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SUMMARY
The aim of this research project (NIR, by its initials in
Russian) was to assess the prospects for development of a system
of non-state (supplementary) pension provision in Russia.
The geographic area of research: 45 regions of the Russian
Federation which represent the key Russian economic zones
selected on the basis of a nationally representative social survey
designed by the Implementing Agency in order to carry out this
research (the database on Russia’s economically productive
population and senior executives of medium-size enterprises
(hereinafter – SMEs) with operations in Russia and 1000+
employees was used to generate a target group).
Target groups:
-

Russia’s economically productive population;

-

Senior executives of SMEs.

This research sought to assess the prospects for
development of a system of non-state (supplementary) pension
provision in Russia.
The key objectives of research:
- To determine attitudes toward possible increase in
retirement age and state pension;
- To identify incentives for and barriers to accumulation of
supplementary pension funds;
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- To assess the level of public awareness about the
opportunities of accumulation of supplementary pension funds; as
well as to assess perceived advantages and disadvantages of
participating in a program of non-state pension provision over
other mechanisms to accumulate pension funds;
- To assess the level of employers’ awareness of corporate
programs of non-state pension provision;
- To determine to what extent citizens/employers find
corporate programs of non-state pension provision appealing;
- To identify incentives for and barriers to implemention of
corporate pension programs.
In the first stage of the research we:
-

Designed a methodology which describes formal

procedures, data collection, data processing and data analysis
methods including the algorithm for preparing and conducting
representative survey, detailed instructions for interviewers
containing the algorithm for selecting respondents and conducting
interviews and was agreed upon by the Customer for carrying out
a complex study;
-

Developed a questionnaire which was agreed upon

with the Customer for conducting a social survey among Russia’s
productive population;
-

Developed a questionnaire which was agreed upon

with the Customer for conducting expert interviews with senior
executives of SMEs;
5

-

Developed a questionnaire which was agreed upon

with the Customer for conducting a social survey among senior
executives of SMEs;
-

Printed

questionnaires

and

other

documents

necessary to conduct surveys in the regions in the required
quantity.
In the second stage of the research we:
-

Conducted 20 face-to face or telephone expert

interviews with senior executives of SMEs (with decision makers
only – top managers, their deputies, and heads of departments), as
well as created interview transcripts and processed the results;
-

Conducted a mass telephone survey based on the

nationally representative sample and focused on Russia’s
economically productive population (a stratified random sample,
45 regions, 1700 people, telephone interview), uploaded and
processed data;
-

Conducted email or telephone surveys on the

prospects for development of a system of non-state (additional)
pension provision in Russia among senior executives of SMEs
using Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (hereinafter –
CATI) system (a purposive sample, 45 regions, 697 respondents),
uploaded and processed data;
-

Processed data collected during surveys using

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program and
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upon data processing completion described its findings in this
report.
Qualitative and quantitative characteristics of the research
project (NIR):
1.

The number of conducted face-to-face or telephone

expert interviews with senior executives of SMEs (with decision
makers only - top managers, their deputies, and heads of
departments) amounts to 20.
2.

The number of respondents who participated in a

mass telephone survey conducted by the means of CATI system in
45 Russian regions and based on the nationally representative
sample focused on Russia’s economically productive population
amounts to 1700.
3.

The number of senior executives of SMEs who

participated in email or telephone surveys on the prospects for
development of a system of non-state (additional) pension
provision in Russia conducted in 45 Russian regions (purposive
sample, email or telephone surveys conducted by the means of
CATI system) amounts to 500.
This report contains 180 pages, 25 tables, 67 figures, 4 parts, 3
appendices.
KEY WORDS: PENSION, PENSION PROVISION, NONSTATE

PENSION

FUND,

SCHEMES, PENSION AGE
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INTRODUCTION
The social significance of pension provision lies in its huge
role for the political and economic spheres and the financial
system of the state. Development of a pension system depends on
a number of factors and conditions, as well as on the state of
remuneration and tax systems, labor and financial markets, and
demographic situation. As Russia’s market economy consolidated
and the market relations developed, which resulted in improved
positioning of different commercial and non-profit financial
organizations and institutions, the socio-economic situation
changed. It became possible and even necessary to improve social
responsibility and to secure social gurantees. Therefore, pension
provision as one of the most significant social guarantees serves as
an indicator of sustainable development inasmuch as it impacts
financial wellbeing of one-third of Russia’s population and, by
extension, that of the whole country.
One of the effective and recognized mechanisms ensuring
the improvement in pensioners’ living standards is the
development of non-state forms of pension provision which foster
corporate, regional or citizen participation (apart from state
participation) in the process of enhancing seniors’ quality of life.
As such, they contribute to development of effective social
protection of pensioners.
The social significance of non-state pension funds is
9

proved by their more than 15 years’ history of resilience in the
face of changing socio-economic conditions. Which explains their
right to participate in compulsory pension insurance system.
Moreover, due to non-state pension funds citizens become more
involved in voluntary pension insurance system, which inevitably
influences pensioners’ quality of life.
Nowadays, what holds back pension system development
in Russia is not only the country’s political or economic situation
but also relatively small share of non-state pensions of the total
amount of pension savings, as well as theoretical and legal
lacunae. Therefore, the main factors that determine development
and effective functioning of non-state pension funds are as
follows: the funds’ direct involvement in compulsory pension
insurance system (which is being done), improved government
support and better regulation in this sphere, and the funds’
enhanced competitiveness on the financial services market.
In the developed countries the state pension is not the main
source of retirement income. A significant part of it constitute
individual private savings, as well as resources accumulated in
non-state pension funds. Unfortunately, in Russia there has been a
lack of retirement planning models other than traditional state
pension.
The greatest barriers to development of a system of nonstate pension provision are as follows: citizens have insufficient
wages to make pensions savings; there aren’t favorable conditions
10

for citizen participation in non-state pension funds; there aren’t
propitious traditions to prepare adequately for retirement; citizens
lack confidence in financial institutions and the state’s ability to
protect retirement savings; etc.
Fostering non-state pension funds development is a key
part of pension reform. Today, there are about 11 million people
enrolled in compulsory pension schemes who opt to transfer part
of their pension to non-state pension funds1. Besides, there are 7
million people who make voluntary contributions to pension funds
jointly with their employers. The volume of retirement savings in
Russia reaches 2 billion rubles, which amounts to 3,5 percent of
GDP. This figure pales in comparison with other countries where
retirement savings, on average, total 75 percent of GDP. This
figure for the United States, Great Britain and Australia is even
higher. That said, Russia has a huge potential for non-state
pension funds growth and development.
Some official data provide an insight into non-state
pension provision development in the Russian Federation. First of
all, this refers to the number of people enrolled in non-state
pension funds and managing companies, as well as to the amount
2

of pension savings transferred to such organizations . According
to these data, between 2014 and 2016, 28,9 million people
transferred 1 527,8 billion rubles (53048,6 rubles per a person) to
1
2

http://www.pensiamarket.ru/AllNews.aspx?id=1287 accessed Dec.12, 2016
http://www.pfrf.ru/opendata/ accessed Sept. 29, 2015
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the aforementioned organizations.
Today, the activities of non-state pension funds are
regulated by a number of legal acts and laws adopted at different
levels of government. The Federal Law No. 75 “On non-state
pension funds” issued on May 7, 1998 governs relations arising
from registration of non-state pension funds, as well as activities
and liquidation procedures of the latter. The aforementioned law
forms part of pension provision-related bills. Therefore, non-state
pension funds are regulated by the compulsory pension insurance
legislation.
Russia’s compulsory pension insurance legislation consists
of:
•

The Constitution of the Russian Federation;

•

The

Federal

Law

«On

compulsory

«On

the

pension

insurance in the Russian Federation»;
•

The

Federal

law

foundations

of

compulsory social insurance»;
•

The Federal Law «On mandatory contributions to

the Pension Fund of the Russian Federation, the Social Insurance
Fund of the Russian Federation, the federal and local Compulsory
Medical Insurance Funds of the Russian Federation»;
•

The Federal Law «On workplace pensions in the

Russian Federation»;
•

The Federal Law «On individual (personalized)

participation in compulsory pension insurance system»;
12

•

other federal laws and legal acts adopted in

accordance with these laws.
In cases where the international agreements of the Russian
Federation stipulate rules other than those set by the legislation of
interest, the former are applied.
The Federal Law No. 167 “On compulsory pension
insurance in the Russian Federation” issued on December 15,
2001 governs the principles of pension insurance on the territory
of the Russian Federation, as well as relations in compulsory
pension insurance system and the legal status of the agents of
compulsory pension insurance.
The pension system of the Russian Federation comprises
state pension provision, compulsory pension insurance and
voluntary (supplementary) pension provision (insurance). Before
January 1, 2014 it comprised professional pension insurance as
well (see the Government Decree No. 463 issued on May 20, 1998
approving the Federal program of pension reform which
determined key principles and prospects for development of a new
pension scheme).
All this stresses the importance of assessing citizens’
perceptions of a system of non-state pension provision in Russia.
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1. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY DESCRIPTION

1.1 Social survey among the economically productive
population
Purpose of the survey: to determine citizens’ perceptions of
non-state pension provision system in Russia and the prospects for
its development.
Key objectives:
- to determine citizens’ perceptions of a possible rise in
retirement age and state pension;
- to analyze incentives for and barriers to accumulation of
supplementary retirement funds;
- to identify the level of citizens’ awareness of possible
opportunities to accumulate additional retirement savings;
- to determine perceived advantages and disadvantages of
participating in a program of non-state pension provision
compared to other retirement planning models;
- to evaluate the attractiveness of corporate programs of
non-state pension provision for citizens;
- to measure citizens’ readiness to participate in non-state
pension provision system and the extent of such participation;
- to identify factors and conditions determining citizens’
perceptions of non-state pension funds and non-state pension
14

provision system.
Data collection methods:
-

Computer

assisted

telephone

interviews

with

representatives of the target group generated on the basis of allRussia telephone subscriber base.
Research instruments: standardized formalized telephone
survey questionnaire with a script of a conversation with
respondents.
Target group: economically productive population of the
Russian Federation.
Survey sample: proportional stratified all-Russia sample,
representative of the economically productive population of the
Russian Federation. Sample size – 1700 people representing the
key

social-demographic

and

professional

groups

of

the

economically productive population.
Geographic area of research: Russian Federation, 45
regions, representing 8 federal districts:
CENTRAL FEDERAL DISTRICT: Belgorod region;
Bryansk region; Voronezh region; Ivanovo region; Kaluga region;
Kursk region; Lipetsk region; Moscow region; Smolensk region;
Tver region; the city of Moscow.
NORTH WESTERN FEDERAL DISTRICT: Arkhangelsk
region; Vologda region; Republic of Karelia; Leningrad region;
Novgorod region; the city of Saint-Petersburg.
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SOUTH FEDERAL DISTRICT: Republic of Adygeya;
Volgograd region; Kransnodar region; Rostov region; Stavropol
territory.
NORTH CAUCASUS FEDERAL DISTRICT: Stavropol
territory.
VOLGA

FEDERAL

DISTRICT:

Republic

of

Bashkortostan; Nizhny Novgorod region; Perm region; Samara
region; Saratov region; Penza region; Republic of Tatarstan.
URAL FEDERAL DISTRICT: Kurgan region; Sverdlovsk
region;

Tyumen

region;

Khanty-Mansi

autonomous

area;

Chelyabinsk region.
SIBERIAN FEDERAL DISTRICT: Tomsk region; Altai
territory; Trans-Baikal territory; Irkutsk region; Kemerovo region;
Krasnoyarsk territory; Novosibirsk region; Omsk region.
FAR EASTERN FEDERAL DISTRICT: Amur region;
Primorye territory.
Key steps of the research:
- addressing organizational issues;
- research design development;
- research instruments development;
- data collection and quality assurance;
- data processing;
- analysis of the results of the research and preparation of
the final report;
- presentation of the results of the research.
16

Field research period: November 1-15, 2016
Quality assurance: thorough training of call center
managers; constant presence of a supervisor in the call center;
automatic control through CATI during compliance tests;
detection of incomplete or incorrect questionnaires.
Table 1.1 describes social profile of the respondents.
Table 1.1 – Social profile of survey respondents:
Social characteristics of the respondents (% of all respondents, N
– 1700 people):
Gender:
Male
49,4
Female
50,6
Age:
18 to 30 years
32,7
31 to 40 years
32,3
41 to 50 years
21,1
51 to 60 years
13,9
Education level: University degree
48,9
Professional degree
36,5
Secondary school
14,6
Professional or
CEO, deputy CEO
8,7
employement
Specialist/manager/technical officer
30,4
status:
Worker
28,4
Public employee/soldier
5,1
Self-employed, a business owner
6,9
A student
3,5
A homemaker
4,5
Temporarily
out
of 7,1
work/unemployed
Other
5,4
Monthly income Less than 5000
3
per person
5000 to 10000
13
(rubles):
11000 to 15000
24
17

Social characteristics of the respondents (% of all respondents, N
– 1700 people):
Monthly income 16000 to 20000
20
per
person 21000 to 30000
16
(rubles):
31000 to 40000
10
41000 to 50000
8
More than 51000
6
Federal districts: Central
27
North Western
9
South
10
North Caucasus
7
Volga
21
Ural
8
Siberian
13
Far Eastern
5

1.2 Social survey among senior executives of SMEs
Purpose of the survey: to determine senior executives’
perceptions of non-state pension provision system in Russia and
the prospects for its development.
Key objectives:
- to determine senior executives’ perceptions of a possible
rise in retirement age and pension;
- to assess senior executives’ willingness to employ or
retain older workers;
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- to evaluate senior executives’ awareness of corporate
schemes of non-state pension provision;
- to analyze incentives for and barriers to adoption of
corporate pension schemes;
- to assess perceived advantages and disadvantages of
employers’ participation in non-state pension provision program;
- to determine the extent to which corporate schemes of
non-state pension provision are regarded as appealing by senior
executives of SMEs;
- to measure senior executives’ readiness to participate in
non-state pension provision system and the extent of such
participation;
- to identify factors and consitions determining senior
executives’ perceptions of non-state pension funds and non-state
pension provision system.
Data collection methods:
- email and telephone surveys conducted by the means of
CATI system; creation of a phone number database on senior
executives of SMEs representing different sectors of the economy
and with operations in different Russian regions.
Quality assurance: thorough training of call center
managers; constant presence of a supervisor in the call center;
automatic control through CATI during compliance tests;
detection of incomplete or incorrect questionnaires.
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Research instruments: standardized formalized telephone
survey questionnaire with a script of a conversation with
respondents.
Target group: senior executives of SMEs representing
different sectors of the economy and with operations in different
Russian regions.
Survey sample: targeted sample for 45 regions of the
Russian Federation, sample size – 500 senior executives of SMEs
representing different sectors of regional economy (potential list);
697 senior executives of SMEs (factual list).
Field research period: October 28 to November 15, 2016.
Table 1.2 describes the respondents by their location.
Table 1.2 – Description of respondents by their location in federal
districts and regions of the Russian Federation (in total, 697 senior
executives of SMEs participated in the survey in 45 regions of the
Russian Federation)
Federal district
Federal subject
Number of respondents
Belgorod region
18
Bryansk region
19
Voronezh region
11
Ivanovo region
13
Kaluga region
18
CENTRAL
FEDERAL
Kursk region
17
DISTRICT
Lipetsk region
11
Moscow region
13
Smolensk region
19
Tver region
20
City of Moscow
12
Total in the region
171
20

Federal district
NORTH
WESTERN
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

SOUTH
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

NORTH
CAUCASUS
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

VOLGA
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

URAL
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

Federal subject
Number of respondents
Arkhangelsk region
30
Vologda region
27
Republic of Karelia
13
Leningrad region
19
Novgorod region
12
City of SaintPetersburg
7
Total in the region
108
Republic of
Adygeya
11
Volgograd region
4
Krasnodar region
10
Rostov region
5
Total in the region
30

Stavropol territory
Total in the region
Republic of
Bashkortostan
Nizhny Novgorod
region
Perm region
Samara region
Saratov region
Penza region
Republic of
Tatarstan
Total in the region
Kurgan region
Sverdlovsk region
Tyumen region
Chelyabinsk region
21

19
19
19
20
24
3
10
13
26
115
14
20
42
24

Federal district

SIBERIAN
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

FAR EASTERN
FEDERAL
DISTRICT

Federal subject
Number of respondents
Khanty-Mansi
autonomous area
22
Total in the region
122
Tomsk region
17
Altai territory
14
Trans-Baikal
territory
4
Irkutsk region
6
Kemerovo region
13
Krasnoyarsk
territory
11
Novosibirsk region
10
Omsk region
10
Total in the region
85
Amur region
17
Primorye territory
10
Khabarovsk territory
20
Total in the region
47
Total in Russia
697

1.3 Expert inteviews with Executives of midsize
companies
Purpose of the survey: to identify senior executives’
stimuli and barriers for implementation of corporate pension
schemes.
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Key objectives:
- to measure the level of senior executives’ awareness of
possibilities to implement corporate pension schemes and of the
amount of money needed to be allocated for their implementation;
- to determine senior executives’ perceptions of advantages
and disadvantages of corporate pension schemes, of the demand
for the latter and the prospects for their development;
- to analyze senior executives’ opinion of employers’
stimuli and barriers for implementation of corporate pension
schemes;
- to analyze senior executives’ opinion of Russia’s pension
system modernization and of corporate pension plans.
Data collection methods:
- expert interviews based on questionnaires agreed upon
with the Customer.
Target group: senior executives of SMEs included in
RosBusinessConsulting 500 list of Russia’s largest companies.
Number of conducted interviews (face-to-face or by phone)
– 20 expert interviews with senior executives of SMEs (decision
makers only: top managers, their deputies and heads of
departments) (see Table 1.3).
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Table 1.3 – List of respondents
№

Company

Agrocom
1 Group
Russian
2 Post
Sogaz
3 Zhizn
Non-state
pension
4 fund Sber
Non-state
pension
fund
5 Gazfond

Sector of the
economy
Agriculture
and Horeca

7 VSK

Sergey A.
Sapotnitsky

Finances

Tatiana V.
Ryabova
Alexander
Fedonkin

Finances

Oleg V.
Moshlyak

Postal service

Position
CEO
Deputy CEO
for Internal
communicati
ons and HR
Director for
development
Director of
Corporate
sales
department

Elena G.
Councelor to
Ponomareva CEO
Managing
director of
Vladimir A. Government
Gusakov
relations
Head of
division,
Department
of
Rostislav A. Government
Kokarev
relations
Vasilii A.
Head of HR
Agafonov
department

Finances

6

Moscow
Stock
Exchange

Name

Finances
Finances
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№

Company

8 Unicredit

9 Uralsib

Sector of the
economy

Name

Konstantin
Y. Saakov

Finances

Nina
Tikhonova
Oleg O.
Pilipets

Finances

10 Transneft

Oil and gas

11 Sibur

Tatiana Y.
Petrochemicals Kazakova

13 Alros

Irina Y.
Petrochemicals Raber
Mining and
steel
Svetlana V.
engineering
Linnik

Zheldor
14 trans

Transportation

Vyacheslav
V. Bataev

Russian
15 Railways

Transportation

Boris A.
Aksenov

12 Akron

25

Position
Head of HR
Business
Partner
department
Head of
Department
of compensations and
benefits
Director of
Department
Head of
Division of
corporate
culture and
social
relations
Director for
HR and
special
projects
Senior
accountant
Councelor to
CEO
First deputy
director of
Department
of planning
of material
and technical

№

Company

Sector of the
economy

Name

Position
resourses

17 Rolf

Transportation
Automotive
industry

Sergey V.
Ivanov
Svetlana A.
Sorokina

18 GSK Don

Construction

Irina A.
Elfimova

Ginza
19 Project

Catering

20 MTS

Telecommunic
ations

16 Aeroflot

26

Deputy
director of
HR
department
Senior
accountant

HR director
Director of
Anna V.
Training
Filatkina
center
Head of
Department
of compensations,
benefits and
Maria N.
adminiGolyandrina stration

2. ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS OF EXPERT
INTERVIEWS WITH SENIOR EXECUTIVES OF SMEs

As part of the study we conducted 20 expert interviews
(face-to-face or by phone) with senior executives of SMEs. The
target group was limited to decision makers only: top managers,
their deputies and heads of departments. We selected senior
executives from SMEs which represent different sectors of the
economy, in particular:
−

finances (7 respondents);

−

agriculture and horeca (1 respondent);

−

postal service (1 respondent);

−

oil and gas (1 respondent);

−

petrochemicals (2 respondents);

−

mining and steel engineering (1 respondent)

−

transportation (3 respondents);

−

automotive industry (1 respondent);

−

construction (1 respondent);

−

catering (1 respondent);

−

telecommunications (1 respondent).

