.0 -1.3 -13 -1.0 -78 -0.39 -47
Trucks (including running gear), 
thousand units – CCC: 8704 32 -6.3 -20 -7.8 -62 -2.2 -35

Cars, thousand units – CCC: 8703 274.1 -107 -39 -84.1 -53 -8.2 -28
Household washing machines, 
thousand units – CCC: 8450 910 -127 -14 -88.4 -31 48.0 34

Household refrigerators and freezers, 
thousand units – CCC: 8418 935 -130 -14 -202.4 -31 -23.5 -15

TV receiving equipment, thousand 
units –  CCC: 8528 1659 -2284 -138 -2259 -36 -123.0 -35

Footwear, million pairs – CCC: 64 22.8 -3.0 -13 -14.6 -18 -0.3 -8
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3. COMMODITY TURNOVER: A DELAYED FALL
G.Idrisov, Yu.Ponomarev

In late 2014 – early 2015, retail and wholesale trade, the one of the biggest 
sector of Russian economy1, longer than others ‘put up resistance’ to the neg-
a  ve macroeconomic trends and showed an increase, however small, in com-
modity turnover. Meanwhile, in the autumn of 2015, in spite of a rela  ve 
stabiliza  on of Russian terms of trade and foreign exchange rate dynamics, 
commodity turnover in Russia experienced its sharpest downfall since 2000. 
This phenomenon is largely explained by the delayed pass-through eff ect of 
the ruble’s exchange rate fl uctua  ons into commodity prices and by the grad-
ual adapta  on of households to new permanent income.    

According to Rosstat, in September 2015, retail turnover amounted to 
Rb 2,335.9bn (or to 89.6% of the retail turnover, registered in comparable 
prices in the same period of 2014)2, while wholesale trade turnover amount-
ed to Rb 4,290.1bn (88.7%)3. At the same  me, in September, the share of 
food commodi  es including beverages and tobacco products in retail turno-
ver slightly increased – to 47.8% (vs. 46.6% in September 2014), while the 
share of non-food commodi  es declined to 52.2% (vs. 53.4%). 

In the structure of wholesale trade, the share of organiza  ons trading 
in food commodi  es, including beverages and tobacco products, increased 
from 20.6% in September 2014 to 22.7% in September 2015, while the share 
of organiza  ons trading in non-food commodi  es grew from 15.1% to 15.9%. 
In the main, this growth occurred at the expense of a notable decline in the 
share of organiza  ons engaged in wholesale trade in non-agricultural inter-
mediate products, waste and scrap4 (from 47.9% to 43.0%).

At the same  me, in spite of the nega  ve trends domina  ng Russia’s trade 
sector, the largest retailers (retail chains) account for a large propor  on of 
commodity turnover5 and con  nue to show posi  ve fi nancial results6. In oth-
er words, tradi  onal formats of trade account for almost all the decline in 
retail turnover.

The key factors behind the drop in retail and wholesale trade turnover are 
as follows:

1  According to Rosstat in 2010 – 2014 the share of wholesale and retail trade in gross 
value added amounted to 18% (in constant prices). 

2  See: The Short-Term Economic Indicators of the Russian Federa  on. The Federal 
State Sta  s  cs Service of the Russian Federa  on (Rosstat). September 2015.

3  See: The Social and economic Situa  on in Russia. Rosstat. September 2015. 
4  Including fossil fuels, metals and metal ores,  mber, construc  on materials and san-

itary appliances, machines and equipment, and other goods.
5  According to Rosstat, during the past few years, the share of retail chains in the total 

volume of Russia’s retail turnover was gradually increasing. In 2014, it amounted to 22.4%.
6  Thus, for example, X5 Retail Group has announced that in Q3 2015 its revenues 

increased by 28.6% [h  p://www.x5.ru/common/img/uploaded/fi les/press_releases/2015/
Q3_2015_Trading_Update_RUS.pdf], while the grocery retail chain Magnit has announced 
that in September 2015 its revenues (in rubles) increased by 19.31% [h  p://www.acort.ru/
press-room/news2/1149-magnit-ob-yavlyaet-o-roste-vyruchki-za-sentyabr-2015-goda-na-
19-31-v-rublyakh.html].
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• the decline in real household disposable income (by 4.3% in Septem-
ber, and by 3.3% during the period January 2015 – September 2015, 
rela  ve to the same periods of 2014), and expecta  ons of further de-
cline;

