
Annex 4. Socio-demographic typology 
of Russian regions and its dependence 
on regional economic development

The task of our research is to analyze the socio-demographic differentiation of regions  -- - territorial entities of the Russian Federation, discover the reasons for the differentiation and find out whether it is possible and necessary to predict and regulate the socio-demographic situation in various types of regions within the frameworks of the regional socio-demographic policy as a whole. We find it necessary to establish how effective the measures of demographic regulation are as compared with the other directions of the regional policy of the government, what role the present demographic situation plays in settling the key national problem – recovery from the economic crisis and what basic phases of solution to a variety of socio-economic problems might be, including those of socio- and economic-demographic character.

Methodology of study

The regional demographic differences across the Russian population, their socio-economic relationship and impact on the national economy started to be studied intensively in the country as early as the sixties, after the 1959 All-Union Census, which offered essential statistical data for researchers. Moreover, by that time the political censorship had grown less strict and the public began to focus more than previously, although still on rather a limited scale, on actual studies of the then-current condition of the society. By the late seventies some experience of experimental researches had already been accumulated, and the scientists started to analyze the current processes and phenomena in theoretical terms, although within exclusively the frameworks of the Marxist methodology.

In 1970 D.I.Valentey (Moscow) and N.T Agafonov (Saint Petersburg), almost at the same time, offered two similar concepts –‘demographic situation’ as ‘a condition in which the population is in at a particular time’
 and ’demographic environment, as interrelationship between the demographic and other socio-economic factors’
. Development of studies which were carried out by D.I.Valentey and the Center for Studies of Population Problems with the Department of Economy of Moscow State University he led resulted in setting up a science which dealt with population problems and included regional demography as a special section 
. N.T Agafonov’s studies were used as a basis for framing up a concept of a regional geodemographic situation and gave rise to a new science of population geography, i.e. geodemography
.

In the seventies, the Russian scholars adopted a concept of demographic transition which had been introduced by F.W.Notestein in 1945
, substantiated by French demographer A.Landry as early as the thirties and subsequently developed by his disciples A.Coal, E.Hover and others. The population situation across most Russian regions was assessed as being at the final stage of the late second – early third phase of the demographic transition, when the death rate is stabile at rather a low level, while the birth rate, even if low, is regulated by the people on a deliberate basis. It is noteworthy that as early as then the demographers predicted, as one of the alternative scenarios of developments, transition of most of the population to a single-child family and establishment of a limited mode of population reproduction for a long period
.

The dynamics and spatial differentiation of the demographic processes are discussed in the background of the above-mentioned concepts depending on their social and demographic factors. Also introduced are such concepts, as socio- and economic-demographic situations, which reflect dependence of demographic processes and structures on some external factors, given their definite internal stability. In any case, the spatial demographic differences are to an increasing degree tied up with differences in such territorial systems as the territorial-industrial structure of production, settlement system, social infrastructure, a way of life, etc.

The socio-demographic situation is interpreted as a system of relations between the demographic and social factors which is characterized by such categories as the mode of population reproduction, on the one hand, and migration mobility and reproduction targets, on the other hand, while the external factors are specific features of settlement, a level of development of the social infrastructure and specifics of the people’s way of life.

At that time the researchers divided the factors of the socio-demographic situation into internal and external, direct and indirect, general and specific and offer their typology. The scientists substantiated various typological features and develop methods of their theoretical and empirical typology, which helped to classify the socio-demographic types of regions with a high degree of certainty. In the seventies, a number of typologies were made at a micro-district level and in the eighties at a mesa-district level. 

The studies also included analyses of the reverse influence of the socio-demographic situation on the economic development. Some attempts were made to carry out regional socio-demo-graphic prognosis through comparing regions that are at different phases of development of the socio-demographic situation.

Discovery of interrelationship between regional the social factors and socio-demographic specific characteristics of regions helped to lay the rationale for and offered techniques for socio-demographic regulation, although more often than not by means of administration-command methods, which are unlikely to suit the market economy environment. As an illustration, one of the measures recommended was that the government should put up enterprises and social welfare installations that could change the social situation, thereby eliminating the undesirable disproportions and making the demographic processes and structures develop along the desired direction. Many other recommended alternative measures, such as direct encouragement of increased birth, prove to be unsuitable for the current transitional economy in the background of the economic crisis. Given the fact that both socio-demographic and economic conditions have changed, a detailed analysis of the present-day situation should be conducted and followed by a search for measures designed to regulate it by means of methods and techniques which could be used right now or in the near future.

The current socio-demographic situation in Russia is assessed in different ways. Here are two contrasting points of view.

A.G.Vishnevsky: The present cut in the Russian population has been ‘long expected, since it results from some long-term evolutionary processes. The critical phenomena of the reform period have only expedited the implementation of the previous long-predicted prognoses’
.

‘Demographic weakness of the country is obvious, and one should not indulge in illusions about the future change in the demographic situation for the better’
.

B.S.Khorev: ‘It is simply silly to imagine that the current demographic decline in Russia has an almost determinative long-time and even character’
. At the initiative of B.S.Khorev, the so-called League for Counter-Depopulation of Russian peoples was set up to ‘save the Russian and some other peoples of Russia from dying-out’
. 

The demographic problems of Russia are so critical, that they are even discussed by Russian legislators. The parliamentary discussion held on 30 May 2000 led to the following conclusions and recommendations: ‘The current demographic situation is a threat to the national security of Russia’
. In particular, the parliament suggested that the government should carry out an active policy of encouraging increased births and promote migration policy as well.  With this goal in mind, the parliament offered a number of target-allocated federal programs to be implemented, such as ‘Russian Children’, ‘Federal Program on Developing and Retention of Jobs’ and suggested that a set of measures should be developed and implemented at the regional level in order to get over the crisis.

Another point of view, which has been expressed by A.G.Vishnevsky and his disciples since the seventies, interprets the security of the demographic reproduction as making it homeostatic, given the potential of migration. The essence of the position is that ‘it is unlikely to rely on a major increase in the birth rate within the coming decades’
, as is evident from the experience of the countries which have already sought to implement such a policy.

As to the natural changes in the population, a predominant and even exclusive focus is placed on cuts in the death rates. E.Andreyev, T.Maleyeva and V.Shkol’nikov claim:

‘The Russian death rate has a huge potential of reduction which is not directly associated with the living standard. In many socio-demographic groups, excessive death rates are mainly due to psychological, cultural and behavioral aspects, rather than poverty and ill-functioning health services…

The policy aimed at countering super high death rates can be promising, even if the funds and material resources are short and until some positive changes are evident in the general economic situation … Moreover, a hypothetical economic growth does not at all imply that the state which has a lot of social problems accumulated over the past decades can invest right away huge funds in maintaining the health of the nation…

We find effective the measures that are taken to change the human attitude towards their health, such as training, risk factor information, let’s say via the mass media and/or a network of general practitioners, anti-smoking and alcoholism public campaigns, differentiated taxation policy on the strong-drink and tobacco markets, restrictions on alcohol and tobacco sales, law consolidation and enforcement and some other measures, which do not demand investments and, after implemented in some other countries, have already led to tangible results’
.