See a list of questions comprising expert interviews in
Appendix A.
The vast majority of the respondents (16 people) stressed
that implementation of corporate pension schemes enabling
27

employees to get an additional income from non-state pension is a
quite interesting and appealing idea in our times. Nevertheless,
some respondents pointed out that there is still no clear vision of
corporate pension schemes and progress in their implementation,
and that their further modification depending on current conditions
and possibilities is required. According to the respondents, such
schemes can mostly be of interest to big companies and those
enterprises that do implement them raise their social status. Some
respondents also claimed that corporate pension schemes are “a
good idea” and that they can be equally usefull for both employers
and employees.
Nearly half of the respondents (8 people) reported that the
companies they worked for had already implemented such
schemes, while the other 5 people said that the issue of corporate
pension schemes implementation was being discussed in their
companies at that time. For instance, Russian Post, Russia’s stateowned postal service, enrolled about 60 percent of its long term
employees (with an employee tenure of more than 5 years and
older than 35 years of age) into non-state pension schemes.
Some respondents voiced their skepticism about non-state
pension funds saying that these financial institutions are not “the
most

promising

ones

in

terms

of

retirement

savings

accumulation”. Others reported to be unconvinced of the need for
the company which is not eager to attract or retain employees to
implement corporate pension schemes. Also, a number of the
28

respondents explained that a median age of the workforce at their
companies was of 35 and younger and the employees did not show
any interest in corporate pension schemes, which made their
implementation pointless.
Two respondents noted that at their companies there were
corporate pension schemes at place some time ago but then they
were annulled because of high costs. Also, the respondents
claimed that the adoption of corporate pension schemes can be
beneficial as soon as this mechanism becomes transparent,
convenient and accepted among the workforce, i.e. as soon as the
workforce starts to realize its significance.
The majority of the respondents failed to give a clear
response to the question on the amount of money as a percentage
of payroll their companies were willing to allocate to corporate
pension schemes. Only 4 respondents specified that their
companies could allocate 5 to 10 percent of payroll to corporate
pension schemes. Some respondents underscored that this issue
should be discussed internally in the organization, including with
employees, while others noted that it is the board of directors’
competence to discuss it. According to the respondents, it is
reasonable to establish the appropriate amount of wages to be
allocated to corporate pension schemes in such a manner that the
employees’ future pension could help improve their financial wellbeing, i.e. could constitute a state pension increment. Besides,
while deciding this issue it is necessary to take into account such
29

factors as the company’s financial position, general economic
conditions and the amount of money the company already
allocates to other benefits stipulated in collective agreements.
All the respondents reported to be unconvinced of pension
financing methods alternative to pensions contributions from an
employer and an employee, as well as pensions tax relief.
As regards beneficiaries of corporate pension plans, the
respondents were divided on this issue. An insignificant share of
the respondents (3 people) claimed that corporate pension plans
should be open primarily to top managers, unique experts and
employees who making tangible contributions to the company’s
business success. Meanwhile, the majority of the respondents (14
people) said that the openness of employer-sponsored plans should
not be limited and that every long term employee should be able to
enroll into such plan. That is, ordinary employees have to be
elegible for enrolling in corporate pension plans, because
“pension, as taxes, is an issue that concerns everyone. One cannot
avoid future retirement, which means that corporate pension plans
should be open to ordinary employees and any employee should
have the opportunity to save for retirement.”
According to the respondents, employee tenure and
progress should be the key criteria for enrollment into corporate
pension schemes. The senior executives of SMEs with corporate
pension schemes in place stressed that enrollment into such
programs should be viewed as a benefit for long term employees.
30

Speaking of the enrollment age, the majority of the respondents
were unanimous that younger employees are largely not interested
in corporate pension plans even though they would benefit from
such plans more than their older peers. Also, the senior executives
noted that the employees with above-average wages should be
among the most interested to get enrolled into corporate pension
plans to be able to have additional income from non-state pension
and to protect financial well-being in retirement. An employee can
make pension contributions on his/her own but corporate pension
schemes provide an additional income, which would be beneficial
to any worker.
The respondents divided whether employees’ social
protection package should comprise corporate pension. Half of the
respondents said that it should. The senior executives of SMEs
with corporate pension plans in place reported that these plans are
quite popular among employees, particularly among those who are
close to retirement age (5-10 years before retirement). As for
younger employees, they do not consider corporate pension plans
to be important. The respondents also said that it is up to an
employee to decide whether or not to enroll into corporate pension
plan. An employer just has to inform an employee of the
advantages of being enrolled into corporate pension plan. The
respondents reported they are in favor of letting an employee to
exit corporate pension plan if he/she pays contributions to pension
fund on his/her own but they are against of providing such
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opportunity to an employer if contributions are paid by him/her.
Besides, the respondents noted that corporate pension plan is a key
part of collective agreement between the company’s management
and a trade union. The social protection package comprising
corporate pension can prevent employees from incurring
additional social costs.
The respondents saying that employees’ social protection
package should not comprise corporate pension justified their
opinion by referring to Russia’s unstable economic situation,
discussions about the possible rise in retirement age and
employees’ low confidence in pension schemes. Also, they
referred to employees’ fears to lose their savings.
Among the most popular benefits forming part of
organization’s social protection package the respondents primarily
highlighted medical insurance for certain employee categories (10
respondents). They also emphasized life insurance (e.g. for
postmen of Russian Post), corporate credits, material aid, free
medical treatment, child allowance, food subsidies, etc. According
to the respondents, less significant benefits are as follows: gifts
(e.g. New Year gifts), gym or fitness benefits.
In response to the question about benefits cutbacks in case
of a budget reduction the respondents stressed that, as a rule, all
benefits and guarantees are stipulated in collective agreements.
Therefore, it would be problematic to cut benefits and negotiations
with trade unions would be required to settle the issue. That said,
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cutting benefits aiming to retain employees would be viewed as an
extreme measure. If that is the case, organizations with corporate
pension schemes in place might consider introducing partial
funding of corporate pension. According to the respondents,
medical insurance should be ranked the lowest on a list of to-besacrificed benefits, while other benefits cuts should be carried out
depending on the scale of a budget reduction.
As regards the question: “Is your organization ready to
implement corporate pension schemes with fixed contributions, as
well as to engage employees to contribute to an employersponsored retirement plan?”, some respondents replied that it
depends on introduction of clear and transparent rules for both an
employer and an employee and stabilization of Russia’s economic
situation. Overall, the respondents noted that that issue was under
discussion. A number of the senior executives of SMEs with
corporate pension schemes in place highlighted that their
companies had been successful in financing corporate pensions
but still considered introducing co-financing models in the future.
According to the respondents, the state’s position on the issue is
important because corporate pension plans supplement but do not
replace public pension programs.
The senior executives of SMEs with corporate pension
schemes in place reported that notwithstanding their design these
schemes are quite popular. Overall, the respondents said that the
companies they worked for were more than likely to make a
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transition to pension co-financing but it depended on the
company’s budget and strategy. “It is important to engage
employees to contribute to an employer-sponsored retirement
plan, this is the most effective strategy.” The respondents noted
that such employee engagement could translate into the payment
of fixed and manadatory contributions calculated as a percentage
of employees’ wages.
However, some senior executives of SMEs said that the
majority of firms is not interested in the adoption of corporate
pension schemes and that employees should plan their retirement
on their own, which is why nobody had been assigned to deal with
the issue in their companies.
According to the respondents, Russia’s unstable economy
and the lack of reliability of state pensions hinder rapid
implementation of corporate pension schemes the most. Besides,
constant changes to pension legislation further undermine this
process. As for employees, they feel uncertain about the safety of
their pension contributions and, therefore, abstain from enrolling
into corporate pension schemes and from financing corporate
pension even partially. The respondents said that a pension
insurance could help solve this problem. The respondents also
stressed that more state involvement, particularly in ensuring rule
abidance, and a slowdown of pension reforms are needed. The
established rules should be in force for at least a few decades. One
respondent noted: “A tripartite involvement in pension financing
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and pension system development is required. The state should
necessarily constitute one of the three involved parties. If all three
parties (i.e. employees and trade unions, employers and the state)
are involved, it will be possible to design a good pension system
and to ensure citizens’ financial well-being in retirement.”
The vast majority of the respondents reported that tax relief
on pension contributions could provide strong incentives for
employers to implement corporate pension schemes. They dubbed
this instrument as a potentially appealing to employers. However,
the respondents also said that a fiscal reform would not by any
means trigger an immediate adoption of corporate pension
schemes. A more complex pension program is needed so that an
employee could understand its significance and feel committed.
While acknowledging that corporate pension programs
constitute effective human resources management instruments, the
vast majority of respondents said that these programs primarily
contribute to employee engagement and serve as a mechanism of
retaining quality workers who make tangible contributions to the
company’s development and business success. It concerns
primarily those employees who realize the importance of
corporate pension schemes in terms of revenue accumulation.
According to the respondents, the adoption of corporate pension
schemes is required in firms with a high quit rate and where there
is a need for long-term employee retention. Nevertheless, the
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adopted corporate pension schemes cannot be the only instrument
of human resourse management.
The respondents drew attention to the fact that in the
context of economic slowdown, when workers fear losing their
jobs, the instrument of pension adoption does not work well for
employers. Besides, Russia has a few monocities where it seems
pointless to adopt corporate pension programs in an effort to retain
employees. Anyway, the effectiveness of corporate pension
programs as a human resources management instrument depends
on their design, as well as on employee awareness of these
programs’ advantages.
Overall, the respondents reported that the adoption of
corporate pension schemes does contribute to employee loyalty,
lower quit rate, employee retention and engagement. It enables
firms to retain and eventually retire quality workers.
While assesing the prospects for corporate pension
programs

development

and

proliferation

in

Russia,

the

respondents said that it depends primarily on the country’s
economic stability and the level of public confidence in pension
programs. Since these programs are mainly employer-sponsored,
the respondents said, their adoption is largely due to a company’s
financial performance. In the context of economic stability, which
is absent in Russia, it would be much easier for a company to plan
pension contributions. Not surprisingly, firms operating in Russia
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have faced problems with designing and implementing corporate
pension schemes.
According to the respondents, to foster development of
corporate pension schemes co-funded by workers it’s necessary to
grant the latter pensions tax relief. Besides, it’s important to raise
awareness among workers, particularly those who are close to
retirement age, of corporate pension schemes to engage them
because otherwise it can result in the decrease of public
confidence in such programs. Overall, workers fear losing their
money paid to corporate pension schemes. The problem lies in
workers’ low confidence in long-term investments as some
workers may care more about current income than future
retirement benefits. The state-regulated pension insurance can help
solve this problem. And an employer should monitor pension
scheme financial performance to eliminate risks because it’s a
company’s responsibility to accumulate larger pension funds and
to ensure their safety.
In response to the question whether corporate pension
schemes can ensure stable financial support for retired workers the
respondents said that it is necessary to determine whether a worker
can and is ready to enroll into a pension program and which
amount of money he/she can pay to pension fund. Also, it is
necessary to take into account a high inflation rate, as well as the
fact that it is rather difficult to save enough money for retirement
and that a desirable pension size can vary depending on a worker’s
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preferences. While relatively young workers may have enough
time to save for retirement, their older peers certainly do not. On
the other hand, as one respondent noted, “while a young family is
more willing to spend on kids than make pension contributions, an
adult family starts to save for retirement.”
Overall, the respondents highlighted good prospects for the
adoption of corporate pension schemes subject to a complex
approach and a good governance.
The respondents reported that voluntary and semivoluntary pension programs are among the most perspective. Also,
they highlighted that these programs should necessarily be
transparent because transparency contributes to the growth of
public confidence. On the other hand, the respondents said that the
programs should be mandatory for employers if the latter can get
tax relief on pension contributions. Overall, most respondents
think that semi-voluntary pension programs are the most effective
in that they shift part of government’s pension expenses to
employers and employees. If the programs were 100 percent
mandatory or voluntary, it could trigger a negative reaction from
employers or problems with their implementation. An ideal type
of a corporate pension program should combine mandatory and
voluntary elements, which requires good governance and
responsibility sharing, the respondents said.
As regards the barriers to corporate pension schemes
implementation, some respondents (8 people) noted that the main
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hindrance is the lack of money as operating costs are too high
(especially, administrative costs, expenses on raising employee
awareness of corporate pension plans, etc.).
Also, the respondents said that one of the barriers is the
existing Tax code which should be amended to better stimulate
employers to adopt corporate pension programs. The respondents
noted that other barriers include the lack of employer awareness of
supplementary pension schemes, as well as the absence of a close
cooperation between government officials and employers in the
field of pensions. Employers, especially in small companies,
maintain poorly informed about corporate pension programs. For
instance, when they have to choose between existing private
pension funds (if they cannot create their own), they generally lack
information about the funds’ reliability. As regards the funds
themselves, the respondents said that they offer products that
neither employers nor employees want to buy. Another barrier to
corporate pension schemes implemention, according to the
respondents, is that the majority of the population has still no idea
of these programs. Therefore, some amount of agitation is needed
to make workers aware of possibilities to accumulate larger
pension funds through employer-sponsored pension plans. Low
levels of public confidence in financial institutions which are
partly explained by the lack of financial literacy is also a barrier to
the adoption of corporate pension programs. To overcome this
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barrier, there should be government programs in place to increase
citizens’ financial literacy.
In response to the question: “Are you aware of tax relief on
pensions contributions for employers who adopted corporate
pension programs?” about half of the respondents said that they
knew nothing about it. The respondents who reported to be
somewhat informed said that the existing tax relief is not
sufficient. According to the respondents, if a new tax relief for
companies with corporate pension programs is introduced to the
Tax code it will appear to be irrelevant as it will result in reduced
tax revenues and pensions. Only one respondent reported that the
existing tax relief is sufficient.
The respondents were in agreement that an ideal and stable
system of employer and employee engagement in corporate
pension programs should primarily ensure the greatest protection
of retirement investments, which would guarantee high annual
yields on and safety of payments into a private pension fund. The
respondents said that employees must be obligatorily enrolled into
a corporate pension plan but at the same time they should be
allowed to opt-out of it. Other criteria of an ideal system of
employer and employee engagement in corporate pension
programs include (but are not limited to) transparency enabling
employees to trace their savings and annual returns and to check
the pension amount, and simplicity.
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The respondents noted that if the Russian government
ensured greater economic stability, corporate pension programs
would be implemented more actively. Moreover, the respondents
suggested that the state position on the issue be transparent and
permanent so that an employee could forecast the pension amount
and changes to pension regulations. Also, the respondents said that
tax reliefs on pension contributions stimulating employer and
employee engagement are needed. As for state regulation, it
should be clear and transparent. It is critical that everyone
understands how a private pension fund functions, how much
revenue it makes and how much income its clients get. More
active state involvement in private pensions regulation and a
favorable tax regime could facilitate a positive social and
economic effect resulting from the adoption of corporate pension
schemes.
When asked whether a proposed strategy of pension
system modernization through transformation of mandatory
pension contributions into an individual pension fund is relevant
and whether these measures can stimulate employees to make
retirement savings on their own, the respondents were unanimous
in their “yes” response to both questions. At the same time, the
respondents believed that if government officials tried to convince
citizens to take personal responsibility for making savings for
retirement, coercive measures would be required. About half of
the respondents think that this pension reform will be effective.
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However, some respondents voiced their skepticism about
the chances of a new pension system to be perceived positively by
employees due to low level of public confidence in pension
reform, particularly at early stages of its discussion. “If people
perceive voluntary pension contributions to be an unreliable
source of future pension, they will refuse to make them,” one of
the respondents said. Also, many respondents stressed the
problems related to the lack of citizens’ financial literacy. As one
respondent put it: “I think that the most educated part of the
population living in big cities will certainly like a new pension
system. But what about the rest of the population? And this part
accounts for roughly 80 percent. Being financially illiterate it will
find a new system difficult and finally fail to accumulate sufficient
pension funds.”
According to the respondents, the advancement of
informational support and favorable tax treatment of corporate
pension programs, as well as the protection of pension investments
can facilitate proper functioning of a new pension system.
Nevertheless, this system’s modernization should be gradual with
a transition taking several years. Also, citizens’ financial literacy
has to be advanced because otherwise the system will fail to
deliver the expected outcomes, especially if we take into account
average wages in the Russian regions.
The respondents noted that older workers close to their
retirement age would not benefit from the strategy of pension
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system modernization as they would lack time to accumulate
sufficient pension funds. On the other hand, employees generally
begin to think about their pension only when they have roughly 10
years ahead of retirement. “It makes sense to adjust the pension
strategy to the needs of different income and age groups. Only if
we do this, we’ll get a well functioning pension system,” one
respondent said. A special attention should be paid to the amount
of pension contributions made by employers and employees. It has
to be carefully calculated and economically justified.
Half of the respondents stressed that they do not consider
non-state pension funds to be reliable institutions due to frequent
licence revocation, market withdrawal and lack of transparency.
The respondents who reported to be senior executives of non-state
pension funds said that big private pension funds are quite reliable
but that the market is still developing and it will be possible to
assume that it has developed within 2-3 years. Some respondents
reported to have some confidence in non-state pension funds; they
are prone to compare the funds’ reliability with that of the banks
because their activities are equally regulated and frequently
checked.
According to the respondents, greater involvement of the
State as represented by the regulator can improve the image of
non-state pension funds. “There should be rigid regulation in
place, as well as pension insurance. First of all, regulation and
control.” The respondents noted that private pension funds ranking
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and information about the funds’ activities that can be accessed
from state and local government web pages is needed. The State
should be a third party that could confirm the funds’ reliability.
As regards changes to state pension age, the respondents
divided on this issue. The respondents noted that Russian citizens
generally tend to continue working after retirement. Also, some
respondents stressed that as the life expectancy for men in Russia
is 62 years, an increase in state pension age to 65 years would be
unreasonable because citizens would consider it to be unfair.
According to these respondents, retirement age should be alighned
with life expectancy. Besides, the respondents expressed fears that
by increasing state pension age without creating jobs, the
government may contribute to the rise of youth unemployement.
By contrast, a small number of the respondents said that
since a steady increase in life expectancy had been observed over
the past years, changes to retirement age had to be made. These
respondents think that state pension age should be increased for
both men and women and made equal for both sexes. A rise in
state pension age alone will not help older workers to keep their
jobs. On the contrary, it can be a problem if an employee gets
fired. Therefore, an increase in state pension age can be viewed as
a pressure on employers to retain employees close to retirement
age.
The majority of the respondents believe that a low
retirement age negatively impacts employer attitudes toward 5044