• the rise in consumer prices (by 0.6% in September and by 10.4% dur-
ing the period January 2015 – September 2015), and expecta  ons of 
their further rise;

• the possible shi   in durable goods consump  on towards the end of 
2014 – early 2015, the period when rush demand was registered; 

• customer defec  on from retail chain stores and independent stores to 
corner food markets.

The reduc  on in the household disposable income is a result of economic 
agents’ adapta  on to the new macroeconomic condi  ons, while the rise in 
prices – a result of the pass-through eff ect of the ruble’s exchange rate fl uc-
tua  ons1.

Retail chains and tradi  onal formats of trade represent a link between 
producers/suppliers and customers and are tradi  onally subjected to poli  -
cal pressure and consumer discontent with the growth of consumer prices2. 
In their turn, the retail chains and non-chain stores transmit this pressure 
to the producers3. As a result, there exists a constant tension between retail 
chains and producers, which is determined, on the one hand, by the tug of 
war for profi t margins, and on the other hand – by their resentment over the 
‘unfair’ distribu  on of the mutually created added value4.

In Russia, the numerous eff orts at resolving such disputes via the self-reg-
ula  on mechanism of the trade sector have so far proven to be fu  le. The 
upshot was that the sector had to be subjected to legisla  ve pressure – on 
21 January 2015 a dra   law on the introduc  on of amendments to the Trade 
Law was introduced into the State Duma of Russian Federa  on5. The dra   
law, which has so far been passed in the fi rst reading, signifi cantly increases 
the regulatory burden imposed on the trade sector. However, it should be 
said that the parliamentary debate over the dra   law is far from the end.  

At the same  me, Russian consumers should be ready not only to witness 
the con  nuing confronta  on between retail chains and producers, but also 
to prepare themselves to a further rise in consumer prices, determined by 

1  For more details, see G. I. Idrisov, A. S. Kaukin, Yu. Yu. Ponomarev.  The Pass-Through 
Eff ect: The Rise in Prices in Industry Will Con  nue. Online Monitoring of Russia’s Economic 
Outlook.. 2015. No 4, pp. 12-14.

2  For example, such a situa  on has led to the mass inspec  ons of retailers undertak-
en by the RF Prosecutor General’s Offi  ce (see URL: [h  p://genproc.gov.ru/smi/news/genproc/
news-741416/]; [h  p://tass.ru/ural-news/1772419]).

3  In late February 2015, a number of retail chains announced that the prices of major 
socially important commodi  es would be frozen for two months (see URL: [h  p://www.acort.
ru/press-room/news/778-torgovye-se  -vvodyat-spetsialnye-mery.html]). Later on, however, 
the largest retail chains invited their suppliers to discuss the possible ways to mutually curb 
the growth of prices under the current adverse economic condi  ons (for more details, see 
URL: [h  p://tass.ru/ekonomika/2402895]).

4  At the same  me, offi  cial sta  s  cs do not permit to make unambiguous conclusions 
in favor of any of the confl ic  ng par  es. See G. I. Idrisov, Yu. Yu. Ponomarev. Retail Trade: Pro-
ducers Versus Retail Chains. Online Monitoring of Russia’s Economic Outlook. 2015. No 9. Pp. 
28-33. 

5  Federal Law, of 28 December 2009, No 381-FZ (as amended on 31 December 2014) ‘On the 
Fundamental Principles of State Regula  on of Trade in the Russian Federa  on’ (entered into force, with 
altera  ons and amendments, on 9 January 2015). 
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the pass-through eff ect of the ruble’s exchange rate into prices1. Thus, ac-
cording to our es  mates, by the end of 2015, consumer prices will rise by 
up to 13.2% per annum, including due to the delayed pass-through eff ect.