The statements mentioned above sound reasonable. However, decisions made by each individual as to whether to build a family, bear a child, etc can also be either supported by the government or, as is the case now, be interpreted as a personal affair of each individual, or even a birth control campaign can be in effect. Developing a certain moral and psychological climate as regards childbearing does not demand heavy investments to be made. It means that if appropriate, the government can influence the birth rate as well.

Although those who actual advocate retention of the current level of the natural population reproduction treat the immigration as a means of solving demographic problems, while their opponents stress the geopolitical and ethnic aspects of the problem, their estimates of the current migration across Russia, however, are much closer. They evaluate migration from the near abroad countries as a positive factor with reservations. Directions and intensity of in-migrations are made dependent on the regional economic conditions of the transitional economy.

The in-migration is regarded ‘as part of the general policy of socio-demographic regeneration of depopulated territories of the central part of Russia and reduction in the population concentration in the border regions’
. Therefore, they suggest that the government should reconsider the migration policy in connection with a new developing concept of reclamation of the northern territories and justification of an effective mechanism for accommodation of migrants in the previously settled areas.

Out-migration from outside is not always regarded as a positive phenomenon, particularly in the east of the country. In fact, with the in-migration directed from the Far East westward, ‘the out-migration processes which take place across the territories bordering on Mongolia and China are most dangerous in geopolitical terms’
.

Nevertheless, the interregional migrations of ethnic character cannot be often evaluated in positive terms. V.Kulakov notes out-migration of the Russian people and reduction in their percentage across all republics of the Northern Caucasus, Kalmykiya, Tyva, Buriatia and Yakutia. “Ukrainians and Byelorussians abandon the northern, eastern and North-Caucasian republics of the Russian Federation on a mass scale, eagerly seeking to settle in the central European regions of Russia’
.

V.Kulakov thinks it necessary to develop:

· A concept of the government-controlled migration policy of Russia for a long-term and mid-term period;

· A long-term concept of allocation of the national productive forces in the market environment as tied up to the migration policy; 

· A general map for settlement of the citizens of the Russian Federation.

Within the frameworks of the given paper, we are not going to carry on a discussion which has already grown into a political one of late and share the opinion of S.V.Soboleva, who thinks it necessary to pursue an active demographic policy (as regards Siberia)
: ‘In order to radically improve the demographic situation in the region, decisive and urgent measures should be taken…’ and the role of the state should be enhanced at both the federal and regional levels. She suggests that regional centers of socio-demographic policy should be set up across the regions and financed by the government, as well as federal and regional funds to carry out a medical-social and demographic policy, while the demographic problems should be solved through solution of the socio-economic problems.

However, it is essential to precisely substantiate the high-priority lines in the regional demographic, economic- and socio-economic policy, determine a set of phases in its implementation, with due regard, first, for the current economic situation and requirements and, second, the real-time financial capability of the country. It means that the regional policy can be conducted in view of the national resources, that are currently not so large as to take large-scale measures aimed at stimulating increased births, that do not meet the current economic demands, but can help solve a lot of specific problems of economic- and socio-demographic character through pursuing a policy of migration, employment, health service, education, social support for the population, as well as awareness raising.

At the same time, the emotional estimates of the present population situation, including in regional terms, should be tied up both to the current general crisis of the Russian economy and probable ways of emerging from the crisis and also to the problems of regional efficiency of the national economy and adequate optimization of the population settlement. As early as the Soviet era, some researchers made cautious hints that, given the fact that the labor content per unit of output is too high to maintain the social infrastructure, the population settling in the northern territories is superabundant, which is due to the need of deploying a lot of manufacturing activities there on the basis of the wrongly-interpreted principle of integrated economy and development of new territories. It is unlikely to negatively assess the reduced rates of the previously expanded reproduction across the labor-rich republics, which are short of funds needed to open a great amount of new jobs. On the whole, the current low rate of Russian population reproduction contributes to creating highly mechanized jobs; a decrease in the demographic load on the working-age population which results from a low birth rate also makes it possible to place somewhat heavier investments in the production of consumer goods and services, though at the expense of the demographic investments. 

Given the limited financial resources of the state, we should work out the priority guidelines for solving economic and social problems. Weighed against the background of the national economy, the country in general and some regions in particular, the low rates of that natural reproduction of population are to a greater degree favor resolution of economic problems of the transitional period, than a high rate of population and resultant associated expenses. The migration population drift and above all of the labor from the near abroad also helps save resources used to train the workforce. Consequently, the demographic factor is expected to help overcome the economic crisis, rather than prevent it.

Socio-demographic differentiation of Russian regions by the early nineties

In the second half of the eighties, G.Fedorov made a socio-demographic typology of the regions depending on the specific features of the on-going demographic processes and structures, labor resources, parameters of settlement, way of life and ethnic features
. The typology as of 1989 can be found in Table 1 below.

There are some noticeable differences between the less developed regions of the East and North, on the one hand, and the West, on the other hand. Only Kemerovo, Novosibirsk, Omsk regions and Altay kray are similar to the Ural regions, which, in turn, substantially differ from the western regions.

The autonomous republics of the Volga and Ural regions and, in particular, the Northern Caucasus greatly differ from those inhabited predominantly by Russians. Fewer ethno-demogra​phic differences can be found in the East and the North.

Table 1. Socio-demographic typology of regions of the Russian Federation as of 1989.

	Type
	Population density, people per square km
	Share of urban population, %
	Per 1,000 inhabitants
	Population in 1989 against 1979, %
	Demographic homogeneity of ethnic composition

	
	
	
	Natural growth
	Migration growth
	City
	Village
	

	1.1
	35-70
	40-45
	17-21
	-11…-7
	108-122
	102-113
	- -

	1.2
	60-85
	50-65
	14-19
	-5…-3
	118-119
	105-115
	- -

	1.3
	2-14
	40-50
	12-21
	-10…-6
	115-128
	97-107
	- -

	2.1
	До 2
	70-80
	10-15
	30-40
	Over 200
	101
	-

	2.2
	До 3
	25-80
	9-18
	3-10
	115-140
	100-134
	-

	3
	25-80
	55-75
	9-10
	-8…-2
	108-130
	78-103
	- -

	4
	75-350
	91
	-1-1
	7-8
	110-120
	85-105
	+ +

	5.1
	20-75
	75-85
	-1-6
	-1-0
	102-107
	84-90
	+ +

	5.2
	15-60
	75-85
	3-5
	-3…-1
	105-110
	90-100
	+

	5.3
	10-20
	55-70
	4-7
	-4…-1
	110-120
	80-97
	+

	6
	9-25
	65-75
	-1-4
	-1-3
	108-117
	82-90
	+ +

	7
	30-55
	50-70
	-1-2
	-5…-1
	109-130
	77-88
	+ +

	8
	40-70
	50-70
	2-6
	1-7
	109-126
	83-101
	+

	9.1
	3-14
	68-92
	6-10
	0-8
	109-122
	88-106
	+, -

	9.2
	3-8
	65-82
	9-12
	-1
	108-116
	105-109
	+


Out of the predominantly Russian-inhabited regions and territories of the European part of Russia (less the Urals), the highly urbanized regions (Type 4 and 5.1), as well as the southern regions (Type 8) are characterized by relatively favorable demographic indices. In between them, there is a zone of the least demographic security, which adjoins the urbanized territory around Moscow. The migration drift of their population to developing urbanized regions led to an increase in the share of the senior non-working age population and a decrease in the active fertile-age groups, which explains the near-zero natural growth and rising natural loss of population in some regions.

