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Abstract. The paper classifies and investigates working hours in order to identify the structure of their
distribution and factors determining their distribution in Russia. Assessment of the situation regarding
working time is relevant in conditions of non-standard employment when it is necessary to search for ways
to improve productivity. Our article adds to well-known publications that focus on the analysis of
working hours and miss the important point that the same number of working hours can be implemented
under different working time schemes, which entails, for example, different options for regulation and
protection of employees’ rights. We design a conventional standard model of employment in Russia based
on the frequency of occurrence of each of the three time parameters of employment (the number of
working hours per week and per day, and the number of working days per week). We find out that this
model represents a 40-hour work week with 5 working days and 8 working hours per day. According to
the regression analysis of the microdata of the Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey – Higher School
of Economics (RLMS-HSE), we identify factors that increase the probability of employment under this
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model, namely: availability of an employment contract, work in companies with state participation,
employment in management bodies. While regional trends remain heterogeneous, the conventional
standard model continues to spread, but it has not yet become the predominant model of working hours.
We show that the growth of balance in the use of working hours is accompanied by processes that do not
contribute to economic competitiveness, evenness of regional development and the quality of human
potential in Russia. The results we obtain enrich the knowledge about the actual working time schemes
used in Russia and can serve as a basis for making substantiated decisions to identify the reserves of
working time and find ways to optimize it. Further research can analyze the quality of employment under
different working hours.
Key words: working hours, working time, employment models, labor market, quality of employment,
RLMS-HSE, employment policy, Russia.

Introduction
Reducing the length of working time is a
long-observed trend in the world [1, p. 14].
Thus, the average working time in the countries
for which the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD)
collects data per employee per year was 1,960
hours in 1970, 1,851 hours in 1992 and 1,746
hours in 20171. This trend, being one of the
implications of economic growth, is typical
primarily of Western countries. In Russia, on
the contrary, this indicator tended to increase,
and after the crisis of 2008–2009 it fluctuates
slightly around the level of 1,751 hours per
year2, which corresponds to about 38 working
hours per week3.
In general, a number of institutional factors
have contributed to the evolution of working
hours. W can note some of them with regard to
Russia. For example, since 1991, the standard
working week has been legally shortened (from
41 to 40 hours4), the minimum annual paid
leave was increased (from 18 to 24 working
days), national holidays were established (in

the beginning of January and in the beginning
of May), the scope of employees with flexible
working hours (including part-time working
day) was expanded, administrative leave and
compulsory transfers to part-time employment
were added [3, pp. 16-17]. In addition to these
institutional factors, actual working hours also
depend on economic and individual factors [4,
p. 22].
Topics related to working hours are of
particular relevance in the conditions when the
problems of transition to a four-day working
week, increasing productivity, and use of
flexible forms of employment are discussed.
Thus, in well-known publications on the
Russian labor market, researchers investigate
working hours per employee in annual terms [5;
6; 7]. Working hours per month are viewed as
indicators of labor supply in assessing its wage
elasticity [8]. A number of studies of the labor
market in Russia proceed from the assumption
that the Russian economy is dominated by the
working week corresponding to the upper limit

OECD, Hours worked (indicator). DOI: 10.1787/47be1c78-en (accessed 30.04.2019).
Ibidem.
3
OECD data for Russia represent the normative (not actual) hours worked by one person per year ( see: [2]). Our
calculations are based on 46 working weeks per year (46 weeks = [250 working days per year – 20 days of paid leave per year (i.e.
28 days of leave – 8 days falling on weekends] / 5-day working week.
4
Working 40 hours a week is recommended by the ILO. See ILO Convention No. 47 concerning the Reduction of Hours
of Work to Forty a Week; The ILO Reduction of Hours of Work Recommendation No. 116. The movement toward officially
established 40-hour working week is observed in most countries of the world [Lee et al. (Eds.), 2007].
1