plus workers who are still productive, which results in that the
latter are pushed aside by younger cohorts and lose their jobs and
workplace benefits. Meanwhile, older workers are likely to be
good specialists who have accumulated substantial knowledge and
skills and are capable of doing the job after retirement. According
to some respondents, older workers can be a valuable asset for a
company due to their loyalty, lower quit rates and greater
expertise. When compared with early- or mid-career employees,
older workers often seem to be more rational and organized.
That’s why many firms tend to hire 50-plus workers for certain
positions.
The respondents assumed that employers’ negative
perceptions of older workers tend to be related to a greater extent
with employers’ stereotypes rather than with the workers’ age
itself: there is a general view that 50-plus workers are resistant to
technology and burned out. The respondents believe that an
increase in a retirement age should gradually change employers’
attitudes toward older workers and that productivity is not
necessarily correlated with the age.
According to the respondents, in order to stimulate
employers to hire and retain older workers it is important to offer
them conditional benefits, as well as to launch training programs
for HR specialists who could explain the importance of
employment of 50-plus workers to employers. Some of these
programs could be government-imposed.
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One respondent raised the issue of the difference between
male and female retirement savings: “…Taking into account life
expectancy gap between men and women, as well as the fact that
women have to take maternity leave… and that median monthly
earnings for women are lower than for a man, a shift to private
contributions based schemes can negatively affect women’s
income in retirement. I think that this issue deserves special
attention… women live longer than men and, therefore, get
pension for a longer period of time. If we quantify this, we’ll find
that women are supposed to pay bigger pension contributions. In
my opinion, this issue should necessarily be discussed and benefits
should be offered to women.”
The respondents found it difficult to answer the question
whether it’s reasonable to apply an increase in retirement age only
to certain workers (e.g. to financiers, bankers, public employees).
If an increase in retirement age is applied only to certain workers,
it will create a sense of social injustice. Therefore, it will be more
reasonable to increase a state pension age for all employees and
then to adjust this change based on occupation. Workers’
productivity often depends on health issues, rather than on
occupation type. If an employee continues working after
retirement, it does not mean that he/she should not get a pension.
We should take into account that workers predisposed to different
occupational hazards are offered benefits in the form of early
retirement. For instance, the possibility to retire prior to retirement
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age is offered to employees working in the regions of the Far
North. The respondents divided on this issue. Some of them said
that is critical to keep these benefits, while others suggested that a
retirement age be increased for every category of employees
without considering occupation type and workplace conditions.
Some proportion of the respondents said that it is reasonable to
design a special system for public employees and that changes to
state pension age in Russia should start with an increase in a
retirement age for public officials and white-collar workers.
Also, the respondents reported that the pension system
modernization should provide for a opportunity for an employee to
continue accumulating pension funds if he/she does not cease
working after retirement.
As regards the question “At what age are you going to
retire?”, the vast majority of the respondents said they plan to
continue working after retirement as long as their health permits
and they are not burned out. Only two respondents said they plan
to retire at the retirement age in accordance with the pensions
legislation.
While the majority of the respondents (14 people) said that
the level of employer awareness of corporate pension schemes is
low, some other respondents who reported that they worked in
companies with such schemes in place said that the level is rather
high. According to the respondents, strong measures are needed in
order to improve employer awareness. First, it is critical that State
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Pension Fund officials and employers hold discussions about
pension issues. Secondly, a government program aiming to
encourage employers to adopt corporate pension programs should
be launched. As regards state-owned media, they should take a
more active role in covering events related to corporate pension
schemes implementation and therefore advancing citizens’
financial literacy. Thirdly, it is important to stimulate employers’
interest in corporate pension schemes, which could result in
greater employee awareness as well. Fourthly, non-pension funds’
representatives should organize training activities addressed to
employers and employees and to hold seminars for employers
located in the regions. Fifthly, informational materials about
corporate pension programs, their advantages and overall
significance should be made available. Sixthly, it is important to
create websites so that employers and employees could send
enquiries and gather reliable information about non-state pension
funds.
Besides, state government agencies should be involved in
long-term training activities aimimg to advance citizens’ financial
literacy and tax knowledge and helping citizens to take
responsibility for their lives. Special attention should be paid to
organization of training activities in the regions.
Summarizing the results of expert interviews with senior
executives of SMEs, we can make a conclusion that:
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-

the adoption of corporate pension schemes through

which employees could accumulate larger pension funds is
nowadays a relevant and interesting topic;
-

these schemes can mostly be of interest to big

companies eager to raise their social status;
-

these schemes can be equally usefull for both

employers and employees;
-

the main sources of accumulation of pension funds

are pensions contributions from an employer and an employee, as
well as pensions tax relief;
-

corporate pension plans should be open to every

employee; employee’s tenure and progress should be the key
criteria for enrolling him/her into a corporate pension plan;
-

half of the respondents believe that a social

protection package should comprise private pension;
-

among the most popular benefits forming part of

organization’s social protection package the respondents primarily
highlighted medical insurance;
-

readiness to adopt corporate pension schemes with

fixed contributions depends on introduction of clear and
transparent rules for both an employer and an employee and
stabilization of Russia’s economic situation;
-

tax relief on pension contributions could provide

strong incentives for employers to implement corporate pension
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schemes; however, a fiscal reform would not by any means trigger
an immediate adoption of corporate pension schemes;
-

corporate pension programs constitute effective

instruments of retaining quality workers and contribute to a greater
employee loyalty; nevertheless, the adopted corporate pension
schemes cannot be the only instrument of human resourse
management;
-

the prospects for corporate pension programs

development in Russia depend primarily on the country’s
economic stability and the level of public confidence in pension
programs;
-

overall, the respondents positively evaluate the

prospects for adoption of corporate pension schemes subject to a
complex approach and good governance;
-

voluntary and semi-voluntary corporate pension

programs are among the most perspective;
-

the main barrier to corporate pension schemes

implementation is the lack of money as operating costs are too
high;
-

other barriers to adoption of corporate pension

schemes is the existing Tax code, the lack of employer awareness
and training activities, low levels of public confidence in financial
institutions, and citizens’ financial illiteracy.
-

about half of the respondents said that they knew

nothing tax reliefs on pensions contribution; the respondents who
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reported to be somewhat informed about them said that existing
tax reliefs are not sufficient.
-

an ideal and stable system of employer and

employee engagement in corporate pension programs should
primarily ensure the greatest protection of retirement investments,
which would guarantee high annual yields on and safety of
payments into a private pension fund; other criteria include (but
are not limited to) transparency and simplicity;
-

the advancement of informational support and

favorable tax treatment of corporate pension programs, as well as
the protection of pension investments can facilitate proper
functioning of a new pension system;
-

pension system modernization should be gradual

with a transition taking several years; also, citizens’ financial
literacy has to be advanced;
-

half of the respondents do not consider non-state

pension funds to be reliable institutions;
-

greater involvement of the State as represented by

the regulator can improve the image of non-state pension funds;
-

as regards changes to a retirement age, the

respondents divided on this issue; the majority of the respondents
believe that a low retirement age negatively impacts employer
attitudes toward 50-plus workers who are still productive, which
results in that the latter are pushed aside by younger cohorts and
lose their jobs and workplace benefits;
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-

half of the respondents belive that it’s reasonable to

raise retirement age based on occupation type and workplace
conditions;
-

the vast majority of the respondents said they plan

to continue working after retirement as long as their health permits
and they are not burned out;
-

the majority of the respondents said that the level of

employer awareness of corporate pension schemes is quite low;
-

One respondent raised the issue of the difference

between male and female retirement savings; due to life
expectancy gap between men and women, as well as the fact that
women have to take maternity leave and that median monthly
earnings for women are lower than for a man, a shift to private
contributions based schemes can negatively affect women’s
income in retirement. According to the respondent, this issue
deserves special attention.
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3. ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS OF A TELEPHONE
SURVEY AMONG THE ECONOMICALLY PRODUCTIVE
POPULATION

As part of the study we surveyed 1700 people from 45
regions of 8 federal subjects of the Russian Federation. Figures
3.1-3.8 show the socio-demographic profile of the respondents.

50,6

49,4

Male
Female

Figure 3.1 – Distribution of the respondents by sex (percentage of
respondents).
Therefore, almost equal numbers of men and women took
part in the survey.
Figure 3.2 shows that the majority of the respondents are
adults age 18-40 (1105 people), that is, nonretirees impacted by
pension system reforms who have yet to accumulate pension funds
or are in the process of doing that. It is worth noting that in 2015
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the majority of the respondents (more than 50%) were adults age
30-50 which could have affected the results of the 2016 survey.

Figure 3.2 – Age distribution of the respondents
(percentage of respondents).

Figure 3.3 – Distribution of respondents by the level of education
(percentage of respondents).
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The vast majority of the respondents completed University (832
people) or college (622 people).

Figure 3.4 – Distribution of respondents by occupations
The majority of the respondents comprises workers
(28,4%) and specialists/managers/engineers (30,4%). Besides, a
significant share of respondents comprises senior executives and
business owners (15,6%), and unemployed specialists (7,1%).
Another characteristic of the respondents’ profile is their
average income per household member (Fig. 3.5).
The vast majority of the respondents has average income
per household member ranging from 5,0 to 30,0 thsd rub.,
including 13% with 5,0-10,0 thsd rub., 24% with 11,0-15,0 thsd
rub., 20% with 16,0-20,0 thsd rub. and 16% with 21,0-30,0 thsd
rub. The average income of respondents affected the way they
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replied to questions related to economic behavior in the process of
pension funds accumulation.

Figure 3.5 – Distribution of respondents by average income
per household member
Figure 3.6 shows distribution of respondents by location.

Figure 3.6 – Distribution of respondents by location
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One of the primary objectives of this study was to examine
citizens’ attitudes toward changes to retirement age and the
existing state pension age for men and women.

Figure 3.7 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«To what extent do you agree that the existing retirement age
(female – 55, male – 60) corresponds with the age when workers
feel they ought to retire?» (percentage of respondents).
As regards this question, the respondents divided into two
groups, with the majority (67%) reporting that they “absolutely
agree” because by the age of 55-60 set as a retirement age workers
either lose productivity or feel the need for taking a rest while they
are still active. A smaller group of respondents (29%) said they
“absolutely disagree”, including 10% saying that by the age of
retirement workers are still productive and the rest 19% reporting
that it is reasonable to apply increase in retirement age only to
certain groups of workers. These variations in respondent opinions
reflect employees’ unreadiness to changes to retirement age.
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Ignoring this uncertainty can result in the rise in social unrest or
protest activities. We suppose that a decision regarding increase in
retirement age is unlikely to be made before the 2018 presidential
elections. Therefore, the government should look for another way
out of the crisis of state pension system, which could lie in the
adoption of corporate pension schemes. Therefore, we believe that
development of system of supplementary pension provision can
help solve the problem of state pensions.
The analysis of citizens’ attitudes toward the existing
retirement age shows that in all Russian regions where we
conducted the survey opponents of higher retirement age
outnumber its advocates by 2 to 1. The same is true for all age
groups, i.e. the number of those opposed to raising retirement age
is on average 2 times bigger than that of those who support it.
Also, it is worth noting that there is a steady rise in the number of
opponents of higher retirement age among older respondents, but
it remains insignificant.
Drawing upon the data from Table 3.1 we can make a
conclusion that the majority of the respondents in all age groups
believe that by the age of retirement workers lose productivity (18
to 30 years – 41,9%; 31 to 40 years – 40,1%; 41 to 50 лет –
49,3%; 51-60 лет – 46,9%), and the highest percentage of those
who agree with the statement is observed in the group of
respondents close to retirement age.
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Table 3.1 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«To what extent do you agree that the existing retirement age
(female – 55, male – 60) corresponds with the age when workers
feel they ought to retire?» by age (percentage of respondents).
18 to
31 to
41 to
51 to
30
40
50
60
years years years years
Absolutely disagree. I think
that by age 55-60 set as a
11,5% 9,7% 7,0% 8,9%
retirement age workers are
still productive.
Somewhat disagree. I think
that it does not correspond
19,2% 19,3% 18,4% 17,2%
for certain groups not
involved in physical work.
Absolutely agree. I think
that by age 55-60 set as a
41,9% 40,1% 49,3% 46,9%
retirement age workers lose
productivity.
Absolutely agree. I think
that by the age 55-60 set as
a retirement age workers
22,3% 26,0% 23,1% 23,4%
should have a chance to take
a rest while they are still
active.
Other
4,0% 4,4% 1,7% 3,1%
No answer
1,1% 0,5% 0,6% 0,5%
Also, a significant share of the respondents agree that
workers close to 55-60 set as a retirement age should have an
opportunity to take a rest while they are still active. The highest
percentage of those who agree with this statement is attributed to
the age group 31-40 years (26,0%). The respondents in other age
groups also agree with the statement: 41-50 years – 23,1% and
59

51-60 years – 23,4%. Furthermore, it is worth noting that one fifth
part of the respondents believes that the existing retirement age
does not correspond with the age when workers feel they ought to
retire in case of certain groups of employees not involved in
physical work. The highest percentage of those respondents who
agreed with this statement is observed in two age groups of 18-30
years (19,2%) and 31-40 years (19,3%), and the lowest in age
group 51-60 years (17,2%).
The next question was whether retirement gender gap is
fair.

Figure 3.7 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent do you agree that retirement gender gap is fair?»
(percentage of respondents).
The variations in respondent opinions regarding a 5 years’
difference between men and women in retirement age once again
reflect citizens’ overall unreadiness to pension system reforms.
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The vast majority of the respondents in all regions and sociodemographic groups (roughly 75%) believes that setting
retirement age at 55 for women is fair and reasonable.
Notwithstanding some fluctuations from one age group to another
or from region to region in distribution of answers to this question,
most respondents think that the existing retirement age for women
should be kept intact.
Table 3.2 shows the range of regional fluctuations with
respect to retirement gender gap.

South federal district

North Caucasus federal
district

Volga federal district

Ural federal district

Siberian federal district

Far Eastern Federal
district

Absolutely agree
Absolutely
disagree
No answer

North-Western federal
district

do you
agree that retirement gender gap is fair?» by federal districts
(percentage of respondents).
Central federal district

Table 3.2 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what extent

78,8%

68,1%

75,4%

78,9%

73,1%

72,7%

72,4%

78,2%

20,8%

31,3%

24,0%

20,2%

25,7%

26,6%

23,2%

20,5%

0,4%

0,6%

0,6%

0,9%

1,1%

0,7%

4,4%

1,3%

Drawing upon the data from Table 3.2 we can make a
conclusion that the majority of advocates of the existing retirement
gender gap live in North Caucasus (78,9%) and Central (78,8%)
federal districts and the majority of its oppenents live in North
South federal district (68,1%). The difference is of 10 percent.
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As regards fluctuations from one age group to another,
they are the same as for the whole target group. The highest
percent of advocates of retirement gender gep is observed in age
group 51-60 years (77,1%) and the loest in age group 31-40 years
(73,6%).
The next question of the questionnaire was about the age
when the respondents were going to retire. The figure 3.8 shows
the distribution of answers to this question. As we can see, the
situation is not that unambiguous as it is with respect to increase in
retirement age.

Figure 3.8 – Distribution of answers to the question: «At what age
are you going to retire?» (percentage of respondents).
The respondents divided on this issue. Half of the
respondents (50%) reported that they plan to continue working
after retirement with 37% saying that they are going to continue
working as long as their health permits and they are not burned
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out. The share of the respondents who plan to retire at the
retirement age accounts for 41%. There are significant regional
fluctuations with respect to this issue (see Table 3.3).
Table 3.3 – Distribution of answers to the question: «At what age
are you going to retire?» by federal districts (percentage of
respondents).

The share of the respondetns who reported that they would
retire at the retirement age accounts for 53,3% in the South federal
district, while that in the Volga federal district accounts for 33,7%.
The difference is of 20 percent. The highest share of the
respondents who are willing to continue working as long as their
health and circumstances permit lives in the Central federal district
(49,5%) and the lowest – in the Far Eastern federal district
(15,4%)
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Figure 3.9 shows the distribution of answers to the
question about when the respondents are going to retire.