Socio-demographic changes in Russia in the nineties and their socio-economic dependence

The socio-demographic changes that are common across Russia are well known, and we are not going to dwell on them in detail. We would like to take note of a sharp decrease in the birth rate and an increase in the death rate, a high natural loss of the population, a debit balance in the migration as a result of a drift from the near abroad, a cut in the total size of the population and depopulation.

According to the subject of our study, we are interested in obtaining answers to the following questions: How uniform were the changes taking place in the Russian regions? What was the impact of the local differences in socio-economic situation on the course of general processes? What is the present-day socio-demographic differentiation of the Russian territorial entities like and how can we assess its specific features in demographic, economic and social terms?

Tables 2 and 3 provide per mille classification of the regions depending on the birth and death rates as of 1988 and 1999.

Table 2

	Births
	Deaths

	
	4,0-7,9
	8,0-9,9
	10,0-11,9
	12,0-13,9
	14,0-14,9

	25,0-29,9
	Dagestan, Chechen-Ingushetia
	
	
	

	20,0-24,9
	Tiumen.

Yakutia
	Kalmykia, Kabardino-Balkaria, Buriatia, Tuva
	
	
	

	18,0-19,9
	
	Tatarstan, Chuvashia, Bashkiria, Udmurtia, Northern Osetia; Irkutsk, Chita, Amur regions 
	Mari El
	
	

	16,0-17,9
	Kamchat., Komi, Sakhalin, Murmansk, Magadan regions 
	Archangel, Orenburg, Omsk, Tomsk, Krasnoyarsk, Primorsky, Khabarovsk regions  
	Vologda, Vladimir, Kirov, Mordvinia, Volgograd, Saratov, Penza, Astrakhan, Ulianovsk, Rostov, Stavropol, Kurgan, Perm, Cheliabinsk, Sverdlov, Kemerovo, Altay, Novosibirsk regions 
	
	

	14,0-15,9
	
	Karelia, Kaliningrad region
	
	Novgorod, Bryansk, Kaluga, Kosstroma, Orel, Smolensk, Bielgorod, Kursk, Lipetsk, Krasnodar regions 
	

	12,0-13,9
	
	
	Leningrad, Leningrad region, Moscow region
	Moscow; Ivanovo, Ryazan, Tula, Yaroslavl, Gorky, Voronezh regions 
	Pskov, Kalinin, Tambov regions 


The parameters of birth and death rates have greatly changed across the given groups. The per mille birth rates varied from 12 to 28 in 1998, from 6 to 21 in 1999; the death rates varied from 4 to 15 and from 5 to 24 respectively. It is noteworthy that the birth range has actually remained the same, while that of deaths has greatly gone up. It can be interpreted as a relative decrease in the role of the age structure as a factor of the natural movement as compared to the age indices of birth and death. Thus we can note a difference in the rates of demographic behavior across a variety of regions.

Table 3.  Per mille classification of regions in accordance with birth and death rates, year 1999

	Births
	Deaths

	
	5,0-10,9
	11,0-13,9
	14,0-16,9
	17,0-19,9
	20,0-24,0

	16,0-20,9
	Ingushetia, Dagestan
	
	
	
	

	12,0-15,9
	Yakutia, Tiumen region, Khanty-Mansi and Yamalo-Nenetsk aut. districts
	Nenetsk, Tyva, Kalmykia, Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachay-Cherkessia, Bashkiria, Udmurtia, Buriatia, Evenkia, Aginsk-Koryak Altay
	Ust-Ordynsky district
	
	

	10,0-11,9
	
	
	North Ossetia; Irkutsk, Chita regions; Khakassia
	
	Komi-Permyaksky autonomous district 

	8,0-9,9
	Kamchatka, Magadan regions, Taimyr, Cukotka aut. districts
	Komi, Tatarstan; Tomsk, Sakhalin regions 
	Moscow, Karelia; Archangel, Vologda, Kaliningrad regions; Mari El, Chuvashia; Bielgorod, Astrakhan, Ulianovsk, Volgograd regions; Krasnodar, Stavropol regions; Rostov, Kurgan, Perm, Orenburg, Cheliabinsk, Omsk, Novosibirsk, Amur regions; Altay, Krasnoyarsk, Primorsky, Khabarovsk  krays, Yevreiskaya aut. region
	Sverdlovsk, Kirov, Kemerovo regions 


	Kursk, Novgorod, Pskov, Bryansk, Tver, Tambov regions  

	7,0-7,9
	Murmansk region
	
	
	Vladimir, Tver, Kaluga, Kostroma, Moscow regions; Mordvinia; Nizhnegorodskaya, Orel, Voronezh, Lipetsk, Penza, Saratov regions 
	

	6,0-6,9 
	
	
	Saint Petersburg
	Leningradskaya, Ryazan, Smolensk, Yaroslavl regions 
	Ivanovo, Tula regions 


Over the past decade the fundamental picture of differences in birth and death rates has remained the same. As of 1999, the regions are differentiated as follows:

· The ethnic territorial entities, except for Mordvinia, and regions of the Extreme North have increased birth and death rates (both indices often overlap). The former witness a higher level of age-related birth of indigenous population and the latter a more trouble-free age-dependent structure of the population. 

· Rather, most of the midland regions, i.e. the Northwest, the central regions, the Central Black Earth Zone, Nizhegorod region in the Volga-Vyatka zone, Saratov and Penza regions in the Volga zone, feature a low birth rate and a high death rate.

· The southern regions and krays of the European part of Russia, those of Urals and the southern part of Siberia and the Far East, as well as the city of Moscow, Vologda and Archangelsk regions in the European North and Kaliningrad region have more favorable rates as compared to the regions of the second group, but are inferior to the first group.

In 1988-99, the third group was joined by some regions from the second group where the demographic situation was deteriorating at a slower rate. It is primarily characteristic of Moscow and to a less degree to Volodga, Bielgorod, Volgograd, Rostov regions and Krasnodar kray; the situation was slightly deteriorating in Voronezh region, but it still belongs to the third group of territories.

The greatest relative deterioration was observed in Amur region and, to a less extent, in Primorsky kray which moved from the first group to the second group.

The classification of the regions according to the birth and death rates correlates very well with the age-dependent allocation of the population, see Table 4. The only serious exception is the city of Moscow which has old population from the demographic point of view, but relatively better birth and death rates in contrast to the other regions featuring the similar ratio of children and pension-age people.