1  Yu. Ponomarev, P. Trunin, A. Ulyukayev. Exchange Rate Pass-Through in Russia. Vo-
prosy Ekonomiki. Moscow, 2014, No 3. 

Table 1
ACTUAL CHANGES OF CONSUMER PRICES AND THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PASS THROUGH EFFECT

2015
Sept Oct Nov Dec

Consumer 
Price Index

Actual change of prices
In %, rela  ve to previous month 100.6 100.7

Accumulated result since beginning 
of 2015, % 110.6 111.4

Assessment of change 
of prices due to pass-

through eff ect

In %, rela  ve to previous month 100.4 102.2 100.6 101.1
Accumulated result since beginning 

of 2015, % 110.6 111.4 112.0 113.2

Food 
Commodity 
Price Index

Actual change 
of prices 

In %, rela  ve to previous month 100.4 101.0
Accumulated result since beginning 

of 2015, % 110.4 111.5

Assessment of change 
of prices due to pass-

through eff ect 

In %, rela  ve to previous month 100.7 102.2 100.3 101.9
Accumulated result since beginning 

of 2015, % 110.4 112.8 113.1 11..3

Non-Food 
Commodity 
Price Index 

Actual change of prices 
In %, rela  ve to previous month 100.6 101.0

Accumulated result since beginning 
of 2015, % 109.2 110.3

Assessment of change 
of prices due to pass-

through eff ect 

In %, rela  ve to previous month 100.9 102.3 100.4 101.0
Accumulated result since beginning 

of 2015, % 109.2 111.7 112.1 113.2

Source: Rosstat, authors’ es  mates.
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4. REGIONAL BUDGETS: TIGHTENING OUR BELTS
A.Deryugin

Even lower growth rates of budget expenditure off set rela  vely low revenue 
growth rates of the consolidate regional budgets which gradually becomes 
the main tool for ensuring regional and local budgets balance and so far al-
lows keeping debt level under control. Regional budgets execu  on is under 
major strain in rela  vely poor regions which face a signifi cant contrac  on of 
revenues.

According to preliminary data in intervening ten months of 2015, consoli-
dated budgets of the cons  tuents of the Russian Federa  on came to 106.4% 
against the same period of last year1 (Fig. 1). Solely seven cons  tuents of 
the Russian Federa  on have registered this indicator above the infl a  on level 
in the course of twelve months (15.6%): in Lipetsk region (116.8%), Lenin-
grad region (118.3%), Karachaevo-Cherkessk Republic (115.9%), Republic of 
Tatarstan (116.0%), Khanty-Mansiisk Autonomous district – Yugra (122.8%), 
Sakhalin region (151.2%) and Chukotka Autonomous district (136.2%). In the 
mean  me, the consolidated budgets revenues of twenty-six regions have 
failed to reach last year level. 

In September-October 2015, regional consolidated budgets revenues var-
ied respec  vely – by 8.9% (September 2015 against September 2014) and – 
5.6% (October 2015 against October 2014). On the whole as of the period-
end for H2 (since July to October 2015), revenues increment barely came to 
0.6%. Maintaining such low revenues growth un  l the end of the fi scal year 
can result in se   ng another “record” by real revenues volume. Previous re-
cord was set in 2014 – 12.2 of GDP (by average 13.8% over recent ten years).

Vola  lity of the proceeds generated 
by the corporate income tax whose 
rates in September-October cons  -
tuted 141.8% and 97.5%, respec  vely, 
explain high vola  lity of the regional 
consolidated budgets revenue (Fig.1). 
Thereby, proceeds generated by the 
corporate income tax have gone up 
following signifi cant contrac  on post-
ed in July-August to 66.6% and 82.5% 
compared to the corresponding pe-
riod of last year. Reviewing the whole 
period since the start of the year, as of 
the period-end for ten months their 
growth came to 111.7% (107.7% minus 
Sakhalin region) which is above the to-
tal revenue growth rates (Fig. 2). 

