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The article gives a detailed analysis of the social and economic factors that have 
a particular impact on the process of human reproduction. The study showed that the 
impact can take a positive nature, and negative, depending on the characteristics of the 
existing social environment. It should be noted and the heterogeneity of the potential of 
a single territorial unit, prompting the researchers to make even deeper comparative 
analysis. This article is based incorporated historical analysis of the above factors and 
their analysis from the point of view of economic theory. 

Key words:  religion, culture, education, reproduction, fertility, mortality, social 
policy, population policy. 
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