2
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of 40 hours established by labor legislation5 [9].
However, it is important to look into the actual
situation concerning working hours.
In the majority of well-known publications,
including those cited above, their authors tend
to focus on analyzing the number of working
hours. However, one can work the same number
of hours under various working time schemes,
and this implies, for example, different options
for regulating and protecting employees’
rights. This gap in scientific studies defines the
novelty of our present work devoted to those
working time schemes that include several time
parameters of employment (the number of
working hours per week and day, and also the
number of working days per week).
The goal of our paper is to study working
time schemes in order to identify the structure
of their distribution and factors determining
their distribution in Russia. The knowledge of
actual schemes according to which working
time is organized can serve as a basis for making
optimal decisions to identify the reserves
of working time and for changing the way in
which standard and non-standard employment
criteria are perceived in modern conditions.
The structure of distribution and the factors
contributing to the prevalence of particular
working time schemes are not studied as
profoundly as the effects of both overtime and
low-hours work. Studies have already shown
their wide range at both micro and macro levels.
For example, for an individual to be engaged in
part-time employment means that there is no
guarantee of even a minimum wage, because in
order to obtain it, it is necessary to work the full
standard working time6. When working hours
are reduced against the employee’s will (for
example, the employee is sent on involuntary
administrative leave or he/she cannot find fulltime employment), his/her employment is
5
6

Labor Code of the Russian Federation. Article 91.
Labor Code of the Russian Federation. Article 133.
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associated with precarious employment, which
is characterized by a low level of social rights
and guarantees, lower wages, high concern
about the likelihood of losing their job, and
dissatisfaction with their work in general
[10, pp. 9-30]. The presence of workers with
precarized employment has an impact on other
employees because leadership/training duties
are shifted to the latter or because of direct
competition for work between the two groups
[11, p. 24].
On the other hand, for an individual,
working overtime is associated with health
problems (burnout syndrome, weight gain,
increased alcohol consumption, and smoking),
risks of injury, reduced productivity, an increase
in the number of errors [12; 13; 14; 15]. Some
studies indicate mental health problems that
occur when working more than 39 hours a week
[16] and are gender-specific [17].
For individuals, the decision to use time is
central among the decisions they makes
throughout their life [18, p.1]. Perhaps this is
why low job satisfaction, both in the case of
low working hours and in the case of overtime
hours, reduces life satisfaction in general [19].
For a firm, working hours are important in
terms of productivity, employee engagement,
and employee turnover issues [20]. For
example, output does not necessarily increase
as operating hours increase, and in many
industries, on the contrary, shorter hours are
associated with higher hourly productivity [21].
For the economy as a whole, reducing
working hours during a recession is one of the
tools to curb the rising unemployment. Along
with this, it is a factor that reduces gross output.
The decrease in working hours may indicate
an increase in the balance of working hours
in the economy, on the one hand, and a lower
flexibility of adaptation mechanisms of the
labor market, on the other hand.
High importance of working hours in
general urged the international expansion of
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the Decent Work Agenda, first introduced by
the International Labor organization (ILO)
in 1999 and implemented worldwide and in
Russia as well. It included the concept of decent
working time, implying health safety; workfamily balance; gender equality; productivity
growth and the ability of workers to influence
their working time [22]7.
The above-mentioned effects of both
overtime and a reduction of working time
increase the relevance of the research on the
distribution structure and factors determining
the spread of working time schemes.
The following section provides statistics that
describe the structure of the distribution of
groups of employees with different working
hours, as well as the dynamics of their
distribution. The third section uses regression
analysis to identify factors that affect the
probability of employment in the working hours
scheme defined in this paper as a conventional
standard model. The fourth section discusses
the findings obtained in the course of the
empirical research. In the end of our paper we
give general conclusions and recommendations.
General patterns of distribution of workers
according to the number of working hours in
Russia
Let us clarify that we will talk about
employment at the main place of work. We shall
start with the number of actual working hours per
week. According to the Russian Longitudinal
Monitoring Survey conducted by the National
Research University – Higher School of
Economics (RLMS-HSE) 8, employment
The analysis of working hours in the context of the
specifics of the Concept implementation in Russia deserves
special attention of researchers.
8
The Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey conducted by the National Research University – Higher School
of Economics (RLMS-HSE) and OOO Demoskop with the
participation of the Population Center of the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill and the Institute of Sociology
of the Federal Research Sociological Center of the Russian
Academy of Sciences. Available at: http://www.cpc.unc.edu/
projects/rlms и http://www.hse.ru/rlms).
7
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of 40 hours per week is the most common
(typical) model of employment in the Russian
economy and the main representative database
of microdata 9 for this study. In 2017, this
type of employment was typical of 44% of all
the employed, in 200110 – 37%. This trend
indicates the spread of the employment model
with the number of actual hours of work per
week corresponding to the standard adopted at
the legislative level.
To get a more complete picture of the
existing employment model in terms of working
time, let us note two more characteristics of
employment, namely the usual length of the
working day and the number of working days
per week. Thus, according to the data of
RLMS-HSE, in 2017, an 8-hour working day
was usual for 50% of the employed; this working
time scheme has become more common since
2001 (46%). At the same time, the majority of
employed (56% in 2017 and 51% in 2001) had
a five-day working week11. The frequency of
using this working time scheme has increased
as well12.
According to the correlation analysis carries
out with the use of the data for 2017, we observe
a strong positive correlation between the
number of actual working hours per week and
usual duration of working time (r = 0.720;
p < 0.1); a weak positive correlation between the
9
The use of a more representative Rosstat microdatabase
of sample labor force survey was less preferable, in part because
of the length of the comparable data series.
10
The choice of 2001 as a reference point in this study is
due to the requirements of comparability of the data used by
RLMS-HSE.
11
The number of actual working days per week is calculated on the basis of RLMS-HSE data for each respondent by
dividing their average hours of work per week by the average
length of their working day. The method of finding this
parameter allows us to further exclude it from the analysis of
the employment model without critical losses for the results of
this study.
12
The share of employees whose working week lasts more
than four days was 79% in 2017 (in 2001 – 83%). This indicator
is of increased interest in the context of a discussion initiated
by the Government of the Russian Federation on the possible
transition to a four day working week (http://government.ru/
news/36975/).
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Percentage of employees with working hours deviating from
the standard (% of total employment in the federal district)
Federal district
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Source: compiled with the use of RLMS-HSE. Available at: www.hse.ru/rlms/ (accessed 14.05.2019).