1  Hereina  er, unless otherwise specifi ed, all given data without account of regions of 
Crimean federal district.
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Vola  lity of proceeds from the cor-
porate income tax is due to the fact that 
the tax base has been hardly predicta-
ble since the turn of the year.

Such disparity is very no  ceable in 
certain regions: even year-to-date pro-
ceeds generated by this tax vary greatly 
from 24.6% in the Republic of Mordovia 
to 307.1% in the Byriat Republic. Taking 
account of the fact that the corporate 
income tax accounts for a quarter of the 
total volume of the consolidated budg-
ets revenues of the cons  tuents of the 
Russian Federa  on, its vola  lity aff ects 
total projected budget revenues which 
makes regions overcau  ous regarding 
budget planning and execu  on.

Other major regional and local budg-
ets revenues grew below the corporate 
income growth rates. Rather stable per-
sonal income tax following a slight splash 
registered in June-August when it dem-
onstrated growth rates at no less than 
105.0% has lost its momentum barely 
adding in September-October 3.9% and 
0.7%, respec  vely against last year nom-
inal values. Overall, this corresponds to 
the payroll growth slowdown (Fig. 3).

In October 2015, solely excises 
demonstrated growth rates of 114.9% 
among other main revenue sources. 
Meanwhile, corporate property tax 
(70.8%), non-tax proceeds (99.5%) and 
non-repayable transfers from other budgets (81.3%) have failed to reach the 
last year level ensuring general nega  ve dynamics of the consolidated budg-
ets revenues.

It is unlikely that outlook will dras  cally swing un  l the end of current fi s-
cal year. Regional budgets revenues growth rates will be determined by the 
current trends observed in the growth rates of corresponding tax bases which 
recently have not been demonstra  ng upward trends. Tax revenues will not 
be fully assisted by the federal budget transfers whose volume according to 
the Federal budget Law shall contract by 12.3% by yearend against last year.

Despite high level of infl a  on as well as the need to fulfi ll “May decrees” 
of the President which envisage wages and salaries growth for a wide catego-
ry of budget sphere employees, contrac  on of the revenue base both of re-
gional and local budgets and fi nancial assistance from the federal budget, un-
certainty with the es  mates of corporate income tax proceeds and reduced 
possibili  es to a  ract borrowings are pushing regions to  ghten their fi scal 
policy. For example, regional consolidated budgets expenditure growth as of 
the period-end for ten months has come to barely 102.5% and in September-
October 2015 – 94.8% and 86.8% against the same months last year.
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Current surplus of budget revenues growth over budget expenditure has 
kept at bay public debt growth. Over the period from January to September 
2015, it has gone up by 4.0% in absolute terms. However, as a rule debt grows 
in the course of December together with a dras  c increment of expenditure. 
In 2013 and 2014, debt growth over fi rst nine months did not exceed 4.1% 
and as of the yearend hiked by 28.6% and 20.2%, respec  vely.

Regional public debt pa  ern remains on hold: credit organiza  ons loans 
and budget loans cons  tute 36.7% and 37.8% of the total volume. Increase 
of the volume of budget loans granted to regions aimed at fi gh  ng crisis since 
the start of the fi scal year has somewhat phased out credit organiza  ons’ 
loans (as of early October their share fell from 42.5% to 37.6%, and a share 
of budget loans went up from 31.0% to 37.3%). This made debt service rela-
 vely cheaper. On the other hand, we can expect recovery in a share of com-

mercial loans by yearend unless the government takes a decision to allocate 
addi  onal transfers or budget loans to regions envisaged in the federal budg-
et for the current year. There will be a shortage of funds to cover December 
defi cit which will result in the recovery of commercial loans share. 