Table 4. Classification of regions according to a share of pre- and post-working age people

	Percentage of children, %
	Percentage of post-working age people, %

	
	5,1 –12,0
	12,1-16,0
	16,1-20,0
	20,1-24,0
	24,1-28,0

	28,0 plus
	Ingushetia, Chechnia, Dagestan, Altay, Tyva, Evenkia, Yakutia, Aginsky and Ust-Ordynsky districts
	

	24,1-28,0
	Nenetsky, Khanty-Mansy, Yamalo-Nenetsky, Taimyr, Koryak aut. districts, Buriatia, Chita region
	Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachay-Cherkessia, Bashkortostan, Komi-Permiatsky aut. district
	

	22,1-24,0
	Chukotsky distr.

Kamchatka and Magadan regions
	Komi

Murmansk, Amur, Sakhalin regions; Evreysraya aut.region, Khabarovsky kray
	Mari El, Chuvashia, Tatarstan, Udmurtiya, Khakassia; Astrakhan, Orenburg, Omsk, Tiumen (less aut.district), Irkutsk regions; Krasnoyarsk kray; North Ossetia
	

	20,1-22,0
	
	
	Karelia

Murmansk, Evreiskaya, Amur, Sakhalin regions; Khabarovsk kray
	Vologda, Bielgorod, Volgograd, Kurgan, Sverdlovsk, Cheliabinsk regions; Mordvinia, Adygeia; Krasnodar, Stavropol krays
	

	18,1-20,0
	
	
	
	Regions:

Leningrad, Novgorod

Kaliningrad

 (19.6; 19.5)

Vladimir

Kaluga

Kostroma

Smolensk

Kirov, Penza

Samara, Saratov

Ulianovsk

Rostov

Novosibirsk

Altay kray
	Regions:

Pskov

Orel

Tver

Nizhegorod

Voronezh

Kursk

Lipetsk

Tambov

Briansk

 (20,4; 24,4)

	16,1-18,0
	
	
	
	Saint Petersburg, Moscow (city)

Moscow region
	Regions:

Ivanovo

Ryazan

Tula

Yaroslav


Demographic types of regions in 1999

The following types of regions are found out:

1. With a trouble-free age structure of population and high natural growth (high birth rate and low death rate):

A. With a debit balance of migration  (0 to 0.5%) – Dagestan, Ingushetia

B. With a high credit balance of migration – Chechnya

2. With a trouble-free age structure of population and natural growth (increased birth rate and decreased death rate):

A. With a debit balance of migration  (0 to 0.5%) – Altay, Khanty-Mansiysky autonomous district;

B. With a credit balance of migration – Yamalo-Nenetsky, Taimyr, Chukotka, Aginsk autonomous districts;

3. With a relatively trouble-free age structure of population and natural loss of population up to 0.5%:

A. With a debit balance of migration (0 to o.5%)  - Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, Udmurtia, North Ossetia, Khakassia, Tiumen (less the autonomous district) and Tomsk regions;

B. With a credit balance of migration:

a. 0 to 0.5%: Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachay-Cherkessia, Buriatia, Ust-Ordynsky autonomous district;

b. 0.5% plus: Murmansk, Magadan, Kamchatka, Chita regions, Nenetsky and Koryak autonomous districts, Komi, Kalmykia;

4. With a less favorable age structure of population and natural loss of 0.5 – 1%:

A. With a zero and debit balance of migration:

a. more than 0.5%: Moscow (city), Samara, Saratov, Novosibirsk, Bielgorod, Kaliningrad regions, Stavropol kray; Mari El, Chuvashia;

b. 0 to 0.5%: Vologda, Kirov, Astrakhan, Volgograd, Ulianovsk, Rostov, Perm, Sverdlovsk, Cheliabinsk, Orenburg, Kurgan, Kemerovo, Omsk regions; Altay and Krasnodar krays, Adygeya.

B. With a credit balance of migration:

a. 0 to 0.5%: Irkutsk region; Krasnoyarsk and Khabarovsk krays; Karelia, Komi-Permiatsky autonomous district;

b. 0.5 to 1,0%: Archangelsk, Amur, Sakhalin regions; Mordvinia, Evreiskaya autonomous region, Primorsky kray.
5. With the least favorable age structure of population, high natural loss of population (1 to 2%) and a debit balance of migration:

A. Migration balance of 0.5 to 1%, natural loss of population – 1 to 1.5%: Moscow, Leningrad, Novgorod regions;

B. Migration balance of 0 to 0.5%:

a. Natural loss of population of 1 to 1.5%: Saint Petersburg, Bryansk, Vladimir, Ryazan, Smolensk, Kaluga, Kostroma, Orel, Yaroslavl, Nizhegrodskaya, Voronezh, Kursk, Tambov, Lipetsk, Penza regions;

b. Population natural loss of 1.5 to 2%: Pskov, Tula, Ivanovo, Tver regions.

The classification we have offered looks like the Zh.A.Zayonchkovskaya’s typology of demographic situations across Russian territories, comprising six types of regions. However, we make a fuller account of specific features of the present-day situation, while Zh.A.Zayonchkovskaya places more focus on the demographic potential of the regions in accordance with the assigned task of studying the population migration
. Thus she had all the northern regions with a low density of population entering the same group. Another type includes Krasnodar and Stavropol krays, Rostov region (what we can agree with) and, what has struck us, Tyva for some obviously formal reasons.

Our typology of the demographic situation as of 1999 has much in common with the 1988 data in terms of regional composition of each type, cf. the respective figures. As is in the latter case, we distinguish regions of the East and North, ethnic entities which belong to the Southern and Volga federal okrugs (districts) set up in 2000. Among the European Russian-dominant regions, the southern regions and krays are more trouble-free in demographic terms, as it was in 1988, though at a different level of reproduction, but the demographic situation has sharply deteriorated, both in absolute and in relative terms, in the near-Moscow urbanized zone, as well as in Saint Petersburg and Leningrad region. Only Moscow is still outside of the former demographic trouble zone lying around the central urbanized area.

Socio-economic typology of regions and its relationship with  the demographic and socio-demographic typology

In what follows, we shall try to answer the following questions:

· What are the reasons for differences in the five types of regions in terms of age structure and natural movement of the population?

· What led to differences in the subtypes as a result of the population migration drift?

For this purpose we have, first of all, made a socio-economic typology of the regions, see Table 5.

Table 5. Typology of territorial entities of the Russian Federation.