Figure 3.9 – Distribution of answers to the question: «At what age
are you going to retire?» by sex (percentage of respondents).
As Figure 3.9 shows, 43,9% of women are going to retire
at the retirement age, while 35,9% of them are going to continue
working after retirement. The male respondents divided on this
issue into two almost equal groups (38,7% and 38,3%
respectively).
The question “Pension replaces pre-retirement earnings
(salary) and therefore should be paid only if a worker retires
(ceases to be occupied). To what extent do you think it is fair?”
sought to examine citizens’ attitudes toward state pension. Figure
3.10 shows the distribution of answers to this question.
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Figure 3.10 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Pension
replaces pre-retirement earnings (salary) and therefore should be
paid only if a worker retires (ceases to be occupied). To what
extent do you think it is fair?» (percentage of respondents).
Overall, the distribution of answers to this question shows
that the majority of the respondents (62%) does not perceive the
pension as a replacement of pre-retirement earnings but rather
views it as an additional income. Therefore, citizens have yet to
acquire an understanding that the pension can be the main source
of retirement income. Meanwhile, misconceptions of pension hold
back the development of non-state pension provision system. By
contrast, a smaller share of the respondents (35%) think that it is
critical that the pension be perceieved as a replacement of preretirement earnings and be directly correlated with them. We
assume that these respondents are capable of taking responsibility

65

for accumulation of pension funds and are not willing to rely on
the state pension.
It’s interesting to analyze the dynamics of change of citizen
opinions regarding retirement income composition. Due to
differences in questionnaire forms it’s hard to compare the results
of the 2015 and 2016 surveys. But at the same time we can see
overall dynamics of changes (see figures 3.11, 3.12, 3.13).

Figure 3.11 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«Where will your retirement income come from?»
(percentage of respondents, as of 2015).
Apart from the above mentioned question the respondents
were asked: «In your opinion, what are the best methods of
accumulation of supplementary pension funds?». Figure 3.12
shows the distribution of answers tio this question.
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Figure 3.12 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«In your opinion, what are the best financial avenues for
accumulation of supplementary pension funds?»
(percentage of respondents).
Figure 3.13 shows the distribution of answers to this
question in the 2016 survey.

Figure 3.13 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«In the future, when you retire, where will your main income
come from?» (percentage of respondents).
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Figure 3.13 shows how public attitudes toward the main
income in retirement have changed over the past year. Although
the format of answers to the question about retirement income was
different in the 2015 and 2016 surveys, we can still trace changes
in the way the respondents perceive retirement income. It is worth
noting that significant changes in public perceptions about pension
and additional income in retirement have been observed. In 2015,
the share of the respondents who reported that the state pension
would be the main source of their retirement income accounted for
41%. In 2016, this share increased by one-third as compared to
2015 and accounted for 74% of all respondents who took part in
the survey. The number of the respondents who reported that they
consider post-retirement earnings to be the main source of
retirement income reduced by 15% in 2016 as compared to 2015
and accounted for 26% and 41% respectively. The share of the
respondents who reported that they opted to rely on rental income
in retirement also reduced by 6% and accounted for 6% and 12%
respectively. These fluctuations underscore that public perceptions
of the situation related to pension provision in Russia have
changed and that citizens have taken the view that one should
mostly rely on pension in retirement. The latter corresponds with
the core idea of corporate (supplementary) pension provision – to
accumulate larger pension funds.
By asking this question to respondents we sought, on the
one hand, to examine public perceptions of retirement income and,
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on the other hand, to identify and assess methods of making extra
income to sustain oneself in retirement. As we can see, the vast
majority of the respondents (74%) opt to rely on state pension in
retirement. Also, a significant share of the respondents rely on
private savings and post-retirement earnings (23% and 26%
respectively). Some respondents opt to rely on financial aid from
adult children. Other methods of making income in retirement
include such options as opeining savings account, getting nonstate pension and renting out an apartment. We can hardly say that
these methods have gained extreme popularity among the
population. Rather, they are somewhat popular. Also, what is
important to note is that getting non-state pension, according to the
respondents, is as worthwhile as opening savings bank account
and even more so when compared to getting rental income.
Overall, all this lays the foundation of corporate pension schemes
as the latter are definitely supported by the population.
Table 3.4 shows the distribution of answers to the question
on the main source of retirement income depending on the amount
of pre-retirement earnings. The largest share of the respondents
who reported that they view state pension as the main source of
retirement income now have earnings ranging from 16 to 20 thous.
rubles (11%) and more than 51 thous. rubles (10%).
The higher the amount of pre-retirement earnings, the more
the respondents are willing to rely on savings in savings bank
accounts in retirement. We see a trend here. For example, the rise
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in the share of the respondents who reported that they plan to rely
on savings in savings bank account in retirement is directly
correlated with their average monthly income: less than 5 thous.
rubles – 2%; 5 to 10 thous. rubles – 5%, more than 40 thous.
rubles – more than 13%. We believe that the group of respondents
who are willing to rely on private savings in retirement could
consider shifting to non-state pension in the future if corporate
pension schemes were assigned a legal status of individual capital
enabling citizens to take an early withdrawal, to demise and to
make investments.
Table 3.4 – Distribution of answers to the question: «In the future,
when you retire, where will your main income come from?» by
the amount of pre-retirement earnings (percentage of respondents).

We sough to identify the respondents’ desired pension
income by asking them a question: “What is your desired pension
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income as percentage of your current income (in current prices not
adjusted for inflation)?”. Figure 3.14 shows the distribution of
answers to this question.

Figure 3.14 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«What is your desired pension income as percentage of your
current income (in current prices, not adjusted for inflation)?»
(percentage of respondents).
This figure shows what proportion of pre-retirement
income the respondents would like to get as pension. Of all
respondents, 35% said they would suffice with roughly 50% of
current income in retirement. The same share of the respondents
(35%) reported they would need more than 70% of current
earnings in retirement. We believe that state pensions, with a small
percentage of pre-retirement earnings put into them, will not
satisfy citizens’ needs in the future. Therefore, citizens, will tend
to rely on non-state pensions to satisfy their needs.
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Table 3.5 shows the distribution of answers to the above
mentioned question by respondents’ location.
Table 3.5 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«What is your desired pension income as percentage of your
current income (in current prices, not adjusted for inflation)?» by
federal districts (percentage of respondents).

Drawing upon the data from Table 3.5 we can make a
conclusion that there are significant regional fluctuations with
respect to desired pension income as percentage of current
income. The vast majority of the respondents located in the
Central and North Caucasus federal districts said that they would
need more than 70% of current earnings in retirement (52,7% and
43,9% respectively). As regards the respondents located in the
North-Western and Volga federal districts, most of them reported
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they would make do with roughly 40-50% of their current income
in retirement. The respondents located in the Far-Eastern federal
district divided on the issue: 33,3% said they would suffice with
less than 30% of pre-retirement earnings and 26,9% – with more
than 70% of pre-retirement earnings. Obviously, these fluctuations
were influenced by regional variation in prices. Men and women
gave similar answers to this question. Of all men, 38,1% reported
they would need more than 70% of current income in retirement.
And 33% of women said the same. 19,3% of women and 21,5% of
men reported they would suffice with 40-50% of pre-retirement
earnings. Overall, citizens would like to be paid no less than 40%
of current income in retirement.
The respondents were also asked about the desired pension
income in real values (see Figure 3.15).

Figure 3.15 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«What is your desired pension income in real values (in current prices,
not adjusted for inflation)?» (percentage of respondents).
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These data underline that citizens expect to receive high
pension. Therefore, an attempt to freeze state pensions on a low
level can trigger social unrest. As the survey results show, only an
insignificant share of the respondents (11%) reported that they
would make do with monthly payment amount of pension of less
than 15 thous. rubles. The majority of the respondents (60%) said
they would need pension benefits of no less than 20 thous. rubles.
Therefore, we can assume that there is no other alternative but to
promote work-sponsored pension plans. At the same time, the
existing non-state pension provision system cannot satisfy
citizens’ needs in full due to poor regulation. As the survey shows
(see Table 3.6), the respondents’ expectations about monthly
payment amount of pension differ significantly by region. The
highest expectations are observed among the respondents located
in the Central and Ural federal districts (32% and 30%
respectively wish to receive more than 30 thous. rubles per month
in retirement). The lowest expectations about monthly payment
amount of pension have residents of the Far-Western, Far-Eastern,
North Caucasus and South federal districts (13%, 15%, 16% and
17% of the respondents respectively expect to get less than 30
thous. rubles per month in retirement).
Initially we hypothesized that the factor of age would
influence citizens’ attitudes toward retirement income: we
assumed that there would be inverse correlation between age and
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desirable monthly payment amount of pension. Nonetheless, the
study did not prove this hypothesis (see Table 3.7).
Table 3.6 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«What is your desired pension income in real values (in current
prices, not adjusted for inflation)?» by federal districts (percentage
of respondents).
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51 to 60 years

41 to 50 years

31 to 40 years

18 to 30 years

Table 3.7 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«What is your desired pension income in real values (in current
prices, not adjusted for inflation)?» by age (percentage of
respondents).
What is your desired
pension income in real
values (in current prices,
not adjusted for
inflation)?
5 000 – 10 000 rub.
0,9%
1,1%
0,0% 1,0%
10 000 – 15 000 rub.
13,3%
9,3%
9,5% 14,1%
15 000 – 20 000 rub.
31,1%
25,5% 28,1% 26,6%
20 000 – 30 000 rub.
33,8%
38,4% 38,4% 36,5%
30 000 – 40 000 rub.
14,0%
17,7% 17,8% 17,7%
More than 40 000 rub.
6,3%
7,7%
5,0% 4,2%

18 to 30 years

31 to 40 years

41 to 50 years

51 to 60 years

What is your desired
pension income in real
values (in current prices,
not adjusted for
inflation)?
No answer

0,5%

0,4%

1,1%

0,0%

Furthemore, we saw the opposite trend, particularly with
respect to the age 30 and younger. In this age group expectations
to receive higher pension penefits (of more than 20 thous. rubles
per month) were voiced to a lesser extent (54%) than they were in
older age groups (60-64%). Therefore, the respondent’s age
(beginning with 30 and older) does not influence expectations
about desirable monthly pension income.
The key factors influencing public expectations about
desirable monthly payment amount of pension (in current prices)
are, as the survey results showed, the respondents’ place of living
and income level. We detected such a trend: the higher the
respondent’s income level and the bigger the city where he/she
lives, the higher his/her expectations about retirement income are.
Figure 3.16 shows the distribution of answers to the
question: “Are you willing to make contributions into your
pension?”.
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Figure 3.16 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Are you
willing to make contributions into your pension?»
(percentage of respondents).
As Figure 3.16 shows, the vast majority of the respondents
(60%) are not willing to make contributions into their pension.
Some respondents (42%) reported to be unready to make this step,
while others (18%) said that they haven’t yet decided whether to
do it or not. At the same time, it is important to note that a
significant share of the respondents (28%) do make contributions
into their pension. Also, 1 in 10 respondents replied that he/she is
willing to do so.
The majority of the respondents make contributions into
their pension through non-state pension plans (see Figure 3.17).
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Figure 3.17 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«How do you usually make contributions into your pension?»
(multiple choice question; percentage of all respondents who make
pension contributions).
Drawing upon the data from Figure 3.17 we can make a
conclusion that the majority of the respondents accumulate
pension funds through making contributions into non-state pension
fund (37,1%), saving money (35,5%) and making payments into
savings bank account (25,3%). A large share of the respondents
making contributions into non-state pension funds implies public
confidence in these financial institutions and good prospects for
their future development.
Also, we tried to find out whether the respondents were
aware that the amount of pension contributions directly correlates
with the number of hours they spend working during a week. The
respondents were asked a question about how much time they are
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willing to spend on pension funds accumulation. Table 3.18 shows
the distribution of answers to this question.

Figure 3.18 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How many
weekly working hours are you willing to dedicate to accumulating
pension funds?» (percentage of respondents).
From Figure 3.18 we can see that the distribution of
answers is representative. 31,8% of the respondents are willing to
spend 1 to 2 hours to week on pension funds accumulation.
Almost equal parts of the respondents (21,8%) said that they could
dedicate 3 to 4 hours to week to pension funds accumulation and
that they are not willing to dedicate their working time to this
issue. Also, there are the respondents who reported that they can
spend roughly 25% (2,2%) or 20% (4,6%) of their working time
on pension funds accumulation. About 10% of the respondents
didn’t reply to this question. And 8,7% of the respondents are
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willing to dedicate 5 to 6 hours to week to accumulating pension
funds. These data confirm that citizens are inclined to participate
in accumulation of retirement funds.
This question intends to find out citizens’ willingness to
finance their future pension by making voluntary pension
contributions.
As the survey results show, about one-third of the
respondents (31%) have not expressed their willingness to
participate in future pension financing. As regards other
respondents, they are willing to contribute some share of their
current income into future pension (32% of the respondents – up
to 5% of current earnings, i.e. 1 to 2 hours to a week; 22% of the
respondents – up to 10% of current earnings, i.e. 3 to 4 hours to a
week; 9% of the respondents – up to 15% of current earnings, i.e.
5 to 6 hours to a week; 7% of the respondents – up to 20-25% of
current earnings. Drawing upon these data we can make a
conclusion that flexible policies of pension co-funding based on
citizens’ resources and attitudes toward pension provision are
needed.
Figure 3.19 shows the distribution of answers to the
question “Would you agree to make personal contributions into
your pension if they doubled thanks to third party?”.

80

Figure 3.19 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Would you
agree to make personal contributions into your pension if they
doubled thanks to third party?» (percentage of respondents).
From this figure we can see that there are a lot of people
willing to enroll into corporate pension programs. For example,
about half of the respondents (49%) agree to make payments into
private pension if the latter is co-sponsored by an employer or the
State, which could double it. By contrast, 41% of the respondents
report being unready to make contributions into private pension.
Every 10th respondent has no opinion on this issue. Obviously, the
respondents lack enough confidence in non-state financial
institutions and social security system so as to enroll into a
corporate pension scheme.
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We sought to find out the respondents’ opinions about who
should take responsibility for pension accumulation by asking
them a question: «In your opinion, who is responsible for adequate
pensions?» (see Figure 3.20).

Figure 3.20 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Who is
responsible for adequate pensions?» (percentage of respondents).
The distribution of answers to this question shows that
Russian citizens largely adhere to paternalistic attitudes. The vast
majority of the respondents (46%) believe that the ruling
authorities should take responsibility for adequate pensions.
Smaller shares of the respondents think that both an employer and
an employee should be responsible for responsible for adequate
pensions (6% and 10% respectively). At the same time, a
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significant proportion of the respondents (36%) assert that there
should be a shared responsibility between employers, employees
and the State for responsible for adequate pensions. Therefore, we
can assume that roughly one-third of citizens have taken this
stance on pension accumulation, which lays the foundation for
adoption and development of corporate pension schemes.
Figure 3.21 shows the dynamics of public opinion about
responsibility for adequate pensions.

Figure 3.21 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Who is
responsible for adequate pensions?» (percentage of respondents).
From Figure 3.21 we see that over the past years
paternalistic attitudes of Russian citizens have become stronger.
These attitudes erect mental barriers to accumulation of larger
pension funds. This process is primarily due to a constant increase
in the share of employees who opt to shift responsibility for
adequate pensions to the government which, they think, is entirely
responsible for it. Over the past 3 years of conducting social
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surveys aimimg to assess citizen attitudes toward non-state
pension provision we’ve made a conclusion that the share of
respondents expressing paternalistic attitudes has increased by 5
percent. While in 2014 the share of the respondents who reported
that the State is entirely responsible for adequate pensions
accounted for 41%, in 2015 and 2016 it increased to 44% and 46%
respectively reaching statistical significance threshold.
At the same time the share of employees whose attitudes
toward pension accumulation could ensure development of nonstate pension provision has been in decline. These employees
adhere to principles of shared responsibility between employers,
employees and the State for adequate pensions. From Figure 3.21
we see that while in 2015 the proportion of the respondents saying
that there should be a shared responsibility between employers,
employees and the State for adequate pensions accounted for 44%,
in 2016 it reduced to 36%. These data imply that social support for
corporate pension plans has declined, probably owing to poor
regulations in this sphere.
Figure 3.22 shows changes in citizen awareness of
corporate pension plans over 2014-2016.

84

Figure 3.22 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are
you aware of corporate pension schemes?» (percentage of
respondents).
The data presented in Figure 3.22 imply that there has been
a significant increase in the share of those respondents who are
either “aware” or “somewhat aware” of corporate pension plans
(77%). The proportion of those who reported being aware has
risen by 11% and of those who reported of being somewhat aware
– by 25%. As we assume, this increase is due to non-state pension
funds’ effectiveness in promotion of their services.
The distribution of answers to the question about
respondent awareness of corporate pension plans by monthly
income shows that the highest level of awareness (“aware” and
“somewhat aware”) is observed among the respondents who have
monthly income ranging from 11 to 15 thousand rubles (33%) and
the lowest level – among the respondents with monthly income of
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less than 5 thousand rubles (21%). That is, there is direct
correlation between the level of awareness and monthly income:
the lower monthly income, the lower the level of awareness. For
instance, the share of the respondents who report being somewhat
unaware of corporate pension plans accounts for 55% if monthly
income is less than 10 thousand rubles and for 33% if monthly is
more than 21 thousand rubles.
Table 3.8 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are you
aware of corporate pension schemes?» by monthly income

Therefore, we can assume that rising incomes will lead to
higher awareness of corporate pension plans. Which is explained
by the fact that citizens with higher incomes are the target
audience of non-state pension funds.
We sought to assess citizens’ overall awareness of services
provided by non-state pension funds by asking the respondents the
following question: «How are you aware of services provided by
non-state pension funds?» (see Figure 3.23).
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Figure 3.23 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are
you aware of services provided by non-state pension funds?»
(percentage of respondents), as of 2016.
The data presented in Figure 3.23 imply that the
respondents are almost unaware of services provided by non-state
pension funds. Only an insignificant proportion (8%) of the
respondents report being well-aware of the services. Every fifth
respondent (21%) reports being somewhat aware of the services
and every fourth (25%) – superficially aware. A significant
proportion of the respondents (40%) stated that they are totally
unaware of services provided by non-state pension funds. The low
level of public awareness of services provided by non-state
pension funds can be a serious barrier to citizen participation in
the programs of non-state pension provision system. Therefore,
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activities aimimg to raise public awareness of corporate pension
plans and the opportunities they bring should be undertaken.