In 2014, events were evolving according to this scenario. It should be 
noted that contrac  on of the proceeds generated by the corporate income 
tax to a greater extent related to rela  vely poor regions. Taking into ac-
count the fact that redistribu  on of adjustment transfers (subsidies to level 
fi scal capacity of the RF cons  tuents) executed with the help of retrospec-
 ve indices of tax bases will lead to somewhat understatement of fi nancial 

assistance against the level they would have been calculated par  ng from 
the current tax base or current real tax revenues. In the wake of the crisis, 
this feature of the methodology of subsidies redistribu  on which serves as 
an incen  ve for economic development will trigger addi  onal deteriora  on 
in poor regions.
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5. MIGRANTS ARE LOSING INTEREST IN RUSSIA
Yu.Florinskaya, N.Mkrtchan

According to the split year data, in 2015 posi  ve migra  on balance in Russia 
will be below 2013-2014 indicators. Herewith, mobility of the Russian popula-
 on does not remain at a low level: the scale of internal migra  on captured 

by sta  s  cs will exceed four million persons. It will be higher than in the 2000s 
and will reach the 1980–1990s level. The number of foreign labor migrants 
starts to fall. This data can already be treated as a loss of interest in the Rus-
sian labor market emana  ng from a small part of labor migrants. Looking 
forward, the number of foreign ci  zens from EEU member states will remain 
high in Russia and migra  on from other CIS member states will be falling. In 
the mean  me, the procedure for foreign workers’ legaliza  on on the Russian 
labor market is ge   ng worse in 2015. 

Long-term migra  on
Captured by the Russia sta  s  cs cross-border migra  on upward trend over 

recent years (since 2011) seems to be close to terminate in 2015. If in 2011 the 
number of arrivals to Russia went up by 86%, in 2012–2014 – by 15–20% an-
nually, than in the intervening eight months of 2015, it has grown by 7.5% in 
comparison with the corresponding period of the previous year. The number of 
departures con  nues increasing but also at a slow pace than in previous years: 
by 15.9% over January–August against the same period of 2014 (Fig. 1).

At the present stage of the demographic situa  on in Russia when the re-
sults of the natural migra  on of the popula  on are balancing at virtually zero, 
cross-border migra  on prac  cally totally ensures popula  on growth at the 
level of 250–300 thousand persons annually. According to the split year data, 
it is prematurely to draw defi ni  ve conclusions regarding a decline of the 
posi  ve migra  on balance in Russia. However, its indicators are obviously be-
low 2013–2014 levels. Changes in the migra  on balance observed with major 
migra  on partners was diff erently directed in 2015 (Table. 1). 
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Fig. 1. Cross-border migra  on to Russia, 2010–2015, monthly data, persons
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Table 1 
NET CROSS BORDER MIGRATION, JANUARY AUGUST 2014 AND 2015, 

THOUSAND PERSONS
2014 2015

Cross-border migra  on, total 142.9 131.4
With CIS member states 135.4 128.8
Azerbaijan 9.1 7.1
Armenia 16.4 14.3
Belorus 4.5 2.8
Kazakhstan 24.8 20.6
Kirgizstan 10.4 4.2
Moldova 10.7 10.8
Tajikistan 11.8 4.6
Turkmenistan 1.2 1.0
Uzbekistan 26.6 -15.0
Ukraine 36.1 93.6
With far-abroad countries 6.1 2.6

Source: Rosstat, current registra  on data.

In light of the crisis in Ukraine, increase in migra  on balance with this 
country is followed by a nega  ve migra  on balance with Uzbekistan, Tajik-
istan and Kirgizstan. Whether migra  on infl ow from Ukraine will be growing 
in the months to come will depend on the situa  on in the eastern regions of 
Ukraine and whether the popula  on which le   those regions in search of asy-
lum in Russia will repatriate. In the event, there is no mass repatria  on of dis-
placed persons to Ukraine then, even without increased migra  on between 
the two countries, Russia can get signifi cant increase of arrivals as a result of 
delayed residence registra  on.