number of actual working hours per week and
number of working days per week (r = 0.156;
p < 0.1); a moderate negative correlation
between usual duration of working time and
number of working days per week (r = - 0.420,
p < 0.1).
Taken together, the three parameters under
consideration allow us to build a conventional
standard model of employment in Russia on the
basis of working time. We have found that this
model represents a 40-hour work week with
5 working days and 8 working hours per day.
The employment of 41% of all employees in
2017 met all parameters of this model, but the
employment of the majority (59%) did not
correspond to them to a certain extent.
In the regional context, the situation with
the deviation from the specified standard of
working hours is heterogeneous (Figure). From
2001 to 2017, the share of employees whose
working hours deviated in one way or another
from the standard decreased in all federal
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districts (FD), except for the North Caucasian
FD, where this share increased. At the same
time, the spread of this indicator between the
districts decreased (from 24 p.p. to 19 p.p.),
but remained noticeable. The minimum value
is observed in the Central and Volga federal
districts, the maximum – in the Far Eastern
Federal District.
For further analysis, we distinguish three
employment models with different working
hours: standard, transitional and non-standard.
The standard scheme implies an 8-hour
working day and a 40-hour working week. The
transitional scheme admits non-compliance
with one of the specified parameters of the
standard. The non-standard scheme includes
employment that implies more or fewer working
hours than the 8-hour working day and the 40hour working week.
The dynamics of the spread of these three
employment models with different working
hours in Russia is presented in Table 1. During
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Table 1. People employed under schemes with different working hours, Russia (% of total employment)
Working hours scheme
Transitional**
Standard*
Non-standard***
40 hours per week
8 hours per day
2017
41.3
2.8
9.3
46.6
2013
40.1
1.9
9.7
48.3
2009
36.2
2.3
10.6
51.5
2005
38.2
1.8
10.8
49.2
2001
34.1
2.6
12.3
50.9
Calculated with the use of: RLMS-HSE. Available at: www.hse.ru/rlms/ (accessed: 14.05.2019).
* Employment 40 hours per week and 8 hours per day.
** Employment either 40 hours per week or 8 hours per day.
*** Employment more/less than 40 hours per week and more/less than 8 hours per day.
Year

Total
100
100
100
100
100

Table 2. Employee distribution structure according to the combination
of working hours per day and week, 2017, (% of total employment)
Number of actual working hours per day
1–5 hours
6–7 hours
8 hours (standard)
9–11 hours
1–30 hours
4.2
2.0
0.4
0.3
31–39 hours
0.1
7.1
1.1
0.4
40
hours
(standard)
0.0
0.4
41.3
1.1
Number of actual
working hours per week 41–50 hours
0.0
1.2
6.8
6.1
51–70 hours
0.0
0.0
1.0
3.8
71+ hours
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
Calculated with the use of: RLMS-HSE. Available at: www.hse.ru/rlms/ (accessed: 14.05.2019).