Figure 3.24 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are
you aware of services provided by non-state pension funds?»
(percentage of respondents), as of 2015.
Comparing the results of the 2015 and 2016 surveys
presented in figures 3.23 and 3.24 which show changes in public
awareness of services provided by non-state pension funds we can
clearly see a sharp decline in employess’ awareness of non-state
pension provision system. While in 2015 the share of the
respondents who reported being well-aware of activities of nonstate pension funds accounted for 43%, in 2016 it reduced by 14%
reaching 29%. Moreover, the proportion of the respondents who
reported being totally unaware of activities of non-state pension
funds in 2016 rose by 9% as compared to 2015. While in 2015 this
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group of the respondents made up 31%, in 2016 it increased to
40%. In our opinion, such a sharp decline in employees’
awareness of non-state pension provision is explained by constant
pension system reforms, public discussions on the issue and search
for new approaches and proposals which confused employees and
made them feel unable to trace all changes, implemented or put
forward.
Table 3.9. shows the distribution of answers to the
question: «How are you aware of services provided by non-state
pension funds?» by age.
Table 3.9 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are you
aware of services provided by non-state pension funds?» by age
18 to
31 to
41 to
51 to
30
40
50
60
years
years
years
years
Absolutely aware
6,8%
9,3%
7,2%
7,8%
Somewhat aware
22,7% 20,0% 22,3%
20,3%
Somewhat unaware
22,8% 24,6% 26,7%
29,2%
Totally unaware
43,2% 39,0% 37,0%
37,5%
No answer
4,5%
7,1%
6,7%
5,2%
The distribution of answers to the aforementioned question
by age shows that the factor of age does not influence the level of
respondent awareness. However, it is worth noting that among the
age group of 30 and younger the highest level of respondent
unawareness of services provided by non-state pension funds is
observed. It would be reasonable to undertake activities aimimg to
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raise public awareness of corporate pension plans addressed to this
age group.
Table 3.10 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are
you aware of services provided by non-state pension funds?» by
level of education
Did not
Completed
Completed Completed
complete
secondary
college
University
University
school
Aware
7,3%
9,4%
6,6%
8,3%
Somewhat
32,7%
12,0%
21,2%
22,5%
aware
Somewhat
20,0%
26,7%
25,6%
25,0%
unaware
Unaware

38,2%

48,7%

40,2%

37,6%

The data presented in Table 3.10 imply that the factor of
education does influence the level of respondent awareness of
services provided by non-state pension funds. We see a clear trend
here: the more educated the respondents are, the higher the level
of their awareness is. For example, the share of the respondents
who reported being aware of services provided by non-state
pension funds accounts for 30% if they completed University and
for 21% if they completed secondary school. Moreover, the share
of the respondents who reported being unaware of services
provided by non-state pension funds accounts for 62% if they
completed University and for 75% if they completed secondary
school. The proportion of the respondents who did not complete
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secondary school is insignificant (3%) and is not taken into
account in the analysis.
The next question was about public confidence in financial
institutions and, in particular, in non-state pension funds (see
Figure 3.25)

Figure 3.25 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Overall, do
you trust non-state pension funds?» (in the 2016 survey the
question was about confidence in non-state financial institutions)
(percentage of respondents).
Drawing upon the data from Figure 3.25 we can make a
conclusion that there is low public confidence in non-state
financial institutions and, in particular, in non-state pension funds.
While 37% of the respondents report being somewhat confident in
these institutions, a much larger proportion (61%) state their
distrust of them. Such a high level of public distrust of non-state
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financial institutions can be a serious barrier to citizen
participation in non-state pension funds.
Over the past 3 years of conducting social surveys aimimg
to assess citizen attitudes toward non-state pension funds and the
prospects for their development we have made a conclusion that
the level of public confidence in non-state financial institutions
has remained flat, which we can see from Figure 3.25. According
to the results of the surveys, in 2014-2016 the share of the
respondents who reported having confidence in non-state financial
institutions and, in particular, in non-state pension funds fluctuated
within narrow margins of 37-38%. Similarly, the proportion of the
respondents who stated their distrust of non-state pension funds
remained almost flat at 59-61% in 2014-2016. It is worth noting
that notwithstanding low trust levels, a gradual decline in the
levels of public distrust in non-state financial institutions has been
observed over the past 3 years. For instance, the number of the
respondents who “completely distrust” non-state financial
institutions in 2016 reduced by 5% reaching 26%, as compared to
2015. At the same time, the share of the respondents who “rather
distrust” non-state financial institutions in 2016 increased by 4%
and reached 35%, as compared to the previous year. It could be
considered a success for non-state pension provision development.
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Table 3.11 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Overall, do
you trust non-state pension funds?» by monthly income
(percentage of respondents)
Rather
Rather
No
Trust
Distrust
trust
distrust
answer
Less than 5
11,5
13,1
21,3
47,5
6,6
thous. rub.
5-10 thous.
14,0
20,4
30,2
31,9
3,4
rub.
11-15 thous.
11,5
27,8
33,9
24,7
2,1
rub.
16-20 thous.
7,6
31,9
34,5
24,3
1,8
rub.
21-30 thous.
11,3
27,1
37,3
22,5
1,8
rub.
31-40 thous.
8,8
24,4
36,5
24,1
1,2
rub.
41-50 thous.
5,3
17,3
44,3
24,4
1,5
rub.
More than 51
17,3
19,0
28,8
28,8
7,7
thous. rub.
The distribution of answers to the aforementioned question
by monthly income shows that the lowest level of confidence in
non-state pension funds is observed among the respondents with
monthly income of less than 5 thousand rubles (25%). The group
of the respondents expressing the the highest level of confidence
in non-state pension funds has monthly income ranging from 11 to
30 thousand rubles and makes up roughly 40%. This group
represents the largest part of active workers and constitutes the
main stronghold of non-state pension provision system.
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We sought to assess citizen participation in non-state
pension provision system by asking the respondents the following
question: « Have you ever interacted with non-state pension
fund?».

Figure 3.26 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Have you
ever interacted with non-state pension fund?»
(percentage of respondents).
Notwithstanding a significant share of the respondents who
do not ineract with non-state pension funds, one-third of the
respondents are enrolled into a non-state pension scheme (9,9%)
or have transferred the accumulative part of state pension to a nonstate pension fund (17,4%). The majority of the respondents
(49,5%) have no experience of interacting with non-state pension
funds. Some respondents (17%) have transferred the accumulative
part of state pension to a non-state pension fund. 10% of the
respondents report being enrolled into a corporate pension scheme.
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By asking the respondents the question: «If your employer
implements a corporate pension scheme soon, will you enroll into
it?» we sought to identify incentives for and barriers to
accumulation of supplementary pension funds. As we can see
from Figure 3.27, the majority of the respondents (roughly 50%)
are not ready to enroll into a corporate pension scheme if their
employer does not implement it soon. Moreover, every fourth
respondent (23%) stated outright unwillingness to enroll into a
corporate pension scheme. The number of the respondents who are
willing to enroll into a corporate pension scheme is three times
less (8%) than that of those who categorically refuse to do this. A
significant share of the respondents (more than 65%) who still
hesitate whether or not to enroll into a corporate pension scheme
implies that citizens have not decided on this issue. This is also
true with respect to those respondents who refused to answer the
aforementioned question.
From Figure 3.27 we can see that over the past 2 years the
number of the respondents willing to enroll into a corporate
pension scheme has reduced dramatically. While in 2015 the
proportion of employees willing to enroll into a corporate pension
scheme if it is implemented by an employer accounted for 52%, in
2016 it reduced to 39%. Also, the share of employees expressing
their outright unwillingness to enroll into a corporate pension
scheme increased by 13% reaching 23% in 2016, as compared to
2015.
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Figure 3.27 – Distribution of answers to the question: «If your
employer implements a corporate pension scheme soon, will you
enroll into it?» (percentage of respondents)
The distribution of answers to the aforementioned question
by federal districts shows that the largest proportion of the
respondents willing to enroll into a corporate pension scheme are
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located in North Caucasus (64%) and the lowest – in Siberian and
South federal districts (30% and 31% respectively).
Table 3.12 – Distribution of answers to the question: «If your
employer implements a corporate pension scheme soon, will you
enroll into it?» by federal districts (percentage of respondents)

As we can see from Table 3.12, in some regions the
majority of the respondents express unwillingness to enroll into a
corporate pension scheme (Cental, South, Ural, Siberian federal
districts), while in others they are inclined to enroll (North
Caucasus, Far East). Also, there are large regional fluctuations in
the number of the respondets who found it difficult to answer the
question (from 3% in the South federal district to 29% in the Far
East). Such fluctuations imply that in some regions citizens have
not decided on the issue, while in others they have.
The distribution of answers to the aforementioned
question shows that the factor of age insignificantly influences the
respondent willingness to enroll into a corporate pension scheme if
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it is implemented. Almost in all age groups the respondent
willingness fluctuates within narrow margins of 36-40%. At the
same time, in age group of 30 and younger the respondents are
more willing to enroll into a corporate pension scheme, as
compared to other age groups. The share of younger respondents
who replied “definitely will” accounts for 11%, as compared to
7% in other age groups.
Table 3.13 – Distribution of answers to the question: «If your
employer implements a corporate pension scheme soon, will you
enroll into it?» by age
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Definitely will
11,2%
6,6%
8,9%
7,3%
Probably will
29,1%
31,3%
30,4%
28,6%
Probably will not
25,7%
26,4%
25,9%
25,5%
Definitely will not
22,8%
24,0%
20,9%
24,5%
No answer
11,2%
11,7%
13,9%
14,1%
Table 3.14 shows the distribution of answers to the
question about what contributions the respondents are willing to
pay into the corporate pension.
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Central federal
district

North Western
federal district

South federal
district

North Caucasus
federal district

Volga federal
district

Ural federal
district

Siberian federal
district

Far-Eastern federal
district

Table 3.14 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
percentage of your salary are you willing to pay monthly into the
corporate pension?» (percentage of current income)

10,36

14,32

10,95

7,61

11,35

6,59

7,24

7,60

According to the respondents, on average they are willing
to pay 10,34% of their salary into corporate pension.
There are regional fluctuations with regards to this
indicator ranging from 6,59% (Ural federal district) to 11,35%
(Volga federal district).
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12,0%

10,3

10,0%
8,0%
6,0%
4,0%
2,0%
0,0%
2016

Figure 3.28 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
percentage of your salary are you willing to pay monthly into the
corporate pension?» (percentage of respondents).
The data presented in Figure 3.28 imply that a group of
citizens willing to make contributions into corporate pension and
which accounts for roughly 68-70% has emerged in recent years.
Despite the fact that the aforementioned question was formulated
differently in the 2014-2016 surveys, we can still identify changes
as to what percentage of salary the respondents are willing to
contribute into corporate pension. The analysis shows that in 2016
a positive dynamics with regards to this indicator is observed.
While in 2014-2015 the respondents were willing to contribute on
average 6 to 7% of their salary into corporate pension, in 2016 this
figure rose to 10,3%.
Citizen perceptions of the role of employer in pension
accumulation constitute either incentives for or barriers to
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accumulation of larger pension funds. We sought to assess citizen
attitudes toward this issue by asking them the following question:
«Which of the following statements regarding the role of
employer in pension accumulation comes closer to your point of
view?». As this question was formulated similarly in the 2015 and
2016 surveys, we can easily trace changes in public opinion
toward this issue.
From Figure 3.29 we can see that the respondents divided
on this issue. The majority of the respondents (50%) believe that
an employer is not obliged to enroll employees into a corporate
pension schemes and to participate in non-state pension provision
system. By contrast, a smaller share of the respondents (42%)
think that an employer is obliged to do so. Obviously, such
fluctuations in respondent opinions is explained by their attitudes
toward non-state pension provision system itself. The employees
who are interested in the adoption of corporate pension schemes
want an employer to enroll them into such programs. On the
contrary, the employees who are not interested in corporate
pension schemes, do not insist that an employer enroll them into
such programs. Therefore, the distribution of answers to this
question shows the degree of polarization between citizens on the
issue of non-state pension provision.
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Figure 3.29 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«Which of the following statements regarding the role of
employer in pension accumulation comes closer to your point of
view?» (percentage of respondents).
Figure 3.30 shows changes in public opinion toward this
issue.

Figure 3.30 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«Which of the following statements regarding the role of
employer in pension accumulation comes closer to your point of
view?» (percentage of respondents), as of 2015 and 2016.
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The data presented in Figure 3.30 imply that over the
period of 2015-2016 the proportion of the respondents eager to
enroll/be enrolled into a corporate pension scheme has reduced,
which negatively affects the prospects for development of nonstate pension provision system. For example, the share of the
respondents saying that an employer must enroll them into a
corporate pension plan has plunged in 2016, as compared to 2016.
While in 2015 this share accounted for 64%, in 2016 it reduced by
22% reaching 42%. At the same time, the number of the
respondents who think that an employer does not have to entroll
employees into a corporate pension scheme has increased reached
50% in 2016, as compared to 36% in 2015. Apparently, this trend
is explained by the fact that citizens lose incentives for and
encounter barriers to accumulation of larger pension funds.
Moreover, it implies that citizens increasingly lose interest in
corporate pension schemes, which contributes to a lesser demand
for such programs. Also, citizens might have lost trust in non-state
financial institutions and, in particular, in non-state pension funds.
To assess perceived advantages and risks of participating
in the program of non-state pension provision in comparison with
other instruments of pension accumulation we asked the
respondents the following question: «Imagine the situation when
your employer automatically enrolled you into a corporate pension
scheme

(without

your

approval)

and

started

deducting

contributions from your salary and paying these and his/her own
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contributions into your corporate pension. You have the right to
opt out of this corporate pension scheme whenever you want.
What would you do?».
Figure 3.31 shows the distribution of answers to this
question according to the results of the 2016 survey. As for Figure
3.32, it shows a comparative analysis of the results of the 20142016 surveys.

Figure 3.31 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Imagine
the situation when your employer automatically enrolled you into
a corporate pension scheme (without your approval) and started
deducting contributions from your salary and paying these and
his/her own contributions into your corporate pension. You have
the right to opt out of this corporate pension scheme whenever you
want. What would you do?» (percentage of respondents).
By asking this question we sought to assess the
effectiveness of semi-voluntary forms of employee participation in
a corporate pension scheme. The respondents divided on whether
or not to opt out of a corporate pension plan. What is interesting is
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that a significant share of the respondents found it difficult to
answer the question, which underscores changing opinions on this
issue. As we can see from Figure 3.31, 31% of the respondents are
likely to stay in a corporate pension plan, while 53% are likely to
opt out of it if they are automatically enrolled without notification
or approval. Taking into account that in practice the respondents
who report that they are likely to opt out of a corporate pension
scheme will not necessarily do it and that a lot of people have not
decided on the issue, we see good prospects for adoption of a
semi-voluntary form of non-state pension provision. About 4050% of employees can enroll into corporate pension schemes if
activities aiming to raise citizen awareness of non-state pension
provision system are undertaken.

Figure 3.32 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Imagine the
situation when your employer automatically enrolled you into a
corporate pension scheme (without your approval) and started deducting
contributions from your salary and paying these and his/her own
contributions into your corporate pension. You have the right to opt out
of this corporate pension scheme whenever you want. What would you
do?» (percentage of respondents), as of 2014-2016.
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On the one hand, the data presented in Figure 3.32 are
aggregate figures for perceived advatages and risks of
participation in non-state pension provision programs in
comparison to other instruments of pension accumulation. On the
other hand, these data reflect citizen attitudes toward a semivoluntary form of employee enrollment into corporate pension
schemes. Changes in indicator values over the past few years show
a negative trend with respect to perceived advatages and risks of
participation in non-state pension provision programs. For
instance, the share of the respondents saying they are likely to opt
out of a corporate pension scheme if they are automatically
enrolled into it by an employer has increased. While in 2014 this
share accounted for 35%, in 2015 it increased to 46% and in 2016
– to 53%. That is, over the past 3 years the share has risen by 18%
which reflects citizen unwillingness to participate in non-state
pension provision programs in order to accumulate pension funds.
Therefore, we see that the situation is not favorable for non-state
pension provision development. A certain backlash against
corporate pension schemes is observed. Urgent measures are
needed so as to reverse this trend and increase citizens’ confidence
in non-state pension provision programs as important mechanisms
of pension accumulation.
From Table 3.15 we see that the more educated the
respondents are, the more likely they are to opt out of a pension
program if they are automatically enrolled into it by an employer.
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This trend is apparent. Also, a significant share of well educated
respondents report being confused as to what they would do in the
aforementioned situation. In our opinion, it implies that more
educated employees are more likely to make an informed decision
about whether to stay in or to opt out of a corporate pension
scheme based on assessment of auto enrollment duties and
conditions than their less educated peers.
Table 3.15 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Imagine the
situation when your employer automatically enrolled you into a
corporate pension scheme (without your approval) and started
deducting contributions from your salary and paying these and
his/her own contributions into your corporate pension. You have
the right to opt out of this corporate pension scheme whenever you
want. What would you do?» by level of education (percentage of
respondents).
Did not
Completed
complete
Completed Completed
secondary
secondary
college
University
school
school
Definitely
16,4%
11,5%
21,5%
21,5%
will opt out
Probably
41,8%
41,4%
30,4%
32,1%
will opt out
Probably
23,6%
28,3%
21,9%
23,7%
will stay in
Definitely
10,9%
9,9%
7,6%
7,0%
will stay in
No answer
7,3%
8,9%
18,6%
15,7%
If a corporate pension scheme is employer-sponsored, it
can serve as an incentive for an employee to enroll into it.
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Moreover, citizen participation in non-state pension provision
programs largely depends on the amount of contributions an
employer makes into a corporate pension scheme (see Figure
3.33).

Figure 3.33 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How much
should an employer contribute into a corporate pension scheme as
compared to the amount of contributions paid by an employee?»
(percentage of respondents).
As we can see from Figure 3.33, the respondents divided
on how much an employer should contribute into a corporate
pension scheme as compared to the amount of contributions paid
by an employee. One-fourth part of the respondents (26%) believe
that an employer should contribute up to 30% of the amount of
contributions paid by an employee. A smaller proportion of the
respondents (13%) think that an employer ought to contribute half
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as much as an employee. A significant share of the respondents
(28%) state that an employer must contribute as much as an
employee. Also, it is worth noting that a large proportion of the
respondents (31%) were confused as to how much an employer
should contribute into a corporate pension scheme. This might be
explained by that the respondents either are not willing to
participate in non-state pension provision programs or do not
understand the essense of pension co-financing mechanism.
Table 3.16 shows the distribution of answers to the
aforementioned question by federal districts.
From Table 3.16 we can see that again the respondents’
opinions are divided. There are significant regional fluctuations
with respect to how much an employer should contribute into a
corporate pension scheme as compared to the amount of
contributions paid by an employee. The share of the respondents
saying that an employer should contribute up to 25% of employee
contributions range from 3,5% in the North Caucasus to 23,3% in
the North-Western federal district; the share of the respondents
saying that an employer should contribute up to 30% of employee
contributions range from 4,6% in the central federal district to
22,7% in North-Western federal district; the share of the
respondents saying that an employer should contribute up to 50%
of employee contributions range from 8% in the Central federal
district to 19% in the North-Western and Ural federal districts; the
share of the respondents saying that an employer should contribute
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up to 100% of employee contributions range from 8% in the Ural
federal district to 45% in the Central federal district. The
fluctuations underscore the need for a more targeted approach to
setting the amount of employer contributions.