Russia preserves a small posi  ve migra  on balance with far-abroad coun-
tries, but it is ensured by post-Soviet countries falling in this category: Geor-
gia and the Bal  c states. Russia has a nega  ve migra  on balance with many 
other far-abroad countries. It is explained by the fact that Russian sta  s  cs 
underes  mates the ou  low of the popula  on to far-abroad countries1.

In 2015, the number of captured by sta  s  cs internal migra  ons within 
Russia con  nued growing: by 86.5 thousand persons or by 3.5% compared to 
January–August 2014. In the current year, the number of internal migra  ons 
captured by sta  s  cs will again exceed four million persons, in other words 
will be twice as high as in the 2000s and will reach the 1980–1990s levels.

Popula  on con  nues concentra  ng in Moscow, Moscow region, Krasnod-
arsky Krai, Tyumen region and Crimean Federal district. Nega  ve migra  on 
balance con  nues from the North and the East of the country as well as from 
North Caucasus. There are a few regions in Central Russia and Volga losing 
popula  on as a result of migra  on. Despite posi  ve migra  on balance, in 
January–August 2015, fi  y regions of the country register nega  ve migra  on 
balance.

Temporary migra  on of foreign ci  zens
The number of foreign ci  zens temporary arriving to Russia is falling: by 

the end of June 2015, there were 11.1 million foreigners in the country, as of 

1  See: Denisenko М. Emigra  on from Russia to far-abroad countries. Demoscope 
Weekly, 2012, №513–514 h  p://demoscope.ru/weekly/2012/0513/demoscope513.pdf
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end-August – 10.7 million, as of end-September – 10.6 million. On the one 
hand, this fact corresponds to a general trend of reduc  on of the number 
of foreigners in the autumn (against spring-summer growth), on the other 
hand, this year diff ers from the previous years not only by a weak expression 
of seasonal trend indicator but by a reduc  on of its absolute values (number 
of foreign ci  zens as of the end of September went down by 10% below 2014 
data and by 6% below 2013 indicator). 

Presumably, this data one can already treat as the loss of interest to the 
Russian Labor market by a small part of labor migrants (some failed to come 
in spring-summer for seasonal work and others departed not wai  ng for pos-
i  ve swings in the economy).

CIS member states s  ll remain major contributors of migrants to the Rus-
sian Federa  on (fi rst of all, labor migrants). They represent 83% of the total 
number of foreign ci  zens or 8.8 million persons (Table 2). However, trends 
vary within this group of countries: since the beginning of the year, the num-
ber of foreign ci  zens from EEU member states has grown (this refers to Ka-
zakhstan, Belorus and Armenia; number of ci  zens from Kirgizstan began 
growing solely since August following this country’s accession to EEU and 
has not exceeded indicators as of the turn of the year). Number of ci  zens 
from all other countries year-on-year went down; Ukraine stays separately: 
the number of its ci  zens s  ll is rather high and it was increasing un  l August 
and then somewhat declined, possibly, due both to a lull in hos  li  es and to 
a cancella  on of privileged regime of stay for Ukrainian ci  zens in Russia1. 

Iden  fi ed trends have been proven true against the situa  on in pre-crisis 
year of 2013. The number of ci  zens from EEU member states has increased 
(except Kirgizstan which acceded EEU less than three months ago); signifi -

1  On 1 August 2015, it was announced that preferen  al stay in Russia would be called 
for the ci  zens of Ukraine. However, in prac  ce ci  zens of Ukraine had three months without 
leaving the Russian territory to process legal status and permits for residence. The last date for 
Ukrainians to prolong their temporary residence permits terminated on the 31st November 
2015 (from then on, Ukrainians who have no work permits were subject to general procedure 
of stay for not more than 90 days within 180 days). Those who fail to prolong their status be-
fore 30 November will violate migra  on regime with a threat of subsequently being “blacklist-
ed” for entry to Russia. Excep  on relates solely to displaced persons arriving from the south-
eastern regions of Ukraine (city of Donetsk, Donetsk region, city of Lugansk, Lugansk region). 
Only for them privileges are kept.