the observed time period, more people were
employed under the non-standard scheme than
under the standard one. Despite the general
vector of dissemination of the standard model,
the share of those employed under non-standard
working hours remains higher. Redistribution
of employees between the standard and nonstandard models occurs against the background
of the gradual disappearance of the transitional
scheme of working hours.
It follows from the HSE database that, for
example, in 2017, the average working day was
9.5 hours, and the working week was 43.8 hours.
It is known that average indicators may hide
a large spread of values. In our case, this
would mean a strong stratification of groups of
workers in terms of working hours. In order to
demonstrate the actual situation, we will resort
to a more detailed (compared with the above)
structure of the distribution of all employees
by combinations of actual number of working

114

12+ hours
0.3
2.0
1.3
10.6
3.3
4.6

hours per week and the usual duration of
working day. This structure for 2017 is presented
in Table 2.
The most important conclusions drawn
from the analysis of the data in Table 2 include
the following. First, the employed persons who
work more or less than the standard 8 hours per
day and 40 hours per week, are dominated by
those whose working hours and working week
exceed the specified standard. The share of
such an enlarged group in 2017 amounted to
about 30% of the total number of employees.
We pay special attention to its most numerous
subgroup, namely those employed with a small
number of overtime hours per week (41–50
hours) and high overtime per day (12 hours or
more). The size of this group exceeds 10% of
the total number of employees. This group is
formed in approximately equal proportions by
women and men, whose average age is slightly
more than 40 years.
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Second, the next largest group (13% in the
total structure of employment) consists of those
employed with downward deviation from the
standard working hours. Representatives of
this group work no more than 7 hours a day,
and their working week lasts less than 40
hours. Third, the groups with the least (up to
5 hours per day and up to 30 hours per week)
and most (12+ hours per day and 71+ hours
per week) intensive working hours account
for about 4.5% in each case. The first group is
formed by part-time worker13, the second one
– by those employed with high overtime. These
two groups are fundamentally different from
each other according to socio-demographic
characteristics. Typical representatives of the
first group are women whose average age is
about 50 years. As for the second group, its
characteristic representative is a man 44 years
of age.
In addition to the above analysis of the
structure of the employed, we analyze the
dynamics of this structure for the period from
2001 to 2017 on the basis of the data of the
corresponding RLMS-HSE waves. Following
the general logic of the previous section, we
note a number of key points. First, let us
consider those employed whose working hours
and working week exceeded the specified
standard. The share of this enlarged group
during 2001–2017 was quite stable (about
30% of the total number of employees). This
makes it possible to include this group in the
stable core of the non-standard employment
model.
13
Statistical as well as legal approaches to the definition
of part-time employment often differ. According to ILO data,
for the purposes of comparative statistics, part-time work is
usually defined as less than 30 hours or 35 hours per week. The
legal approach is based on ILO Convention No. 175 “On parttime work” (ratified in Russia in 2016). At the same time, in a
number of countries, an upper limit of 25 hours or 2/3 of the
normal number of working hours per week is set for part-time
employment. See: https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/nonstandard-employment/WCMS_534825/lang--en/index.htm
(assessed: 24.05.19).
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Its largest subgroup, those employed with a
small number of overtime hours per week (41–
50 hours) and high overtime per day (12 hours
or more) increased from 8% in 2001 to 11% in
2017 during the period under consideration.
Second, the share of employees whose
working time regime deviates from the standard
model in two parameters simultaneously to the
smaller side during the period under review
decreased from 16% to 13%. Third, the
proportion of groups with the least (up to 5
hours per day and up to 30 hours per week)
and most (12+ hours per day and 71+ hours per
week) intensive working hours barely changed
during the period under review.
Speaking about the dynamics of the
employment structure proposed in Table 2, we
note its reaction to the crisis of 2008–2009.
During this period, there was a decrease in the
prevalence of the standard employment regime
against the background of employment growth
under the conditions of non-standard working
hours. In the latter case we are talking mainly
about such a scheme of working hours under
which the number of hours per day and per
week was below the standard (i.e. 8 hours and
40 hours respectively). This fact is due to the
widespread use of adaptation mechanisms in
the domestic economy such as administrative
leave, mass transfers of workers to part-time
employment14.
These general patterns of distribution of
workers according to the number of working
hours in Russia indicate that their structure is
highly diversified. What factors give rise to
differences in working hours? The answer to
this question should help better understand
what factors are important for the formation of
total working time in the economy.
The heterogeneity of the structure of the
employed and its dynamism dictate the
For more details on the mechanisms of adaptation
of the labor market in Russia to the crisis of 2008–2009, see
[23; 24].
14
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necessity of setting research priorities. From
now on, let us focus our analysis on the
increasingly common standard working hours.
Factors that may influence the likelihood of
employment under such working hours will
be investigated further. The goal of the study
is to confirm empirically the correlation
between working 8-hour per day and 40 hours
per week and the sample factors. Our main
hypothesis is that employment under the
standard model is most likely in areas where
economic activity is carried out within the
framework of legal regulation, in which it
is easy to draw boundaries and keep records
of working time.
Data, methods and results of the empirical
research
Data of the Russian Longitudinal
Monitoring Survey conducted by the National
Research University – Higher School of
Economics (RLMS-HSE) served as the
main empirical base for our study. RLMSHSE is a series of nationally representative
surveys designed to monitor the impact of
Russian reforms on the health and well-being
of households and individuals in Russia. The
data contain information about the employed
and their main place of work, sufficient for the
purposes of the study. We also use the relevant
indicators on the unemployment rate, which
are issued by the Federal State Statistics Service
(Rosstat) and which characterize the situation
in regional labor markets.
Estimates based on microdata make it
possible to analyze the situation not only as a
whole, but also for individual groups. This will
help identify the groups with the highest
probability of employment under the terms of
the standard work scheme (8 hours per day and
40 hours per week). The sample of RLMS-HSE
is representative, which allows us to extend the
results to the general population of Russia.
The latest published representative data of
26 waves collected in October 2017 – February
116