3,5%

21,1% 20,3%

14,0% 15,4%

4,6%

22,7%

12,6%

1,8%

20,6% 18,2%

12,3%

8,1%

19,0%

10,8% 19,3%

10,9% 18,9%

17,5% 15,4%

45,3%

9,2%

35,9% 41,2%

8,0%

29,4%

26,8% 17,9%

27,4% 16,0%

11,4%

6,1%

11,7%

3,5%

6,1%

5,9%

12,6% 28,1%

27,7%

9,8%

23,2% 32,1%

9,8%

110

Far-Eastern federal district

16,8%

Siberian federal district

23,3%

Ural federal district

8,8%

Volga federal district

North Caucasus federal district

No answer

South federal district

25 % of
employee
contributions
30 % of
employee
contributions
50 % of
employee
contributions
100 % of
employee
contributions
Other

North-Western federal district

How much
should an
employer
contribute into a
corporate
pension scheme
as compared to
the amount of
contributions
paid by an
employee?

Central federal district

Table 3.16 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How much
should an employer contribute into a corporate pension scheme as
compared to the amount of contributions paid by an employee?»
by federal districts (percentage of respondents).

6,4%

12,8%

We sought to examine the extent to which citizens are
interested in corporate pension schemes by asking the respondents
the following questions.

Figure 3.34 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Are you
willing to accumulate pension funds through an individual pension
plan designed by a non-state pension fund (with the following
provisions: 1) inheritance; 2) tax deduction; 3) early withdrawal;
4) guaranteed annual returns)?» (percentage of respondents).
From Figure 3.34 we can see that a significant share of the
respondents (12%) are willing to accumulate pension funds
through an individual pension plan if payments made into this plan
are protected and additional options are provided. A smaller
proportion of the respondents (6%) do accumulate pension funds
through an individual pension plan. The vast majority of the
respondents (67%) report being unready to make contributions
into an individual pension plan. The other 15% of the respondents
found it difficult to answer the question.
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Table 3.17 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund would be of
interest to you?» (number of respondents)
Number of
respondents
Personal pension plan
833
Family pension plan
447
Investment plan (with investment period of 3
years) aimed at higher annual investment return
(as compared to a normal pension plan) and
289
which provides for the right to transfer funds to
corporate pension
No answer
296
The distribution of answers to the aforementioned question
shows that the majority of the respondents (80%) are interested in
at least one pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund.
Only insignificant share of the respondents (17%) are interested in
none of pension plans. The respondents are mostly interested in a
personal pension plan (roughly half of the respondents said that
this plan is of interest to them). One fourth part of the respondents
(26%) report being interested in a family pension plan. 17% of the
respondents show interest in an investment plan with investment
period of 3 years which aims at higher annual investment return
(as compared to a normal pension plan) and provides for the right
to transfer funds to corporate pension.
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Figure 3.35 shows the percentage of respondents interested in each
pension plan.

Figure 3.35 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund would be of
interest to you?» (percentage of respondents).
The question «What annual amount of contributions into a
pension plan would be acceptable for you?» also intends to find
out the extent to which citizens are interested in corporate pension
schemes. Table 3.18 and Figure 3.36 show the distribution of
answers to this question.
The data presented in Table 3.18 and Figure 3.36 show that
the majority of the respondents are willing to pay up to 12 thous.
rubles per annum into a pension plan (34-36%), 12 to 60 thous.
rubles per annum (35-54%) or 60 to 120 thous. rubles per annum
(10-15%).
The greatest amount of contributions the respondents are
willing to pay into an investment plan (19% of the respondents are
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inclined to pay more than 60 thous. rubles per annum into this
plan). 13% of the respondents are prone to pay more than 60
thous. rubles per annum into a family pension plan. 11% of the
respondents opt to pay more than 60 thous. Rubles per annum into
a personal pension plan.
Table 3.18 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
annual amount of contributions into a pension plan would be
acceptable for you?» (percentage of respondents).
Personal pension plan
Less than 12 000 rub.
36,5%
12 000 to 60 000 rub.
34,9%
61 000 to 120 000 rub.
9,7%
More than 120 000 rub.
0,8%
No answer
18,1%
Family pension plan
Less than 12 000 rub.
33,5%
12 000 to 60 000 rub.
53,8%
61 000 to 120 000 rub.
10,4%
More than 120 000 rub.
2,3%
No answer
0,0%
Investment plan
Less than 12 000 rub.
35,7%
12 000 to 60 000 rub.
45,4%
61 000 to 120 000 rub.
15,4%
More than 120 000 rub.
3,5%
No answer
0,0%
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Figure 3.36 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
annual amount of contributions into a pension plan would be
acceptable for you?» (percentage of respondents).
Table 3.19 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Which
provisions should an individual pension plan designed by a nonstate pension fund include to be considered more competitive than
other financial avenues (deposits, insurance, etc.)?» (number of
respondents).
Tax reduction of 13% for contributions paid into
individual pension plan (up to 120 000 rub/annum)
Guaranteed annual return (from 4%)
Disablement insurance
Retirement savings inheritance
Savings and investment income which are not subject to
division
Savings and investment income which are not subject to
recovery claim by third parties
Family pension
Various payment options (online, bank transfer,
payment terminals, payroll deduction)
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343
496
330
400
121
95
207
183

Opportunity to choose investment strategy based on
risks and annual yeilds
Retirement savings insurance
Other provisions (please specify)
No answer

127
104
25
372

Figure 3.37 shows the distribution of answers to the
aforementioned question. Drawing upon the data from Figure 3.37
we can make a conclusion that an individual pension plan
designed by a non-state pension fund should include the following
provisions to be considered more competitive than other financial
avenues: guaranteed annual return (from 4%); inheritance; tax
reduction of 13% for contributions paid into individual pension
plan (up to 120 000 rub/annum); disablement insurance.
A significant share of the respondents (22%) found it
difficult to answer this question. This might be due not as much to
the lack of interest in pension plans and their provisions, as to the
lack of confidence in non-state financial institutions, as well as to
unwillingness to discuss them. Therefore, the key to non-state
pension provision development is to raise citizens’ confidence in
non-state financial institutions. If this problem is not solved,
promotion of pension plans will be hindered.
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Figure 3.37 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Which
provisions should an individual pension plan designed by a nonstate pension fund include to be considered more competitive than
other financial avenues (deposits, insurance, etc.)?» (percentage of
respondents).
The data presented in Figure 3.37 show that the more
provisions individual pension plans include, the more citizens will
enroll into them. Therefore, in order to foster citizen participation
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in corporate pension plans, individual pension plans should
include the following provisions: guaranteed annual return (24%);
inheritance (24%); tax reduction for contributions paid into an
individual pension plan (20%); disablement insurance (19%);
family pension (12%), etc.
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4. ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS OF AN EMAIL OR
TELEPHONE SURVEY ON THE PROSPECTS FOR
DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEM OF NON-STATE
(SUPPLEMENTARY) PENSION PROVISION IN RUSSIA
AMONG SENIOR EXECUTIVES OF SMEs
As part of the study we interviewed 697 senior executives
of SMEs (with 1000+ employees) in 45 Russian regions (targeted
sample).
The study was conducted through email surveys and
telephone interviews (CATI system was used).
One of the key objectives of the study was to identify
citizen opinions about the idea of raising state pension age (see
Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What is
your opinion about the idea of raising state pension age?»
(percentage of respondents).
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As the survey results show, only a small share of the
respondents have positive or rather positive opinions about the
idea of raising state pension age (15,5% and 20,5% respectively).
The majority of the respondents report having negative or rather
negative opinions about the idea of raising state pension age
(33,3% and 30,7% respectively).
Also, there are significant regional fluctuations with
respect to citizen opinions about the idea of raising state pension
age (see Figure 4.2).

Figure 4.2 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What is
your opinion about the idea of raising state pension age?» by
federal districts (percentage of respondents).
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The highest percentage of negative or rather negative
opinions about the idea of raising state pension age is observed in
the Central (37,4% and 42,1% respectively), Ural (40,2% and
30,3% respectively) and Siberian (37,6% and 28,2% respectively)
federal districts. Moreover, in the Central federal positive or rather
positive opinions about this idea have only a small share of the
respondents (6,4% and 14,0% respectively). In the Volga federal
district the proportions of the respondents having positive opinions
about the idea accounts for only 8,7%, while that with rather
positive opinions accounts for 31,3%. The highest percentage of
positive or rather positive opinions about the idea of raising state
pension age is observed in the Far Eastern (44,7% and 12,8%
respectively), South (30,0% and 46,7% respectively) and North
Caucasus (15,8% and 57,9% respectively) federal districts.
The distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent do you agree that the existing state pension age make
employers lose interest in active workers close to retirement age?»
shows that the respondents divided into almost equal parts (see
Figure 4.3).
57,3% of the respondents agrees with the aforementioned
statement. Of these respondents, 24,4% “absolutely agree” with
the statement. Almost an equal part of the respondents (42,7%)
disagree with the statement. Of them, 16,6% “totally disagree”.
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Figure 4.3 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent do you agree that the existing state pension age makes
employers lose interest in active workers close to retirement age?»
(percentage of respondents).
As regards retirement gender gap, 38,5% of the
respondents “absolutely agree” and 28,7% “rather agree” (see
Figure 4.4). A smaller share of the respondets (32,9%) disagree
with the statement that retirement gender gap is fair. Of these
respondents, 13,1% “totally disagree” and 19,8% - “rather
disagree”.
In response to the question: «Are you willing to employ or
retain older workers?» the majority of the respondents (40,5%)
report being “rather unwilling” to do so and 18,7% say they are
“totally unwilling” (see Figure 4.5). Only 13.8% of the
respondents report being “absolutely willing” to employ or retain
older workers. 27,1% say there are “rather willing” to do so.
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Figure 4.4 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent do you agree that retirement gender gap is fair?»
(percentage of respondents).
It is worth noting that the distribution of answers to the
aforementioned question is similar to that related to previous
question: «To what extent do you agree that the existing state
pension age makes employers lose interest in active workers close
to retirement age?».

Figure 4.5 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Are you
willing to employ or retain older workers?» (percentage of
respondents).
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The majority of the respondents (40,6%) believe that the
government is primarily responsible for adequate pensions (see
Figure 4.6).

Figure 4.6 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Who is
responsible for adequate pensions?» (percentage of respondents).
At the same time, 33,1% of the respondents think that there
should be a shared responsibility between employers, employees
and the State for responsible for adequate pensions. A smaller
share of the respondents (16,4%) state that employees are
responsible for adequate pensions. And 9,9% say that an employer
should take responsibility for adequate pensions.
As we can see from Figure 4.6, senior executives of SMEs
tend to underestimate the role of employer in pension
accumulation, which can serve as a barrier to adoption of
corporate pension schemes and hinder the process of non-state
pension provision.
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We sought to assess senior executives’ awareness of
corporate pension schemes by asking them the question: “How are
you aware of corporate pension plans?”.
From Figure 4.7 we can see that in spite of the widespread
discussions of pension system modernization and opportunities to
implement corporate pension schemes in organizations, the
majority of the respondents are still unaware of non-state pension
provision.

Figure 4.7 – Distribution of answers to the question: «How are
you aware of corporate pension schemes?» (percentage of
respondents).
A significant proportion of the respondents (46,4%) report
being somewhat unaware of corporate pension schemes (of them,
25,3% are “somewhat unaware” and 21,1% are “unaware”).
More than half of the respondents (53,7%) say they are
aware of corporate pension schemes.
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Only 21,4% of the respondents agree with the statement
that an employer should take care of employee pensions through
implementation of corporate pension schemes. 33,3% of the
respondents say they “rather agree” with the statement (see Figure
4.8).

Figure 4.8 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent do you agree with the statement that an employer should
take care of employee pensions through implementation of
corporate pension schemes?» (percentage of respondents).
Only 16,8% of the respondents “disagree” with the
statement that that an employer should take care of employee
pensions through implementation of corporate pension schemes.
And 28,7% say they “rather disagree” with it.
We sought to identify senior executives’ opinions about the
role of employer in accumulation of supplementary pension funds
by asking the respondents the following question (see Figure 4.9).
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Figure 4.9 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Which of
the following statements regarding the role of employer in pension
accumulation comes closer to your point of view?» (percentage of
respondents).
Roughly one-third of the respondents (33,3%) believe that
an employer is not obliged to be involved in accumulation of
employees’ private pensions. The majority of the respondents
(43,9%) think that any company’s duty is to include in its social
protection package corporate pension. Also,

22,8% of the

respondents found it difficult to answer this question.
In response to the question: «To what extent are corporate
pension schemes attractive to you as an employer?» a significant
proportion of the respondents say that these programs are
unattractive to them (see Figure 4.10). 27,0% of the resроndents
think that these programs are “rather unattractive” and 20,5% “unattractive”.
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Figure 4.10 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent are corporate pension schemes attractive to you as an
employer?» (percentage of respondents).
At the same time, more than half of the respondents
(52,5%) state that corporate pension schemes are attractive. Such
polarization between the respondents on this issue implies that
corporate pension schemes have as advantages, as disadvantages.
One of the main factors influencing the attractiveness of
corporate pension schemes is tax-sheltered accumulation of
pension funds (Figure 4.11). In response to the question: «To what
extent is it true that getting tax relief on pension contributions is
critical to implementation of corporate pension schemes?» onefourth of the respondents (26,5%) replied that it’s “absolutely
true”.
Roughly the same proportion of the respondents said that
this statement is “rather true” or “rather untrue” (29% and 26,1%
respectively). Overall, 55,5% of the respondents believe that
getting tax relief on contributions to corporate pension is an
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attractive advantage, while 44,5% think that tax relief cannot be
viewed as an incentive for implementation of corporate pension
schemes.

Figure 4.11 – Distribution of answers to the question: «To what
extent is it true that getting tax relief on pension contributions is
critical to implementation of corporate pension scheme?»
(percentage of respondents).

Figure 4.12 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Will
corporate image reinforcement be a crucial factor influencing your
decision to implement corporate pension schemes?» (percentage
of respondents).
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The majority of the respondents (52,4%) believe that corporate
image reinforcement will not be a crucial factor influencing
decision to implement corporate pension schemes (see Figure
4.12). Of them, 33,9% said it «probably will not» and 18,5% «definitely will not».
Only 21,5% of the respondents stated that this factor would
impact their decision to implement corporate pension schemes.
The other 26,1 % replied that it probably would.
We sought to identify incentives for and barriers to
accumulation of supplementary pension funds and implementation
of corporate pension schemes by asking the respondents the
following set of questions.
Figure 4.13 shows the distribution of answers to the
question:

«In

your

opinion,

are

there

any

barriers

implementation of corporate pension schemes?».

Figure 4.13 – Distribution of answers to the question: «In your
opinion, are there any barriers to implementation of corporate
pension schemes?» (percentage of respondents).
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to

While 15,2% of the respondents believe that such barriers
do not exist, 17,4% are sure that the opposite is true. 40,9% of the
respondents acknolowledge that these barriers can exist. 26,5%
state that probably there aren’t any barriers.
As regards global economic instability, the majority of the
respondents (56,8%) tend to view it as a barrier to adoption of
corporate pension schemes (see Figure 4.14).

Figure 4.14 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Is global
economic instability a significant barrier to implementation of
corporate pension schemes?» (percentage of respondents).
While 21,4% of the respondents report that global
economic

instability

is

a

“very

significant”

barrier

to

implementation of corporate pension schemes, 35,4% state that
such barrier is “rather significant”. At the same time, from Figure
4.14 we can see that a good proportion of the respondents (43,2%)
believe that global economic instability doesn’t influence the
decision to adopt corporate pension schemes. Of them, 17,8% say
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that this barrier is “insignificant” and 25,4% - “rather
insignificant”.
In response to the question: «Are business taxes a
significant barrier to implementation of corporate pension
schemes?» the majority of the respondents (57%) say that this
barrier is either “rather significant” (37,2%) or “very significant”
(19,8%) (see Figure 4.15).

Figure 4.15 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Are
business taxes a significant barrier to implementation of corporate
pension schemes?» (percentage of respondents).
At the same time, 43% of the respondents do not consider
the existing business taxes to be a significant barrier to adoption of
corporate pension schemes. Of them, 23,4% think that it is “rather
insignificant” and 19,7 – “insignificant”.
429 respondents out of 697 found it difficult to reply to the
question: «Which factors do you regard as barriers to
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implementation of corporate pension schemes?». We can divide
all replies into several groups:
No answer – 31 replies (11,6% of all replies);
Barriers related to age, health and productivity issues – 81
replies (30,2% of all replies);
Barriers related to political or economic instability – 36
replies (13,4% of all replies);
No barriers – 36 replies (13,4% of all replies);
Administrative,

bureaucratic,

legal,

implementation

barriers – 33 replies (12,3% of all replies);
Barriers related to taxation and the lack of tax reliefs – 17
replies (6,3% of all replies);
Barriers related to low public confidence in pension
schemes (6,3% of all replies);
Barriers related to low public awareness – 11 replies (4,1%
of all replies);
Barriers related to the lack of interest or readiness among
employers and employees – 6 replies (2,2% of all replies).
A significant amount of null answers implies the low
public awareness of corporate pension schemes.
As regards employee commitment to corporate pension
schemes as part of a social protection package, the respondents
divided on the issue (see Figure 4.16).
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Figure 4.16 – Distribution of answers to the question: «In your
opinion, to what extent are your employees interested (or could be
interested) in corporate pension schemes as part of a social
protection package?» (percentage of respondents).
18,9% of the respondents report that employees are highly
interested in corporate pension schemes. 29,3% believe that
employees are “somewhat interested” and 27,3% - “almost
uninterested”. It is worth noting that a significant proportion of the
respondents (24,5%) did not provide any answer, which reflects
low employer awareness of employees’ social demands.
The majority of the respondents report that employees in
the age groups of 30-40 and 40-50 express the greatest interest in
corporate pension schemes (see Figure 4.17). 40,6% of the
respondents state that the age group of 30-40 comprises most
interested employees and 54,1% of the respondents say that the
age group of 40-50 comprises them. That is to say, older workers
are more concerned about future retirement and pension income.
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Figure 4.17 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
employee groups are most interested in corporate pension
schemes?» (number of respondents).
A smaller proportion of the respondents report that
employees younger than 30 or older than 50 are most interested in
corporate pension schemes. Which means that younger employees
rather than making retirement savings prefer to spend all their
current income.
Also, from Figure 4.17 we can see that the majority of the
respondents opt not to give answers related to employees’ income.
Of those who gave them, 128 respondents (18,4%) stated that
high-income employees are most interested in corporate pension
schemes and 71 respondents (10,2%) said that low-income
employees express the greatest interest in such programs.
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The distribution of answers to the question: «If a corporate
pension scheme is implemented as part of a social protection
package, what employees will it be focused on?» shows that,
according to the respondents, corporate pension schemes will be
focused on the very imployees who (might) express the greatest
interest in these programs (see Figure 4.18).