	
	Percentage of Russians,  %
	Density of population, people per sq.km
	Percentage of urban population, %

	1. Capital-type cities: 

Moscow, Saint Petersburg
	89
	-
	100

	2. Urbanized well-developed regions of:

A. Non-Black Earth Zone:

Bryansk, Vladimir, Ivanono, Kaluga, Moscow, Nizhegorod, Orel, Ryazan, Tula, Yaroslavl, Kalinigrad regions 

B. Central Black Earth Zone, Volga zone and Northern Caucasus:

 Bielgorod, Rostov, Samara, Ulianovsk regions 

C. Eastern regions: 

Kemerovo, Cheliabinsk regions 
	90-100

65-90

80-85
	30-100


	65-90



	3. Urbanized mid-developed regions of:

A. The Non-Black Earth zone

Leningrad, Novgorod, Pskov, Smolensk, Tver, Kirov, Kostroma regions 

B. The Volga zone:

Asrakhan, Volgograd, Saratov regions 

C. Eastern regions:

Sverdlovsk, Novosibirsk, Omsk, Perm regions, Primorsky kray
	90-100

70-90

80-95
	10-35

20-30

10-25
	65-90



	4. Urbanized ill-developed regions of:

A. The European North:

Archangelsk, Vologda, Murmansk regions 

B. Siberia and the Far East:

Khabarovsk kray, Kamchatka, Magadan, Sakhalin, Amur, Irkutsk, Tomsk, Tiumen, Chita regions, Krasnoyarsk kray
	65-90


	0,5-10


	65-80

	5. Less urbanized well-developed southern regions:

Krasnodarsky kray, Stavropol kray, Vornezh, Kursk, Lipetsk, Penza, Tambov regions 
	80-100
	30-100
	50-65

	6. Less-urbanized less-developed eastern regions:

Altay kray, Kurgan, Orenburg regions 
	70-90
	10-30
	50-65

	7. Ethnic territorial entities of the Northern Caucasus:

A. Russian-dominant well-developed less-urbanized territories: Adygeya

B. With domination of indigenous population 

B1.Well-developed urbanized regions –

North Ossetia – Alania, Kabardino-Balkaria

B2. Well-developed, weakly urbanized regions –

Dagestan, Ingushetia, Karachayevo-Cherkessia, Chechnya

B3. Weakly developed, weakly urbanized regions –

Kalmykia
	66

Up to 50

37
	59

30-100

4
	54

50-70

30-50

40

	8. Ethnic territorial entities of the Volga-Vyatka economic region, Mid-Volga zone and Urals:

A. With domination of Russians, well-developed, urbanized regions - 

Udmurtia, Mordvinia

B. With domination of indigenous population 

B1. Well-developed, urbanized regions  -

Tatarstan, Mari El, Chuvashia, Bashkortostan

B2. Weakly developed, weakly urbanized regions –

Komi-Permyatsky autonomous district 
	55-65

Up to 50


	30-40

25-75

5
	60-70

60-75

28

	9. Weakly and the least developed territories of the ethnic entities of the European North, Siberia and the Far East:

A. With domination of Russian

A1. The most urbanized regions –

Kanty-Mansiysky autonomous district 

A2. Urbanized regions –

Karelia, Komi, Buriatia, Evreiskaya autonomous region, Khakassia

A3. Weakly urbanized regions –

Altay, Ust-Ordynsky Buriatian autonomous district (AD)

B. With domination of indigenous population, weakly urbanized regions 

Nenetsky, Taimyrsky, Chukotka, Yamalo-Nenetsky, Koryaksky, Evenkiysky autonomous districts, Yakutia
	55-80

30-40

50-75
	Up to 6 

1-6

Up to 1
	91

60-75

0-25

30-50

25-70


The following typological indices have been chosen: percentage of urban population, density of population, and percentage of Russians as part of the population. The population density gives a good indication of the economic development of the territory, the percentage of urban population – a structure of the economy and specific features of the way of life, the percentage of Russians – ethnic composition of the population bearing on the rate of its reproduction, with lower birth rate, fewer children and increased share of senior age citizens typical of the Russian population.

The comparative analysis of the socio-demographic and socio-economic typology (see Table 6) allows us to draw the following conclusions.

There is a certain similarity between the found demographic and socio-economic types. For example, the most urbanized well-developed regions of the central territories of Russia (Type2) mainly correlate with demographic subtype 5B featuring a debit balance of migration, a very low natural growth and the least favorable age structure of the population. The weakly developed northern ethnic territorial entities (Type 9), except for Khanty-Mansiysky autonomous district, republics of Altay and Khakassia, correlate with demographic subtypes 2B and 3B with such a characteristic feature as drift of population accompanied with a relatively favorable age structure and natural growth (2B) or a small natural loss of population (3B). Socio-economic type 6 correlates with demographic subtype 4Ab.

Table 6. Correlation of regions of socio-economic (s/e) and demographic types.

	S/e

type
	Demographic type

	
	1А
	1B
	2А
	2B
	3А
	3Bа
	3Bb
	4Аа
	4Аb
	4Bа
	4Bb
	5А
	5Bа
	5Bb

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	6
	3

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4
	
	
	2
	2
	2

	4
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	4
	
	1
	3
	3
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	4
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	

	7А
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	7B1
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7B2
	2
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7B3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8А
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	

	8B1
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8B2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	9А1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9А2
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	

	9А3
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9B
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9C
	
	
	
	5
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


At the same time the above-mentioned exceptions and some other mismatches, particularly in subtypes, show that there is no rigid direct correlation between the socio-economic and socio-demographic types of regions. It works as a tendency. 

Of special interest is a relatively trouble-free demographic subtype 4Aa, whose regions belong to different socio-economic types, such as 1 – Moscow, 2 – Bielgorod, Samara and Kaliningrad regions, 3 - Novosibirsk region, 5 – Stavropol kray, 8B1 – Mordvinia and Chuvashia. It is particularly interesting to find reasons for more favorable socio-demographic situation in the regions of this subtype. As for the republics, the situation is worse there than in Tatarstan and Bashkortostan (subtype 8B1), which are similar to the former in accounted-for socio-economic indices, which also deserves special analysis designed to find out common tendencies determining the socio-demographic development of the regions.

At the same time Pskov, Tver, Ivanovo and Tula regions, which have the worst socio-demographic parameters among the European regions of Russia, do not differ from the other more trouble-free regions of the same types (2 and 3) in the frameworks of the socio-economic typology. Bielgorod region, on the one hand, and Tula and Ivanovo regions, on the other hand, which belong to socio-economic type 3, even represent a sort of two opposite socio-demographic poles of the most favorable and unfavorable regions respectively. If we manage to reveal the reasons for the present socio-demographic differences between these regions, that could be useful for finding out common tendencies leading to differentiation between some other territorial entities of the Russian Federation as well.

It is clear that the socio-economic typology of regions given above is based on the indicators resulting from the long-time processes that have been going on for the past decades. The recent time has seen substantial changes in the economic and social situation as a result of transition of Russia from the administrative-command economy to market economy. For a number of reasons – not only objective, but also subjective ones due to specifics in organization and more or less successful management - regions of the same socio-economic type have adjusted to the on-going changes in a different way.

Present-day socio-economic and socio-demographic types of regions 

In order to show the late-nineties socio-economic and socio-demographic situation, we have differentiated the regions according to some indices which, as we see it, reflect the present-day state of economy and living standard of the population in the most comprehensive way. In part, their choice is also dependent on what types of indices are given in the statistical reports. Table 7 demonstrates typological differences between the regions according to a set of indices describing the current socio-economic situation of the country.