2018 were taken for our analysis. We formed a
sample of respondents aged 15+ who gave an
affirmative answer to the question of whether
they are working now. The sample contains data
on 5,071 individuals.
The purpose of the analysis is to identify the
relationship between the sample characteristics
(explanatory variables) of each individual and
the probability of their employment under
the conditions of standard working hours (i.e.
8-hour working day and 40 working hours per
week) compared with the control group.
To do this, we used a logit regression15 based
on the dummy qualitative variable y that reflects
the state of employment (where 1 corresponds
to employment under standard working
hours and 0 – employment under other
working schemes), as well as β-coefficients
that determine the contribution of each
selected factors to the probability of being in
employment under standard working hours.
In addition to the basic characteristics
commonly used in traditional economic models
of labor supply, the impact of demand for labor
is taken into account. We will proceed from the
fact that the decision regarding participation
in the labor market and the decision on the
number of working hours are separate not
only by logic, but also by time [25, p. 8].
Explanatory variables are divided into three
groups: characteristics of respondents, place of
work and place of residence (to control regional
economic factors). All variables in the model
are dummy and take a value of 1 or 0.
The final list includes characteristics we
selected taking into account the existing
literature, as well as our personal research
15
For the studies on a large sample, in which the desired
value is binary, as in our case, the use of models (logit or probit)
binary choice has a number of advantages. For example, these
models lack the disadvantage of a linear model in which
the probability of an event can be greater than 1 (which is
logically incorrect). The results of the logit- and probit-model
evaluation differ slightly, which allows us to consider them as
alternative.
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interests. Thus, the individual characteristics of
the respondent include: sex; age; nationality;
marital status; children under 18 years of
age; moving to another area in the last four
years; level of education (general, secondary
vocational and higher education); professional
group16 (unskilled workers – USW, skilled
manual workers – SMW, skilled non-manual
workers – SNMW, service workers – SW, office
workers and customer service workers – OW,
mid-level specialists and officials – MLS,
specialists of the highest level of qualification
– SHQ, legislators, senior officials, senior and
middle managers – LOM; work experience at
the current place of work; working at two or
more jobs; receiving a pension.
Job characteristics include economic sector,
size of company according to the number of its
employees, form of ownership, existence of an
employment contract.
The group of characteristics of the place of
residence includes the region of residence
(Central Federal District – CFD, Northwestern
Federal District – NWFD, Volga Federal
District – VFD, Far Eastern Federal District
–FEFD, Southern Federal District – SFD,
Ural Federal District – UFD, Siberian Federal
District –SFD, and North Caucasian Federal
District – NCFD; the number of inhabitants
in the settlement, and the unemployment rate

in the region of residence of the respondent
according to Rosstat.
The estimated logit regression has the
following form:
(logit(𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 ) ≡ ln(

𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 (𝑦𝑦𝑦𝑦 = 1)
) = α + β𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 , (1)
1 − 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 (𝑦𝑦𝑦𝑦 = 1)

where β is the vector of the estimated
coefficients calculated using the maximum
likelihood method; pij – the probability of the
individual i with the set of characteristics X j
(explanatory variables) to be in the state j (i.e.,
employment under the conditions of standard
working hours).