Figure 4.18 – Distribution of answers to the question: «If a
corporate pension scheme is implemented as part of a social
protection package, what employees will it be focused on?»
(number of respondents).
The majority of the respondents (321 people or 46,1%)
believe that corporate pension schemes are (will be) focused on
employees in the age group of 40-50. Other respondents divided
into small groups on this issue. 246 people (35,3%) think that
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these programs are (will be) focused on the age group of 30 and
younger, 266 people (38,2%) – on the age group of 30-40, and 246
people (35,3%) – on the age group of 50+. Also, 142 people
(20,4%) think that the programs are (will be) focused on highincome employees, 81 people (11,6%) – on low-income
employees.
Figure 4.19 shows the distribution of answers to the
question: «What employee benefits make up your company’s
social protection package? Please specify.».

Figure 4.19 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
employee benefits make up your company’s social protection
package? Please specify.» (number of respondents).
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According to the survey results, more often than not,
medical insurance is included in the social protection package.
This answer was given by 447 respondents (64,1%). 243
respondents (34,9%) said that life insurance makes up the social
protection package. Other respondents said that benefits
comprising the social protection package are: material aid for
those in need, compensation for transport expenses and free meals
(193 replies (27,7%), 153 replies (22,0%) and 152 replies (21,8%)
respectively). 114 respondents (16,4%) mentioned free health
resort treatement and 68 respondents (9,8%) – free rehabilitation
and medical treatment. 86 respondents (12,3%) said that the
corporate pension should make up the social protection package.
26 respondents (3,7%) mentioned interest-free loans.
Other benefits that should make up, according to
respondents, the social protection package are as follows:
− child care benefits – 69 replies (9,9%);
− compensation for expenses at work – 46 replies
(6,6%);
− fitness benefits – 33 replies (4,7%);
− compensation for tourist trips – 41 replies (5,9%).
We sought to identify other employee benefits that are
viewed as important and could be implemented by asking the
respondents the following question: «What other employee
benefits do you regard as important and would be implemented if
you had greater financial resources?» (see Figure 4.20).
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Figure 4.20 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What other
employee benefits do you regard as important and would be
implemented if you had greater financial resources?» (number of
respondents).
According to the respondents, other important employee
benefits are as follows:
- voluntary medical insurance – 256 replies (36,7%);
- free health resort treatement – 239 replies (34,3%);
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- free meals – 213 replies (30,6%);
- life insurance – 184 replies (26,4%);
- material aid for those in need – 176 replies (25,3%);
-

возмещение

транспортных

расходов
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респондентов или 20,1% опрошенных);
- child care benefits – 121 replies (17,4%).
The benefits mentioned the least often by the respondents
are fitness benefits and compensation for tourist trips (43 replies
(6,2%) and 68 replies (9,8%) respectively).
Only 100 respondents (14,3%) dubbed the corporate
pension “an important employee benefit”, which underscores that
corporate pension schemes have low attractiveness to employers.
From 11,8% to 15,5% of the respondents mentioned such
employee benefits as interest-free loans, compensation for
personal expenses and free rehabilitation treatment.
The next question of the questionnaire was: «Are you
willing to accumulate pension funds through an individual pension
plan designed by a non-state pension fund (with the following
provisions: 1) inheritance; 2) tax deduction; 3) early withdrawal;
4) guaranteed annual returns)?» (see Figure 4.21, Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Are you
willing to accumulate pension funds through an individual pension
plan designed by a non-state pension fund?» (number of
respondents).
Answers
Number of respondents
Absolutely willing
426
Totally unwilling
196
Already do it
75
Total
697

Figure 4.21 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Are you
willing to accumulate pension funds through an individual pension
plan designed by a non-state pension fund (with the following
provisions: 1) inheritance; 2) tax deduction; 3) early withdrawal;
4) guaranteed annual returns)?» (percentage of respondents).
The distribution of answers to the question shows that
61,1% of the respondents are willing to accumulate pension funds
through an individual pension plan designed by a non-state
pension fund. 10,8% of the respondents already do it. One-third of
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the respondents (28,1%) are unwilling to accumulate pension
funds through an individual pension plan designed by a non-state
pension fund.
There are significant regional fluctuations with respect to
citizen willingness willing to accumulate pension funds through an
individual pension plan (see Figure 4.22).

Figure 4.22 – Distribution of answers to the question:
«Are you willing to accumulate pension funds through an
individual pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund
(with the following provisions: 1) inheritance; 2) tax deduction; 3)
early withdrawal; 4) guaranteed annual returns)?» by federal
districts (percentage of respondents).
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While in the Volga federal district the share of the
respondents who are willing to accumulate pension funds through
an individual pension plan accounts for 87%, in the Siberian and
Central federal districts it accounts for only 36,2% and 35,3%
respectively. Besides, none of the respondents in the Volga federal
district reported being participant of such programs.
More than half of the respondents are willing to
accumulate pension funds through an individual pension plan in
the following districts:
− Central – 70,8% of the respondents;
− Ural – 59,0% of the respondents;
− North-Western – 55,6% of the respondents;
− South – 60% of the respondents.
The highest percentage of those respondents who already
participate in such programs is observed in the North Western
federal district – 18,5% of the respondents.
52,9% of the respondents in the Siberian federal district
and 53,2% of the respondents in the far Eastern federal district are
unwilling to accumulate pension funds through an individual
pension plan. Significant regional fluctuations may reflect low
public awareness of non-state pension provision programs in
different parts of Russia.
The respondents who expressed their willingness to
accumulate pension funds through an individual pension plan
designed by a non-state pension fund (61,1%, 426 people) were
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asked the following question: «What pension plan designed by a
non-state pension fund would be of interest to you?». Figure 4.23
shows the distribution of answers to this question.

Figure 4.23 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund would be of
interest to you?» (number of respondents).
The vast majority of the respondents reported that they
would be interested in a personal pension plan (275 people,
64,6%). 79 respondents (18,5%) expressed their interest in
investment plans. And 109 respondents (25,6%) said that a family
pension plan would be of interest to them.
Figure 4.24 shows the distribution of answers to this
question by federal districts.
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Figure 4.24 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund would be of
interest to you?» by federal districts (percentage of respondents).
Again, some regional fluctuations are observed. The
majority of the respondents in all federal districts reported that
they are mostly interested in a personal pension plan (the share
ranges from 35,0% in the South federal district to 65,3% in the
Ural federal district).
Residents of the South, Far-Eastern and Siberian federal
districts are most interested in an investment plan – 40,0%, 35,3%
and 31,3% respectively).
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The majority of residents of North Caucasus federal district
(44,4%) expressed their interest in a family pension plan.
Figure 4.25 shows the distribution of answers to the question:
«What annual amount of contributions into a pension plan would
be acceptable for you?».

Figure 4.25 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
amount of contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable
for you?» (number of respondents; rubles).
The majority of the respondents (52,3%) report that they
are willing to contribute 12 to 60 thous. rubles per annum into an
individual pension plan. A small minority of the respondents
(0,2%) say that they are willing to pay 10 mln rubles in a lump
into a corporate pension plan. Also, a small number of the
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respondents (1,4%) state that they regard as acceptable to pay 5 to
10 mln rubles in a lump.
Table 4.2. and Figures 4.26 – 4.28 show the distribution of
answers to the question: Распределение ответов респондентов
на вопрос: «What amount of contributions into a pension plan
would be acceptable for you?» by pension plan type.
Table 4.2 - Distribution of answers to the question: «What amount
of contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable for you?»
by pension plan type.
Amount of
contributions
(rubles)
12-60 thous. per
annum
60-120 thous. per
annum
120-500 thous. per
annum
500 thous. to1 mln.
per annum
More than 1 mln
per annum
Up to 1 mln. in a
lump
1-5 mln. in a lump
5-10 mln. in a
lump
More than 10 mln.
in a lump
Total

Number of respondents who opt for:
Personal pension
Family pension
Investment plan
plan
plan
People
%
People
%
People
%

Total number
of
respondents

162

58,9

34

31,2

27

34,2

223

48

17,5

27

24,8

16

20,3

91

23

8,4

26

23,9

14

17,7

63

21

7,6

3

2,8

8

10,1

32

7

2,5

4

3,7

2

2,5

13

8

2,9

9

8,3

6

7,6

23

4

1,5

4

3,7

2

2,5

10

2

0,7

2

1,8

3

3,8

7

0

0,0

0

0,0

1

1,3

1

275

100

109

100

79

100

463

From Table 4.2 we can see that the majority of the
respondents (58,9%) who opt for a personal pension plan are
willing to pay 12-60 thous. Rubles per annum (see Figure 4.26).
Also, a good proportion of the respondents (17,5%) who opt for a
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personal pension plan agree to pay 60 to 120 thous. rubles per
annum. The share of respondents who opt for this pension plan
type but are willing to pay different amount of contribututions
accounts for less than 10%.

Figure 4.26 – Distribution of answers to the question (asked to
respondents who opt for a personal pension plan): «What amount
of contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable for you?»
(number of respondents).
As regards a family pension plan, 31,2% of the respondents
who opt for it are willing to pay 12 to 60 thous. rubles per annum
(see Figure 4.27). A good proportion of the respondents (24,8%)
can contribute 60 to 120 thous. rubles per annum into a family
pension plan. 23,9% of the respondents find it acceptable to pay
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120 to 500 thous. rubles per annum, 9.2% - more than 1 mln.
Rubles per annum.

Figure 4.27 – Distribution of answers to the question (asked to
respondents who opt for a family pension plan): «What amount of
contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable for you?»
(number of respondents).
From figure 4.28 we can see that the majority of the
respondents (34,2%) who opt for an investment plan prefer to
contribute 12 to 60 thous. rubles per annum. 20,3% of the
respondents are willing to pay 60 to 120 thous. rubles per annum
into an investment pension plan. An insignificant share of the
respondents (10,1%) choose to pay more than 1 mln. Rubles per
annum into an investment plan.
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Figure 4.28 – Distribution of answers to the question (asked to
respondents who opt for a investment plan): «What amount of
contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable for you?»
(number of respondents).
Table 4.3 - Distribution of answers to the question: «What amount
of contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable for you?»
by amount of contributions.
120-500
thous. per
annum

Amount of contributions (rubles)
500 thous.
More than
Up to 1 mln.
to 1 mln.
1 mln. per
in a lump
per annum
annum
Nu
Nu
%
%
Num
%
m
m

1-5 mln. in a
lump

5-10 mln. in
a lump

More than
10 mln. in a
lump

Num

%

Num

%

Num

%

34,8

4

40,0

2

28,6

0

0

275

39,1

4

40,0

2

28,6

0

0

109

6

26,1

2

20,0

3

42,9

1

100

79

23

100

10

100

7

100

1

100

463

0,2

100

12-60 thous.
per annum

60-20 thous.
per annum

Num

%

Num

%

Num

%

Personal plan

162

72,6

48

52,7

23

36,5

21

65,6

7

53,8

8

Family plan

34

15,2

27

29,7

26

41,3

3

9,4

4

30,8

9

Investment plan

27

12,1

16

17,6

14

22,2

8

25,0

2

15,4

Total
Percentage of
respondents

223

100

91

100

63

100

32

100

13

100

Pension plan
type

48,2

19,7

13,6

6,9

2,8
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4,9

2,2

1,5

Total

Figure 4.29 – Distribution of answers to the question: «What
amount of contributions into a pension plan would be acceptable
for you?» by pension type (percentage of respondents).
Table 4.3 and Figure 4.29 show the distribution of answers
to the question: «What amount of contributions into a pension plan
would be acceptable for you?» by amount of contributions.
From Table 4.3 we can see that the majority of the
respondents who opt for a personal pension plan are willing to pay
either 12 to 60 or 60 to 120 thous. rubles per annum (72,6% and
52,7% respectively). The respondents who opt for an investment
plan choose to pay more than 5 mln. rubles per annum.
It is worth noting that the majority of respondents who opt
for an investment plan are willing to pay more than 1 mln. rubles.
Table 4.4 and Figure 4.30 show the distribution of answers
to the question: «Which provisions should an individual pension
plan designed by a non-state pension fund include to be
151

considered more competitive than other financial avenues
(deposits, insurance, etc.).
Table 4.4 - Distribution of answers to the question: «Which
provisions should an individual pension plan designed by a nonstate pension fund include to be considered more competitive than
other financial avenues (deposits, insurance, etc.)?»
Percentage
Number of
Answers
of
respondents
respondents
Tax reduction of 13% for
contributions paid into individual
178
35,5
pension plan
(up to 120 000 rub/annum)
Guaranteed annual return
188
37,5
(from 4%)
Inheritance of retirement savings
167
33,3
Retirement savings insurance
97
19,4
Opportunity to choose investment
strategy based on risks and annual
49
9,8
yeilds
Savings and investment income
which are not subject to recovery
91
18,2
claim by third parties
Family pension
115
23,0
Savings and investment income
62
12,4
which are not subject to division
Disablement insurance
52
10,4
Various payment options (online,
bank transfer, payment terminals,
57
11,4
payroll deduction)
Other provision
0
0,0
Total
501
100
No answer
196
152

Figure 4.30 – Distribution of answers to the question: «Which
provisions should an individual pension plan designed by a nonstate pension fund include to be considered more competitive than
other financial avenues (deposits, insurance, etc.)?» (number of
respondents).
196 respondents (28,1%) did not give answer to this
question. The respondents who did reply (501 people, 71,9%),
primarily mentioned:
- Guaranteed annual return (from 4%) – 37,5% of
respondents;
- Tax reduction of 13% for contributions paid into
individual pension plan (up to 120 000 rub/annum) – 35,5% of
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respondents.
One third of the respondents (33,3%) believe that an
individual pension plan should necessarily include the provision of
inheritance of savings. 23,0% - family pension. 18,2% - savings
and investment income are not subject to recovery claim by third
parties. 12,4% - savings and investment income which are not
subject to division. 19,4% - retirement savings insurance. 11,4% various payment options (online, bank transfer, payment
terminals, payroll deduction). 10,4% - disablement insurance. Less
than 10% - opportunity to choose investment strategy based on
risks and annual yields.
Tax reduction of 13% for contributions paid into
individual pension plan (up to 120 000 rub/annum)
Guaranteed annual return (from 4%)
Disablement insurance
Retirement savings inheritance
Savings and investment income which are not subject
to division
Savings and investment income which are not subject
to recovery claim by third parties
Family pension
Various payment options (online, bank transfer,
payment terminals, payroll deduction)
Opportunity to choose investment strategy based on
risks and annual yeilds
Retirement savings insurance
Other provisions (please specify)
No answer
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343
496
330
400
121
95
207
183
127
104
25
372

CONCLUSION
The research findings underscore that Russian citizens are
divided on the issue of non-state (supplementary) pension
provision system and the prospects for its development.
On the one hand, a significant level of public awareness of
(30%) and confidence in (37%) non-state pension provision
system is observed. Some citizens are willing to enroll (12% individual pension plans, 37% - employer-sponsored pension
plans) or are already enrolled (10%) into corporate pension plans.
On the other hand, a large proportion of citizens are unaware of
(40%), do not trust (60%) or are unwilling to participate in nonstate pension provision programs and corporate pension schemes.
Despite some fluctuations, the overall trend since 2014
indicates that public opinions about and biases toward non-state
(supplementary) pension provision system and the prospects for its
development are deeply entrenched. There are only slight changes
in citizens’ attitutes toward non-state pension funds and corporate
pension schemes. The main indices (public awareness, public
confidence, willingness to participate, scope of participation,
terms of participation, etc.) fluctuate within narrow margins from
year to year, which implies that the process of formation of public
opinions about non-state pension provision system has come to an
end. Therefore, we have to move on from widespread discussions
on the issue to effective policy decision making related to
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implementation of corporate pension schemes. The research
findings underscore, that there are favorable conditions for it.
It is worth noting that a significant amount of active
workers (on average 25-35%) are prone to take full responsibility
for accumulation of pension funds and therefore can contribute to
development of non-state pension provision system. Moreover, up
to 45% of workers express their interest in corporate pension
schemes. If we don’t capitalize on favorable conditions and limit
ourselves to half measures, we’ll miss the chance to improve nonstate pension provision development.
First, if we address the problem of state pension provision
through raising state pension age, it may result in social unrest.
The majority of the population (67%) demonstrate their opposition
to a higher pension age.
Secondly, if we freeze state pensions at a low level, it may
also result in social unrest. As the research findings highlight, only
an insignificant proportion of the population (11%) suffice with
the state pension of less than 15 thous. rubles. The majority of the
population (60%) need the state pension of no less than 60 thous.
rubles. Therefore, we assume that there is no other alternative but
to further develop non-state pension provision system as currently
it cannot fully satisfy citizens’ needs owing to poor regulatory
regime.
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According to the research findings:
1)

Non-state pension provision programs are perceived

to be inferior in pesion accumulation to individual retirement
savings (8% as compared to 23%).
2)

A

significan

proportion

of

citizens

(28%)

accumulate pension funds on their own. Of them, 37% make
contributions into a non-state pension fund; 35% - make
retirement savings; 25% - make contributions into an individual
savings account.
3)

A large share of citizens (on average 35%) adhere

to principles of shared responsibility between an employer, an
employee and the government for pension accumulation. Nearly
half of citizens (48%) would agree to make contributions into a
pension plan if it were co-sponsored by a third party. On average,
these contribution could account for 10% of employee current
income.
4)

A good proportion of citizens (12%) are willing to

enroll in private pension plans if they included various additional
provisions and investments were protected.
5)

To improve citizen participation in private pension

plans th latter should include the following provisions: guaranteed
annual returns (24%); retirement savings inheritance (24%); tax
reduction for pension contributions (20%); disablement insurance
(19%); family pension (12%), etc. The more provisions a pension
plan include, the more competitive it will be.
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At the same time, we should take into account that a
significant proportion of the population (40% to 50%) will never
advocate for non-state pension provision development. These
citizens will always be in opposition to private pension schemes
due to their mentality or economic behavior. They largely adhere
to paternalistic attitudes and tend to shift responsibility for pension
accumulation to the government (45%). Also, they are unwilling
to pay contributions into private pension plans (40%). These
citizens don’t trust non-state financial institutions (60%) and opt to
make retirement savings on their own (35%). They don’t view the
state pension as a replacement of pre-retirement earnings (60%)
but rather consider it to be an additional source of post-retirement
income. Many of these citizens believe that their post-retirement
income will come from post-retirement earnings, private savings,
rental earnings, etc.
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Appendices
Appendix А
Questionnaire form for conducting a survey among the
economically productive population
NUMBER
REGION
CITY
DAY |________|
MONTH |
|
2016
STARTING TIME:
|______| HOUR |______| MINUTES
ENDING
TIME:
|______| HOUR |______| MINUTES

DATE
TIME
INTERVIEWEE’S
NAME
PHONE
INTERVIEWER

Hello, my name is… I work in the Russian State Social
University. We conduct a social survey about pension
provision. Would you be so kind to answer my questions?
Our University guarantees your data will remain confidential.
We will only use aggregate data. IF RESPONDENT REFUSES
TO ANSWER QUESTIONS – PLEASE FINISH THE
INTERVIEW. IF HE/SHE AGREES – PLEASE FILL IN THE
QUESTIONNAIRE FORM.
1. To what extent do you agree that the existing
retirement age (female – 55, male – 60)
corresponds with the age when workers feel
they ought to retire? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
159

1

Absolutely disagree. I
think that by age 5560 set as a retirement
age workers are still
productive.