Table 7. Typology of socio-economic situation across the regions of the Russian Federation, year 1999

	Average salary in May 2000, thousands of rubles
	Ratio of salary to the value of a min foodstuff set
	Number of cars per 1,000 families, 1999
	Unemployment under ILO classification, 1999,  %
	Number of registered crimes per 100,000 citizens, 1999
	Regions

	3,2
	2
	200
	0
	1
	1. Moscow 

	2,4
	2
	168
	1
	4
	2. Saint Petersburg

	6,2-8,6
	1
	26-135
	1


	2-3


	3. Taimyr, Yamalo-Nenetsky autonomous districts

	3,7-7,3
	1-2
	159-188
	2
	5-6
	4. Khanty-Mansisky autonomous district, Tiumen region

	3,5-5
	1-2
	155-222
	5
	4-5
	5. Kamchatka, Sakhalin regions 

	3,2-4,6
	1-2
	47-121
	4-6
	3-5
	6. Murmansk, Magadan regions, Krasnoyarsk kray, Yakutia, Nenetsky autonomous district

	2,0-2,7
	2-3
	78-111
	2-4
	3-6
	7. Leningrad, Archangelsk, Vologda, Perm, Kemerovo, Chita regions 

	2,5
	2
	105-135
	4-5
	4-5
	7. Irkutsk, Tomsk regions 

	2,1
	2
	148-154
	1-3
	2-3
	 8. Moscow, Samara regions 

	2,0-2,6
	3
	111-189
	3-4
	3-6
	9. Primorsky, Khabarovsk krays, Amur, Chita regions 

	1,4-1,9
	3-4
	75-112
	1-2
	3-5
	10. Lipetsk, Tver, Tula, Yaroslav, Kursk, Kaluga, Vladimir, Kostroma, Nizhegorod, Kirov regions 

	3,3-5,5
	3-4
	9-14
	1
	3-6
	11. Chukotsky, Koryaksky autonomous districts, Evenkiya

	1,6-2,2
	3-4


	77-119
	2-3


	2-4


	12. Bashkortostan, Tatarstan; Astrakhan, Volgograd, Sverdlovsk, Cheliabinsk regions 

	1,5-2
	3-4
	123-133
	2-4
	3-4
	13. Bielgorod, Orenburg regions; Udmurtia, Khakassia

	1,3-1,9
	3-4
	78-108
	3-6
	4-6
	14. Novgorod, Kurgan, Omsk, Novosibirsk, Smolensk regions;  Evreiskaya autonomous region, Buriatia

	1,6-1,9
	4
	150-238
	4
	3-5
	 15. Kaliningrad region, Krasnodar kray

	1,2-1,4
	4-5
	94-140
	1-2
	2-3
	16. Oriel, Ryazan,Voronezh, Saratov, Ulianovsk regions 

	1-1,1
	5
	23-73
	1-2
	4-5
	17. Mari El, Komi-Permiaksky autonomous district  


Table 7. (cont`d)

	Average salary in May 2000, thousands of rubles
	Ratio of salary to the value of a min foodstuff set
	Number of cars per 1,000 families, 1999
	Unemployment under ILO classification, 1999,  %
	Number of registered crimes per 100,000 citizens, 1999
	Regions

	1-1,3
	5
	51-106
	3-5
	2-4
	18. Briansk, Penza, Tambov regions, Mordvinia, Chuvashia, Altay

	1,2-1,4
	5
	117-148
	3-5
	3-5
	19. Pskov, Rostov regions; Stavropol, Altay krays

	1-1,4
	5
	40-110
	6
	1-4
	20. Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachay-Cherkessia, North Ossetia, Ingushetia, Kalmykia, Tyva

	0,8-1,1
	6
	46-99
	3-6
	1-3
	21. Aginsky, Ust-Ordynsky autonomous districts, Dagetssan


Notes:

Ratio of salary to a value of a minimum foodstuff set:

1 – 4.1 plus;

2 – 3.1-4.0;

3 -  2.6-3.0;

4 – 2.1-2.5;

5 – 1.6-2.0;

6 – 1.1-1.5.

Unemployment under the ILO classification, %:

1 – 10.0 and less;

2 – 10.1-12.0;

3 – 12.1-14.0;

4 – 14.1-16.0;

5 – 16.1-20.0;

6 – 20.1 plus.

Number of registered crimes per 100,000 citizens:

1 – 1000 and less;

2 – 1001-1500;

3 – 1501-2000;

4 – 2001-2500;

5 – 2501-3000;

6 – 3001 plus.

We can assert with a fair degree of confidence that the important link between the differences in the socio-economic situation across the regions and the demographic processes in effect in the nineties has gone. The current demographic situation has much more correlation with the above-mentioned socio-economic types than with classification of the regions according to the indices of the present-day living standard, such as salary, ratio of salary and cost of living, availability of cars, unemployment, and crime rate. 

Let us analyze the above statement using socio-demographic subtype 5Ba as an example. The regions of Central Russia comprising the type are similar in demographic terms, but have a number of differences in the present-day socio-economic situation, such as follows, see Table 8 below:

Table 8. Socio-economic differentiation of socio-demographic 
subtype 5Ba.

	Average salary in May 2000, thousand rubles
	Ratio of salary to the value of a min foodstuff set
	Number of cars per 1,000 families, 1999.
	Unemployment rate under ILO classification, 1999,  %
	Number of registered crimes per 100,000 citizens, 1999
	Regions

	1.4-1.9
	2.1-3
	75-112
	6-12
	1.500-2.400
	10. Lipetsk, Kursk, Kaluga, Vladimir, Kostroma, Nizhegorod regions 

	1.5
	2.25
	94
	15
	2.200
	14. Smolensk region 

	1.2-1.4
	1.6-2.5
	94-140
	6-12
	1.200-1.700
	16. Orel, Ryazan, Voronezh regions 

	1-1.3
	1.6-2
	51-106
	12-16
	1.000-2.200
	18. Bryansk, Penza, Tambov regions 


Consequently the regions of the given socio-demographic type are distributed among four different groups in terms of the present-day socio-economic characteristics. There is a two-fold difference in salary and ratio of salary to the cost of a minimum foodstuff set, an almost three-fold difference in number of cars per 1,000 families and unemployment and a two-fold-plus difference in crime level.

The similar picture of distribution is also characteristic of regions of the other types.

It goes without saying that wherever the current socio-economic situation matches the socio-economic type of regions, which is rather characteristic of the ethnic territorial entities of the Volga and Southern Federal Districts, the demographic types correlate to a greater extent with the designated groups of regions.

We have made a correlative assessment of interdependence between the essential socio-economic and socio-demographic indices (see Tab. 9), which supports the conclusions drawn above.