The probability of employment under
standard working hours can be determined as
follows:
𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 (𝑦𝑦𝑦𝑦 = 1) =

1+

1

𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 −(α+β𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖)

=

1

1 + exp�−(α + β𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 )�

. (2)

The limiting effect of each variable on the
probability of employment under standard
working hours is found by the formula:
d𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 (𝑦𝑦𝑦𝑦 = 1)
= 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 (1 − 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 )β.
d𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

(3)

Table 3 presents the results of a logistic
regression that assessed the likelihood of being
employed under standard working hours
compared to employment under other
conditions.

Table 3. Factors contributing to employment under standard working hours, 2017 (logit regression)
Employment factor
(explanatory variable)
Sex
(1 — women)
Age, years
15–19
20–24
25–34
50–64
65–72
73+
Nationality
(1 – not Russian)

Factor value
Average

Calculated

0.516

0.039

0.004
0.056
0.239
0.277
0.027
0.007

n.e.
-0.731*
-0.272
-0.215
-0.180
-2.219**

0.104

-0.293**

16
According to the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88). Available at: https://www.ilo.org/
public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco88/major.htm (accessed: 20.05.2019).
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Continuation of Table 3
Employment factor
(explanatory variable)

Factor value

Marital status
(1 – single)
Children
(1 – with children under 18)
Moving to another area
(1 –yes, for the last 4 years)
Education
Professional
Higher
Professional group
SMW
SNMW
SW
OW
MLS
SHQ
LOM
Specific employment period
less than one year
2-5 years
6-15 years
26+
Working at two or more jobs
(1 — I have a second job)
Receiving a pension
(1 — I receive a pension)
Economic sector
Manufacturing
Construction
Agriculture
Administration
Education, science, healthcare
Army, Ministry of Internal Affairs, security agencies
Finance
Energy industry
Utilities sector
Other
Company size
Microbusiness (no more than 15 people)
Small business (16-100 people)
Large business (more than 250 people)
Form of ownership
with state participation
foreign
other
Availability of an employment contract
(1 — available)
Region of residence
NWFD
VFD
FEFD
SFD
UFD
CFD
NCFD
Settlement, number of inhabitants
More than 3,500 but less than 1,000,000
over 1,000,000
(except Moscow and Saint Petersburg)
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Average

Calculated

0.422

-0.103

0.400

0.009*

0.015

-0.447

0.532
0.339

-0.012
0.259*

0.262
0.181
0.057
0.193
0.172
0.060
0.003

0.262
-0.708***
0.361*
0.212
0.270
0.322*
n.e.

0.138
0.329
0.331
0.076

-0.154
-0.139
-0.069
-0.179

0.039

-0.281*

0.195

-0.112

0.158
0.074
0.041
0.022
0.201
0.050
0.022
0.019
0.038
0.063

0.475***
0.638***
0.078
0.928***
-0.276*
-0.391*
0.706***
0.879***
0.869***
0.325*

0.285
0.419
0.203

-0.115
-0.021
-0.011

0.427
0.028
0.009

0.250**
-0.261
-0.877*

0.918

0.937***

0.106
0.220
0.048
0.119
0.069
0.125
0.038

-0.611***
-0.107
-0.856***
0.023
-0.670***
0.073
-0.712***

0.587
0.081
0.108

0.422***
0.508**
0.584***
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End of Table 3
Employment factor
(explanatory variable)
Unemployment rate in the region
(1 – above the Russian average)