2

Somewhat disagree. I 5
think that it does not
correspond for
certain groups not
involved in physical
work.
Absolutely agree. I
think that by age 5560 set as a retirement
age workers lose
productivity.
2. To what extent do you agree that retirement
gender gap is fair? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Absolutely agree
2 Absolutely disagree
Please explain
Please explain
_________________
___________________
_________________
___________________
__
3. At what age are you going to retire? (SINGLE
CHOICE QUESTION)
At the retirement age 3 As long as the health
and circumstances
permit (roughly 10 years
after retirement)
Within 3-5 after
4 Other (Please
retirement
specify)_____________
___________________

3

1

1

2
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4

Absolutely agree. I
think that by the age 5560 set as a retirement
age workers should have
a chance to take a rest
while they are still
active.
Other (Please specify)
___________________
___________________

1
2

1
2
3
4

1
2
3

1
2
3

4. Pension replaces pre-retirement earnings
(salary) and therefore should be paid only if a
worker retires (ceases to be occupied). To what
extent do you think it is fair? (SINGLE
CHOICE QUESTION)
Absolutely fair
3 Rather unfair
Rather fair
4 Totally unfair
5. In the future when you retire, where will your
retirement income come from? (MULTIPLE
CHOICE QUESTION)
State pension
5 Rental income
Non-state pension
Private savings in
bank account
Private savings in
cash

6
7

Post-retirement earnings
Financial aid from adult
children
8 Other (Please
specify)_______________
___________________
6. What is your desired pension income as
percentage of your current income (in current
prices, not adjusted for inflation)? (SINGLE
CHOICE QUESTION)
Less than 30% of
4 More than 70% of current
current income
income
40-50% of current
5 Other (Please specify)
income
_____________________
_____________________
60-70% of current
income
7. What is your desired pension income in real
values (in current prices, not adjusted for
inflation)? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
5 000 – 10 000 rub. 4 20 000 – 30 000 rub.
10 000 – 15 000
5 30 000 – 40 000 rub.
rub.
15 000 – 20 000
6 More than 40 000 rub.
rub.
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1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2
1
2

8. Are you willing to make contributions into your
pension? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Already do it (go to 3 Undecided (go to question
question № 7)
№ 8)
Yes, I’m willing (go 4 No, I’m unwilling (go to
to question № 8)
question № 8)
9. How do you usually make contributions into
your pension? (MULTIPLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Make contributions 3 Make retirement savings
into non-state
on my own
pension fund
Make payments into 4 Other (Please specify)
savings bank
______________________
account
______________________
10. Would you agree to make personal
contributions into your pension if they doubled
thanks to third party? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Would agree
3 Would not agree
Probably would
4 Other (Please specify)
agree
____________________
11. Who is responsible for adequate pensions?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Government
3 Employees
Employer
4 Shared responsibility
12. How are you aware of corporate pension
schemes? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Absolutely aware
3 Somewhat unaware
Somewhat aware
4 Unaware
13. Which of the following statements regarding the
role of employer in pension accumulation comes
closer to your point of view? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
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1

2

1
2

1
2
3

Must enroll employees
into a corporate pension
plan

3

Probably should not
enroll employees into
a corporate pension
plan
Probably should enroll
4 Does not have to
employees into a
enroll employees into
corporate pension plan
a corporate pension
plan
14. If your employer implements
a corporate
employer-sponsored pension scheme soon, will you
enroll into it? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Definitely will
3 Probably will not
Probably will
4 Will not
15. What percentage of your salary are you willing
to pay into the corporate pension? (SINGLE
CHOICE QUESTION)

16. How much should an employer contribute into
a corporate pension scheme as compared to the
amount of contributions paid by an employee?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
25 % of employee
4 100 % of employee
contributions
contributions
30 % of employee
5 Other (Please specify)
contributions
__________________
50 % of employee
contributions
17. Imagine the situation when your employer
automatically enrolled you into a corporate pension
scheme (without your approval) and started
deducting contributions from your salary and
paying these and his/her own contributions into
your corporate pension. You have the right to opt
out of this corporate pension scheme whenever you
want. What would you do? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
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1
2

1
2
3
1

2
3
1
2

1
2

Definitely will opt out
3 Probably will stay in
Probably will opt out
4 Definitely will stay in
18. How many weekly working hours are you
willing to dedicate to accumulating pension funds?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
1 to 2 hours
4 7 to 8 hours
3 to 4 hours
5 9 to 10 hours
5 to 6 hours
6 0 hours
19. Have you ever interacted with non-state pension
fund?
Yes, I have transferred
4 Other (Please specify)
the accumulative part of
state pension to a nonstate pension fund
Yes, I am enrolled into a
5 No answer
corporate pension
scheme
No, I have not
20. How are you aware of services provided by nonstate
Awarepension funds? (ОДИН
3 ОТВЕТ)
Somewhat unaware
Somewhat aware
4 Unaware
21. Overall, do you trust non-state pension funds?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
I do
3 Probably I do not
Probably I do
4 I do not

21. Are you willing to accumulate pension funds through an
individual pension plan designed by a non-state pension fund
(with the following provisions: 1) inheritance; 2) tax
deduction; 3) early withdrawal; 4) guaranteed annual
returns)? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
1.
2.
3.

Willing (go to question 22).
Already do it (go to question 23)..
Unwilling (go to question 24)..
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22. What pension plan designed by a non-state pension
fund would be of interest to you? (MULTIPLE
CHOICE QUESTION)
1.
Personal pension plan
2.
Family pension plan
3.
Investment plan (with investment period of 3 years)
aimed at higher annual investment return (as
compared to a normal pension plan) and which
provides for the right to transfer funds to corporate
pension
23. What annual amount of contributions into a pension
plan would be acceptable for you? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION, ONE ANSWER PER A CHOSEN
PENSION PLAN)
Annual amount of
Personal Family
Investment
contributions (rubles) pension
pension
plan
plan
plan
12 000
1
1
1
12 000 to 60 000
2
2
2
61 000 to 120 000
3
3
3
More than 120 000
4
4
4
24. Which provisions should an individual pension plan
designed by a non-state pension fund include to be
considered more competitive than other financial
avenues (deposits, insurance, etc.)? (MULTIPLE
CHOICE QUESTION – UP TO 3 OPTIONS)
1.
Tax reduction of 13% for contributions paid into
individual pension plan (up to 120 000 rub/annum)
2.
Guaranteed annual returns (from 4%)
3.
Disablement insurance
4.
Inheritance
5.
Savings and investment income which are not subject
to division
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6.

Savings and investment income which are not subject
to recovery claim by third parties
7.
Family pension
8.
Various payment options (online, bank transfer,
payment terminals, payroll deduction)
9.
Opportunity to choose investment strategy based on
risks and annual yeilds
10.
Retirement savings insurance
11.
Other provisions (Please specify)
Personal data
25. Please specify respondent’s gender
1

1
2
1
2
1
2
3
4
5
1

male
26. Age (specify)
27. Education:
Did not complete
secondary school
Completed secondary
school
28. Marrital status?
Married
Not married
29. Occupation
Self-employed,
Business owner
Senior executive

2

female

3

Completed college

4

Completed University

3
4

Divorsed
Widow

6

Student

7

Soecialist / Manager /
Technical staff member
Worker
Public employee /
Military
30. Economic sector:
Agriculture and
industry

8

Temporary
unemployed /
Unemployed
Homemaker

9

Other

6

Public service
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2

1

Transportation and
7 Education
telecommunications
Finances
8 Health sector
Trade, service sector
9 Arts
Construction
10 Other
31. Please specify your everage monthly income per
a household member (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Less than 5 thous. rub.
5 21 to 30 thous. rub.

2
3
4

5 to 10 thous. rub.
11 to 15 thous. rub.
16 to 20 thous. rub.

3
4
5

6
7
8

31 to 40 thous. rub.
41 to 50 thous. rub.
More than 51 thous.
rub.

THANK YOU FOR THE INTERVIEW! YOUR OPINION
IS IMPORTANT TO US!
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Appendix B
Questionnaire form for conducting a survey among senior
executives of SMEs
NUMBER
REGION
CITY
PHONE
ORGANIZATION
DATE
TIME

DAY |________|
MONTH |
|
2016
STARTING TIME:
|______| HOURS |______| MINUTES
ENDING TIME:
|______| HOURS |______| MINUTES

RESPONDENT’S
NAME
INTERVIEWER

Hello, my name is… I work in the Russian State Social
University. We conduct a social survey about pension
provision. Would you be so kind to answer my questions?
Our University guarantees your data will remain confidential.
We will only use aggregate data. IF RESPONDENT REFUSES
TO ANSWER QUESTIONS – PLEASE FINISH THE
INTERVIEW. IF HE/SHE AGREES – PLEASE FILL IN THE
QUESTIONNAIRE FORM.

1
2

1. What is your opinion about the idea of raising state
pension age? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Positive
3 Rather negative
Rather positive
4 Negative
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1
2

2. To what extent do you agree that the existing state
pension age makes employers lose interest in active
workers close to retirement?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Absolutely agree
3
Rather disagree
Rather agree
4
Totally disagree

1
2

3. To what extent do you agree that retirement gender
gap is fair? (SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Absolutely agree
3
Rather disagree
Rather agree
4
Totally disagree

1
2
1
2
1
2

4. Are you willing to employ or retain older workers?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Absolutely willing
3
Rather unwilling
Rather willing
4
Totally unwilling
5. Who is responsible for adequate pensions?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Government
3
Employees
Employer
4
Shared responsibility
6. How are you aware of corporate pension schemes?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Absolutely aware
3
Somewhat unaware
Somewhat aware
4
Totally unaware

NOTE: Through corporate pension schemes an employer
enables an employee to accumulate supplementary pension
funds. Corporate pension plans can be either employersponsored or co-sponsored by both an employer and an
employee. The corporate pension is a «postponed salary» paid
to an employee after retirement. For an employer corporate
pension schemes are the mechanism of HR management and
an opportunity to get tax reliefs.
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1
2

1
2
3

1
2

1
2

1
2

7. To what extent do you agree with the statement
that an employer should take care of employee
pensions through implementation of corporate
pension schemes мм? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Absolutely agree
3
Rather disagree
Rather agree
4
Totally disagree
8. Which of the following statements regarding the
role of employer in pension accumulation comes
closer to your point of view? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Employer must include corporate pensions in the social
protection package, it’s employers’ duty
Employer is not obliged to include corporate pensions in
the social protection package
No answer
9. To what extent are corporate pension schemes
attractive to you as an employer? (SINGLE
CHOICE QUESTION)
Attractive
3
Rather unattractive
Rather attractive
4
Unattractive
10. To what extent is it true that getting tax relief on
pension contributions is critical to implementation of
corporate pension scheme? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Absolutely true
3
Rather untrue
Rather true
4
Totally untrue
11. Will corporate image reinforcement be a crucial
factor influencing your decision to implement
corporate pension schemes? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Definitely will
3
Probably will not
Probably will
4
Definitely will not
12. In your opinion, are there any barriers to
implementation of corporate pension schemes?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
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1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2
3

Definitely there are
3 Probably there aren’t
Probably there are
4 Definitely there aren’t
13. Is global economic instability a significant barrier
to implementation of corporate pension schemes?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Very significant
3
Rather insignificant
Rather significant
4
Insignificant
14. Are business taxes a significant barrier to
implementation of corporate pension schemes?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Very significant
3
Rather insignificant
Rather significant
4
Insignificant
15. Which factors do you regard as barriers to
implementation of corporate pension schemes?
(SINGLE/MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTION)

16. In your opinion, to what extent are your
employees interested (or could be interested) in
corporate pension schemes as part of a social
protection package? (SINGLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Highly
3
Almost uninterested
Somewhat
4
No answer
17. What employee groups are most interested in
corporate pension schemes? (MULTIPLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
30 and younger
4
50 and older
30 to 40 years
5
High-income
40 to 50 years
6
Low-income
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1
2
3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

1
2
3
4

18. If a corporate pension scheme is implemented as
part of a social protection package, what employees
will it be focused on? (MULTIPLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
30 and younger
4
50 and older
30 to 40 years
5
High-income
40 to 50 years
6
Low-income
19. What employee benefits make up your
company’s social protection package? Please specify.
(MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTION)
Voluntary medical
8
Compensation for travel
insurance
expenses
Life insurance
9
Compensation for
personal expenses made
at work
Corporate pension
10 Fitness benefits
Free health resort
11 Compensation for
treatement
tourist trips
Free rehabilitation
12 Free meals
treatment
Child care benefits
13 Interest-free loans
Material aid for those in 14 Other (Please specify)
need
_____________
20. What other employee benefits do you regard as
important and would be implemented if you had
greater financial resources? (MULTIPLE CHOICE
QUESTION)
Voluntary medical
8
Compensation for travel
insurance
expenses
Life insurance
9
Compensation for
personal expenses made
at work
Corporate pension
10 Fitness benefits
Free health resort
11 Compensation for
treatement
tourist trips
172

5
6
7

Free rehabilitation
treatment
Child care benefits
Financial aid if you’re
in need

12

Free meals

13
14

Interest-free loans
Other (Please specify)
_____________

ADDITIONAL SET OF QUESTIONS ABOUT INDIVIDUAL
PENSION PLANS
21. Are you willing to accumulate pension funds
through an individual pension plan designed by a
non-state pension fund (with the following
provisions: 1) inheritance; 2) tax deduction; 3) early
withdrawal; 4) guaranteed annual returns)?
(SINGLE CHOICE QUESTION)
1
Willing (go to question 22) 3 Unwilling (go to
question 25)
2
Already do it (go to
question 24)
22. What pension plan designed by a non-state
pension fund would be of interest to you?
(MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTION)
1
Personal pension plan
2
Family pension plan
3
Investment plan (with investment period of 3 years)
aimed at higher annual investment return (as compared
to a normal pension plan) and which provides for the
right to transfer funds to corporate pension
23. What annual amount of contributions into a
pension plan would be acceptable for you? (SINGLE
CHOICE QUESTION, ONE ANSWER PER A
CHOSEN PENSION PLAN)
Amount of
Personal
Family
Investment
contributions
pension
pension
plan
(rubles)
plan
plan
12 to 60 thous.
per annum
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60 to 120 thous.
per annum
120 to 500 thous.
per annum
500 thous. to 1
mln. per annum
More than 1 mln.
per annum
Up to 1 mln. in a
lump
1 to 5 mln. in a
lump
5 to 10 mln. in a
lump
More than 10
mln. in a lump
24. Which provisions should an individual pension
plan designed by a non-state pension fund include
to be considered more competitive than other
financial avenues (deposits, insurance, etc.)?
(MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTION – UP TO 3
OPTIONS)
1.
Tax reduction of 13% for contributions paid into
individual pension plan (up to 120 000 rub/annum)
2.
Guaranteed annual returns (от 4%)
3.
Disablement insurance
4.
Retirement savings inheritance
5.
Savings and investment income which are not subject
to division
6.
Savings and investment income which are not subject
to recovery claim by third parties
7.
Family pension
8.
Various payment options (online, bank transfer,
payment terminals, payroll deduction)
9.
Opportunity to choose investment strategy based on
risks and annual yeilds
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10.
11.

Retirement savings insurance
Other provisions (please specify)

Organization’s profile
25. Name
26. Legal form of business
27. Industry
28. Your position
THANK YOU FOR THE INTERVIEW! YOUR
OPINION IS IMPORTANT TO US!
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Appendix C
Questionnaire for conducting expert interviews with senior
executives of SMEs
1.

Are you aware of corporate pension schemes

enabling employees to accumulate larger pension funds and which
can be sponsored by an employer?
2.

Have

you

ever

considered

implementing

a

corporate pension scheme in your organization? What informed
your decision? If discussions on the issue are underway, what
arguments do you have in favor of/against implementation of a
corporate pension scheme?
3.

If you decide to implement a corporate pension

sheme in your company, what amount of money as a percentage of
payroll are you willing to allocate to it? What employees should it
be focused on, and why?
4.

What employee benefits are included in your

company’s social protection package? In your opinion, which ones
are the most popular? In case of a budget reduction what employee
benefits will be sacrificed first?
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5.

To what extent employees are (could be) interested

in your company’s corporate pension plan? Why is the corporate
pension more (or less) attractive to employees than other benefits
included in the social protection package?
6.

How effective are corporate pension schemes as

human resources management instrument? What are their
advantages and disadvantages?

7.

What are the prospects for development of a system

of non-state (supplementary) pension provision?
8.

In your opinion, what are the main barriers to

implementation of corporate pension schemes? What should be
done to lift them or break them down?
9.

Are you aware of tax reliefs for employers who

implemented corporate pension schemes? Are they sufficient? In
your opinion, what could stimulate corporate pension schemes
development?
10.

In your opinion, what is an ideal system of

employer and employee engagement in corporate pension
schemes? What regulatory regime should the governemt impose to
make this system work?
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11.

Currently, widespread discussions as to pension

system modernization through transformation of mandatory
pension contributions into individual pension capital are held. The
latter will be accumulated through employee payments into a nonstate pension fund which can be stopped at any moment. The
amount of these pension contributions will fluctuate within 1-6%
of payroll. Also, tax reliefs on pension contributions can be
claimed. How do you think, can these measures stimulate an
employee to accumulate pension funds on his/her own? Will this
strategy of pension system modernization be successful?
12.

In you opinion, how reliable are non-state pension

funds? What should be done to improve their corporate image?

13.

At what age are you going to retire?

14.

What is your opinion about the idea to raise state

pension age? Do you think that a low state pension age negatively
impacts employer’s attitudes toward 50-plus workers who, as a
result, lose their jobs and workplace benefits. What should be
done to stimulate employers to hire and retain older workers?

178

15.

Do you think it is reasonable to apply an increase in

retirement age only to certain workers based on their profession
(financiers, public employees, etc.)?
16.

In your opinion, what is the overall level of

employer awareness of corporate pension schemes? What should
be done to improve it?
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