Table 9. Coefficient of correlation between some socio-economic and socio-demographic indices

	Factor
	Birth rate
	Death rate
	Natural growth
	Children’s death rate
	Average lifespan of males
	Average lifespan of females
	Migration growth

	Share of Russians in population 
	-0,73
	0,59
	-0,41
	-0,31
	-0,03
	-0,02
	0,15

	Share of urban population 
	-0,62
	0,12
	-0,20
	-0,44
	0,28
	0,05
	0,11

	Population density
	-0,25
	0,32
	-0,20
	-0,29
	0,40
	0,50
	0,48

	Salary
	0,06
	-0,59
	0,23
	0,07
	-0,00
	-0,26
	-0,57

	Cost of a min foodstuff set
	0,14
	-0,45
	0,22
	0,45
	-0,19
	-0,47
	-0,86

	Ratio of salary to a cost of a min foodstuff set
	-0,06
	-0,46
	0,11
	-0,19
	0,10
	-0,08
	-0,20

	Unemployment level
	0,62
	-0,38
	0,37
	0,30
	0,16
	0,07
	0,04

	Crime level
	-0,07
	0,07
	0,00
	0,01
	-0,30
	-0,36
	0,07

	Number of cars
	-0,30
	0,06
	-0,20
	-0,39
	0,20
	0,03
	0,36


Because of multiplicity of socio-economic factors bearing on the demographic processes, the general coefficient of correlation is not very high more often than not and is seldom in excess of 0.7, which is still sufficient enough to consider the linear dependence to be significant. There is significant closeness of inverse dependence between the birth rate and share of Russians in the population of regions. The figures are comparatively high for correlation between a share of Russians as well as a share of urban population (at least density of population), on the one hand, and birth rate and some other socio-demographic indices, on the other hand. At the same time a high negative coefficient of correlation between the cost of the foodstuff basket and migration growth reflects depopulation of less developed northern and eastern territories where foodstuffs are expensive.

Although the size of most of the correlation coefficients obtained is not so high in absolute terms, the tendencies revealed are, in our view, rather representative. We would like to draw some more conclusions resulting from our analysis of the tables containing calculation results.

Although the coefficient of correlation between the level of crime and the expected lifespan of population is not so high, there is still inverse dependence observed. It is reasonably safe to suggest that a high level of crime correlates with a low expected lifespan of both males and females across the Russian regions.

There is direct relationship between the level of unemployment and the birth rate. It is obvious that a high birth rate has a direct bearing on the unemployment growth, while the reverse is not true. Moreover, unemployment and death rate tend to be inversely dependent (a negative coefficient of correlation). It means that there are regions with a low share of senior-age groups resulting from a relatively high birth rate. 

There is actually no relationship between the migration growth and levels of unemployment and crime, which is essential in that it reflects a high role of population drift from the near abroad countries, especially from Kazakhstan, and a drift of population from the eastern and northern territories to the southern and western ones in in-migrations. Of major importance here is a desire to abandon the previous habitat, rather than attraction of the population to particular regions which can offer jobs and accommodation to migrants or have some other favorable social conditions. It means that migrations are not only of spontaneous character, but are also weakly dependent on the socio-economic conditions of the hosting regions.

Table 10 shows interdependence between some socio-economic indices reflecting institutional specifics of the regional economy, on the one hand, and socio-demographic characteristics of the population, on the other hand. Relationship between these two groups of indices is not so close, though, if necessary, one can find correlation between the more favorable socio-demogra​phic indices and the regions with a traditional structure of economy. The positive relationship between the excess of income over expenses and the birth rate as well as the share of children is not indicative of a high birth rate across the regions of high living standards, but of the reverse dependence. Rather, the regions with an excess of expenses over income (dissaving) due to a developed shadow economy which is characteristic of the more commercially developed regions have a higher living standard.

Table 10.  Coefficient of rank correlation (according to Spearman) between some economic and demographic indices.

	
	Birth rate
	Death rate
	Marriage
	Divorces
	Share of males
	Share of children

	Share of those employed in state and municipal facilities
	0,36
	-0,42
	-0,25
	-0,19
	0,46
	0,50

	Share of those employed in production of goods
	-0,23
	0,35
	-0,10
	-0,44
	-0,46
	-0,22

	Share of those employed in agriculture
	0,18
	0,14
	-0,10
	-0,62
	-0,23
	0,19

	Share of earned salary in population incomes
	0,27
	-0,27
	-0,13
	0,19
	0,46
	0,3

	Share of transfers in population incomes
	-0,10
	0,34
	-0,19
	-0,60
	-0,43
	-0,08

	Excess of incomes over expenses
	0,56
	-0,48
	-0,17
	-0,19
	0,54
	0,62


We also find interesting some conclusions from Table 11 concerning the coefficient of correlation between some socio-economic and socio-demographic indices. The more developed regions more often than not have also a lower level of crime (the negative coefficient of correlation). The level of unemployment is normally lower in the regions with domination of the Russian population, though it is often higher in urbanized regions, which are inhabited predominantly by Russians.

Table 11. Coefficient of correlation between some socio-economic and socio-demographic indices

	
	Salary
	Cost of the min foodstuff set
	Ratio of salary to the min foodstuff set
	Level of unemployment
	Level of crime
	Cars

	Share of Russians
	0,02
	-0,05
	0,12
	-0,53
	0,23
	0,28

	Share of urban population 
	0,32
	0,01
	0,49
	0,30
	0,06
	0,49

	Population density
	-0,37
	-0,33
	-0,29
	0,03
	-0,51
	0,24


In conclusion, we would like to note another calculated coefficient of correlation missing in the tables. There is no correlation revealed between the level of earned salary and number of cars purchased (coefficient of correlation – 0.04). It might be an indirect indication of an especially high role of the shadow sector across Russia in general, which hampers any comparisons used to assess the living level of population.

In any case, it is precisely the borderline western and eastern territories that have the highest level of motorization, which does not conform to the respective estimates of their salary levels. It is our belief that this is true of Kaliningrad region where we have the country’s highest number of cars per 1,000 families – 238. This is also confirmed by the similar figures for two more territories – the frontier Pskov region and interior Novgorod region which is close to the former – 148 and 89, with May 2000 average salaries amounting to 1.400 rubles and 1.746 rubles respectively.

Demographic transition and types of regions 

The greatest regional differences in the mode of natural reproduction of population are due to the fact that there are still some regions that are at different stages of demographic transition, though the process of transition itself is under way in territorial entities witnessing an increased level of reproduction.

The republics of the Northern Caucasus are at earlier stages of transition to the third phase. Even in the less ‘advanced’ republics, such as Ingushetia and Dagestan, where large family traditions are maintained to some degree, the birth rate is close to that of mere reproduction of population, see Table 12. 

Table 12. Dynamics of natural movement in some territories of the Northern Caucasus, years 1988-99, per mille

	Regions 
	1988 
	1999 

	
	Birth rate
	Death rate
	Natural growth
	Birth rate
	Death rate
	Natural growth

	Rostov region
	14,6
	11,7
	2,9
	7,9
	16,8
	-8,9

	North Ossetia
	18,6
	9,8
	8,8
	10,2
	14,0
	-3,8

	Kabardino-Balkaria
	22,0
	8,4
	13,6
	11,5
	12,0
	-0,5

	Ingushetia
	25,2
	8,3
	16,9
	20,7
	5,2
	15,5

	Dagestan
	27,8
	6,6
	21,2
	17,1
	8,1
	9,0


The birth rate has halved in Kabardino-Balkaria, which has currently about the same mode of population reproduction as North Ossetia where the demographic transition process started earlier and as early as 1988 the figures were closer to those for the regions with domination of Russian population and are now much closer than previously. The current higher general birth rates in North Ossetia and Kabardino-Balkaria, compared to those for Rostov region, are due only to their previous more favorable age structures. 