Factor value
Average

Calculated

0.464

-0.056

3014
Number of observations
0.413
Dependent variable
0.393
Intersection
Calculated with the use of: RLMS HSE. Available at: www.hse.ru/rlms/ (accessed: 14.05.2019).
Note: 1. The logit regression is calculated on the condition that 1 = employment under standard working hours (8-hour working day, 40
hours per week), 0 = employment under other working schemes;
2. All variables are dummy. Assessment is made in respect of the underlying level: comparison for women is made relative to men; for
age groups – relative to the group aged 35–49; for single respondents – relative to married ones; for those having children under the age
of 18 – relative to persons without adult children; for non-Russians – relative to Russians; for those who moved to another place of
residence – relative to those whose place of residence has remained the same over the last four years; for level of education – relative to
general education; for professional groups – relative to unskilled workers; for specific work experience – relative to 16–25 years; for the
number of jobs – relative to work at one place; for those who receive a pension – relative to those who receive no pension; for the sector
of the economy – transport, communications, trade; for the size of the company – medium business (101–250 people); for the form of
ownership – private form; for a labor contract – its absence; for the region of residence – Central Federal District; for the settlement – a
settlement with population of not more than 3,500 people (i.e. rural area); for the level of unemployment in the region – equal to or below
the national average;
3. * denotes statistical significance at the p-value <=0.1; ** – <=0.05; *** – <=0.01.