Table 2 
ARRIVALS OF FOREIGN CITIZENS FROM CIS MEMBER STATES TO RF AS OF DATE, PERSONS

13.11.13 20.01.15 07.06.15 02.07.15 31.08.15 05.11.15 2015 / 2013, %
Azerbaijan 621 221 579493 548048 555462 540164 532321 86
Armenia 480 640 480017 525602 532299 526298 504971 105
Belorus 382 736 517828 553633 568049 609254 634861 166
Kazakhstan 609 737 597559 668160 694455 696050 685841 112
Kirgizstan 562 357 544956 508213 519801 513083 526502 94
Moldova 563 580 561033 545516 547933 528452 517692 92
Tajikistan 1145713 999169 998910 1000723 978159 933155 81
Uzbekistan 2519354 2215780 2149897 2156651 2088350 1943384 77
Ukraine 1616 613 2417575 2579891 2631228 2585584 2566377 159
CIS, total 8501951 8913410 9077870 9206601 9065394 8845104 104
CIS less Ukraine 6885338 6495835 6497979 6575373 6479810 6278727 91

Source: FMS of Russia, TsBDUIG.
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cantly increased the number of the Ukrainian ci  zens, mainly, at the expense 
of arrivals from Southeast regions from the zone of hos  li  es; the number 
of ci  zens from all other countries have fallen. A signifi cant reduc  on in the 
number of ci  zens was observed from such countries as Uzbekistan ((by 23%) 
and Tajikistan (by 19%) which have been major sources of labor migra  on to 
Russia. On the whole, the number of CIS ci  zens less Ukraine fell in Novem-
ber 2015 by 9% compared to early November 2013 and taking account of 
Ukrainian ci  zen has grown by 4%.

One may expect that the number of ci  zens from EEU member states ar-
riving to Russia will remain high in the years to come (possibly, from Kirgizstan 
it will grow a li  le) and from other countries it will fall. The number of Ukrain-
ian ci  zens will start decreasing (unless there is an escala  on of hos  li  es).

If the number of temporary migrants from CIS member states on the 
whole has barely fell, than the number of foreigners from developed coun-
tries: EU, USA and Canada, etc., in other words, from countries which sent 
both tourists (about 60%) and highly qualifi ed specialists, investors and busi-
nessmen, etc. has fallen substan  ally. As of early autumn, the number of for-
eigners from such countries compared to 2013 has shrunk by half and from 
the United States, Finland, Great Britain and Spain – by 60%. The number of 
tourists, private visitors, and commercial, business, study and labor arrivals is 
falling. This reduc  on has been steady for over a year and commenced since 
summer 2014.

One of major 2015 issues is deteriora  on with legaliza  on of foreign work-
ers on Russian labor market. There is an obvious trend when signifi cant num-
ber of foreign labor migrants work in the shadow economy. This fact does not 
contribute to “healthy” compe   on between foreign and Russian workers. 
Over nine months of 2015, total number of issued work patents and permits 
has fallen by 44% compared to the same period 2014 (Table 3). 

Table 3 
NUMBER OF WORK PATENTS AND WORK PERMITS FOR MIGRANTS IN RUSSIA, 

JANUARY SEPTEMBER, PERSONS
9 mo 2015 9 mo 2014 2015/2014, %

Work permits for foreigners * 172 335 965 856 18
Work permits for qualifi ed* and highly 
qualifi ed specialists 46 376 121 516 38

Patents** 1 479 673 1 943 810 76
Total 1 698 384 3 031 182 56

* Since 1 January 2015 issued solely to visa-required foreign ci  zens.
** Since 1 January 2015 issued to visa-free foreign ci  zens employed by individuals and legal en   es.
Source: FMSD of Russia, 1-RD form.

Apparently, radical changes introduced into the migra  on legisla  on in 
2015 (replacing quotas for work for CIS ci  zens with work patents) have not 
produced projected results or, at least, were un  mely in the wake of the eco-
nomic crisis.  
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