The results of the logistic regression analysis
presented in Table 3 can be interpreted as
follows. Among the general points, we point
out that, first, a positive (negative) estimate of
the coefficient for the variable indicates that an
individual with the corresponding characteristic
is more (less) likely to be employed under the
conditions of standard working hours compared
to those who do not have this characteristic,
and other things being equal. Second, a higher
(lower) calculation factor for a variable indicates
its relatively higher (lower) contribution to
an individual’s likelihood of being employed
under standard working hours. At the same
time, comparisons of calculated estimates of
coefficients are correct only within the groups
of factors. As for the meaningful interpretation
of the calculated coefficients for variables, in
this case it does not make sense.
As for the meaningful interpretation of the
results of the regression analysis, which are
presented in Table 3, we note the following. Let
us start with the factors related to the individual
characteristics of respondents. Thus, among
the age groups, the probability of employment
under the conditions of standard working
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hours is the maximum for the group aged 35–
49. However, the lower chances of having such
employment are only significant for the groups
aged 20–24 and 73+. Nationality is also a
significant factor. Russians are more common
among those employed under the standard
working regime. Higher education reduces the
risks of working under conditions different
from the standard working hours. The fact of
qualification increases the probability of having
a job corresponding to the standard model. This
statement is primarily true for professionals of
the highest level of qualification and for workers
in the service sector. A notable exception is
skilled non-manual workers, who are less likely
to be employed under the standard model than
unskilled workers.
Now let us consider the results associated
with a group of factors that characterize the
place of work. The lowest probability of working
under the standard regime is observed among
those employed in the public sector of the
economy: in education, science, healthcare, as
well as in the army and security agencies; the
highest – in government bodies. From the point
of view of the form of ownership, the risks of
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employment under non-standard working hours
are lower in companies with state participation.
The existence of an employment contract directly
correlates with employment under the 8-hour
day and 40-hour week.
Finally, let us present estimates of the
statistical correlation between the probability
of employment under standard working hours
and the characteristics of the place of residence.
Thus, working in rural areas (i.e. settlements
with a population of less than 3,500 people)
dramatically reduces the possibility of such
employment; and working in Moscow and
Saint Petersburg increases it. The latter is
true for employment in the Central Federal
District. In a tense situation in the regional
labor market, which is seen, in particular, in
the unemployment rate exceeding the average
value for the domestic economy, there are
the increased risks of working in conditions
different from the employment model
with standard working hours. However, the
coefficient for this variable is not significant.
Next, we shall discuss these results of our
empirical study.
Discussion of the empirical research results
From the standpoint of the changes in the
economy in general and labor relations in
particular, it makes sense to elaborate on the
key factors contributing to the employment
under standard working hours, which turned to
be significant in the regression analysis.
Thus, the marked increase in employment
in companies with state participation, CSP [26,
p. 81], increases the likelihood of employment
under standard working hours. However, from
the point of view of labor productivity, this
trend rather reduces the competitiveness of the
national economy, since labor productivity in
private companies is usually higher than in CSP
[26, p. 81].
At the same time, employment in education,
science, and healthcare has a negative impact
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on the likelihood of employment under
standard working hours. Specific features of
working in education, science, and healthcare
are manifested in the complexity of accounting
of actual time worked. Due to the lack of clear
regulations in the labor legislation regarding
irregular working hours, this leads to the spread
of practices of permanent overtime. According
to studies, since the beginning of 2010, due to
optimization (reductions), there is an outflow
of employees from the fields of education,
science, and healthcare [27, pp. 176-178]. But
what, in this case, is hidden behind the possible
increase in the balance in the use of working
hours in the economy?
General negative migration growth (in other
words, outflow) in rural areas may contribute to
the spread of employment under standard
working hours. Regions in which traditionally
there is an outflow of rural population include
the Far Eastern, Siberian, North Caucasian
and Ural federal districts. On the contrary, in
the European part of Russia, rural areas have a
positive coefficient of migration growth. These
are the Northwestern, Central and Southern
federal districts1716. What is good from the point
of view of balance in the use of working hours,
damages the potential of uniformity in the
development of Russia’s territory.
As we have shown above, working 8 hours a
day and 40 hours a week is directly correlated
with the existence of an employment contract.
In other words, the existence of an employment
contract increases the likelihood of being
employed under standard working hours.
Analysis of the actual data on the prevalence
of employment contracts in Russia reveals a
tendency toward increasing the share of workers
On the state of rural areas in the Russian Federation
in 2016. Annual report on the monitoring results: scientific
edition. Moscow: Rosinformagrotech, 2018. Vol. 4. Pp. 66.
Available at: http://mcx.ru/upload/iblock/6b7/6b7f34d43ecf
21d7ff997df5fe956ef0.pdf (accessed: 10.05.2019).
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without an employment contract [28, p. 38].
Such workers are classified by official statistics
as informally employed. The negative effects of
informal employment include a whole range
of consequences, from a decrease in certainty
in labor relations to an increase in income
differentiation 1817. The observed spread of
informal employment reduces the potential for
the spread of employment under the conditions
of standard working hours. The high level of
differentiation of Russian regions in terms of
the spread of informal employment does not
contribute to the spread of standard working
ours either.
Thus, the results of the study generally
confirm our basic hypothesis that employment
under the standard model is most likely in areas
where economic activity is carried out within
the framework of legal regulation, in which it
is easy to draw boundaries and keep records of
working time.
In order to check the stability of the results
obtained, it is necessary to reproduce our
analysis on the data for a longer time period.
We did not set such a task in this paper, but it
can be done in the course of future studies.
Summary
The article investigates the actual situation
concerning working hours in Russia. Based
on the consideration of the frequency with
which each of the three time parameters
of employment occurs (the number of working
hours per week and day, as well as the number
of working days per week), we construct a
standard model of employment for Russia. We
find out that this model represents a 40-hour
work week with 5 working days and 8 working
hours per day.
While regional trends remain heterogeneous, the standard model continues to spread,
but it has not yet become the predominant one.
For details on the risks and implications of informal
employment, see [28].
18
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The share of employees with deviations from
the standard is minimal in the Central and
Volga federal districts, maximum — in the Far
Eastern Federal District.
Speaking about the cyclical dynamics of
the employment model with standard working hours, we can point out that the scale of
its spread in the economy during crises is
decreasing (as shown by the example of the
2008–2009 crisis in Russia).
On the basis of the regression analysis of
microdata of RLMS-HSE, we determine the
factors that increase the probability of employment under the standard working hours. We find
out that the probability of such employment
is higher if there is an employment contract,
in companies with state participation, for
residents of non-rural areas, and for employees
in management bodies. The probability is
lower in sectors (including education, science,
healthcare) where it is difficult to establish
boundaries and to record the actual amount of
time spent at work. As a consequence, hourly
wages are not widely used in these sectors.
The spread of the standard working hours
employment model is controversial in its
implications. On the one hand, it speaks about
the growth of balance in the use of working
hours; however, this entails the processes that
are not quite favorable for the competitiveness
of the economy, the uniformity of regional
development and the quality of human capital.
The obtained results enrich the knowledge
of researchers and practitioners about the
actual models of organization of work regimes
in Russia. The knowledge can serve as a basis
for making informed decisions to identify
reserves for the use of working time, as well
as to develop ways to optimize it (whether by
reducing the number of working hours per
day or reducing the number of working days
per week, or using a flexible working week
and working time).

Volume 12, Issue 5, 2019

121

Working Hours in Russia: Employment Models and Choice Factors

In general, our paper shows that standard
employment, which is often said to be receding
into the background, is preserved; and the
results can be the basis for the transformation

of the understanding of the criteria of
standard and non-standard employment in
modern conditions and their consolidation in
legislation.
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