As early as the late eighties, Mordvinia, one of the republics of the Volga area and the Urals, has approached the regions with domination of Russian population in terms of population reproduction mode. At present the differences of birth rate figures for the other republics are also insignificant. Only the more favorable age structure of the population inherited from the previous period of the expanded population reproduction explains the less natural population loss in the ethnic republics, such as Baskortostan, Tatarstan, Mari El, Chuvashia and Udmurtia, as compared with the adjacent territories of Nizhgorod and Kirov regions.

Similar processes are also taking place in the ethnic territorial entities, such as republics of Tyva, Altay, Buriatia and Ust-Ordynsky and Aginsky autonomous districts.

The positive demographic differences in natural movement and age structure across most of the other northern and eastern regions are due to a higher share of the fertile ages resulting from specifics in the migration drift from the western and southern regions of Russia, rather than to more or less numerous indigenous population. 

Situation in the market-advanced regions and prospects of the socio-demographic changes in the remaining parts of Russia 

According to the estimates of Expert magazine, the well-developed regions which have advanced market-wise most of all are Moscow and Moscow region, Saint Petersburg, Sverdlov, Samara and Nizhegorod regions. According to some other estimates and in our opinion as well, the list of such regions should also include Kaliningrad region. Table 13 shows the socio-economic indices for the above-mentioned regions.

Table 13. Socio-economic indices of the market-wise most advanced regions of the Russian Federation, year 1999.

	Regions 
	GRP per capita, 1997
	Salary in May 1999,

rubles
	Ratio of salary to the min foodstuff set
	Number of cars per 1,000
	Level of crime per 100,000
	Level of unemployment (ILO)

	Moscow 
	37073
	3175
	3.59
	200
	900
	5

	Moscow region
	14824
	2140
	2.88
	148
	1309
	9

	Saint Petersburg
	15908
	2426
	3.08
	168
	2181
	10

	Samara region
	21935
	2082
	2.72
	154
	1868
	13

	Nizhegorod region
	14294
	1589
	2.37
	93
	1842
	8

	Sverdlovsk region
	15853
	2198
	2.87
	96
	2490
	12

	Kaliningrad region
	9011
	1912
	2.41
	238
	2515
	15

	Average for the Russian Federation
	15794
	2101
	2.90
	122
	2052
	13


Across all indices, the group is led by Moscow, which is a special socio-economic type. The figures for Moscow region and Saint Petersburg are very close, except for a higher crime level of the latter. The remaining regions have less favorable indices.

In demographic terms, these regions are similar typologically, especially in the levels of general birth and death rates and higher natural loss of population as compared to the average figure for the Russian Federation, see Table 14 below.

Moscow and Saint Petersburg, on the one hand, and Kaliningrad region featuring the resettling population and a high current migration mobility, on the other hand, offer the greatest contrasts, with a lower children’s death rate and higher lifespan resulting from a more developed social infrastructure in the former and a higher children’s death rate and a lower expected lifespan against the other regions of the group under consideration and the average figure for the Russian Federation in the latter.

Table 14. Demographic differences among the marketwise most developed regions of the Russian Federation, year 1999

	Regions
	Birth rate
	Death rate
	Natural growth
	Children’s death rate
	Migration growth
	Expected lifespan at birth

	Moscow 
	8
	16
	-8
	12.9
	69
	68,5.

	Moscow region.
	7
	17
	-10
	15.2
	57
	67.0

	Saint Petersburg
	6
	16
	-10
	11.4
	28
	69.3

	Samara region
	8
	17
	-9
	12.6
	53
	67.3

	Nizhegorod region
	7
	18
	-11
	16.1
	40
	67.1

	Sverdlovsk region
	8
	17
	-9
	14.4
	22
	66.4

	Kaliningrad region
	8
	17
	-9
	17.5
	137
	65.7

	Average for the Russian Federation
	9
	16
	-7
	16.5
	19
	67.0


The demographic ratio between the working age population and children is lower across the regions under consideration than the average figure for the Russian Federation, see Table15 below.

Table 15. Socio-demographic differences across the marketwise most developed regions of the Russian Federation, year 1999.

	Regions 
	Marriage number
	Divorce number
	Number of divorces per 1,000 marriages
	Non-working age persons per 1,000 working-age adults

	
	
	
	
	Total
	Younger than the working age persons
	Older than the working age persons

	Moscow 
	7,7
	5,0
	650
	702
	294
	408

	Moscow region
	6,9
	4,4
	641
	695
	293
	402

	Saint Petersburg
	6,7
	4,6
	678
	659
	276
	383

	Samara region
	5,9
	3,7
	630
	673
	325
	348

	Nizhegorod region
	5,5
	2,9
	531
	754
	326
	428

	Sverdlovsk region
	5,0
	3,9
	774
	691
	339
	352

	Kaliningrad region
	6,3
	4,8
	762
	644
	323
	321

	Average for the Russian Federation
	5,8
	3,5
	591
	711
	355
	356


The proportion of the senior non-working age persons is higher in Moscow, Moscow and Nizhegorod region, and Saint Petersburg. Nizhegorod region is different from the other regions in more favorable ratio of marriages and divorces.

The brief analysis we have made demonstrates that if the socio-demographic situation is really dependent on the rate of the market-related reforms, the relationship is indirect and can presumably be found only in Moscow and Saint Petersburg, together with the previously effective socio-economic factors, which distinguished and still distinguish these cities from the rest of the country. To sum it up, if the other regions of Russia had achieved a higher level of socio-economic development, like Moscow and Saint Petersburg, it would not presumably have impacted the current mode of reproduction and migration mobility of the population. That is why in the near future it is unlikely to expect any significant changes in the birth and population reproduction rates despite an expected growing living standard of population and development of the social infrastructure, including the public health. At the same time the prospects of a longer lifespan and a lower children’s death rate are quite explicit, and as an illustration we can cite the situation in Moscow and Saint Petersburg, where it is, in turn, expected to improve.

Forecast and regulation of the socio-demographic situation in regions of various types

In fact, all types of demographic prognoses, whether they are short-, mid- or long-term forecasts, are disappointing for Russia in terms of the population growth. We predict a fast cut in the population due to low rates of natural reproduction of population as a result of a drop in the birth rate and low increase in the lifespan, given a reduced credit balance of out-migration. The population is expected to grow older because of a low birth rate and, to a less degree, increased lifespan
.

Regional socio-demographic characteristic features to a larger extent depend on the results of migration movement and to a lesser degree on the current age structure of population, whereas the rate of natural reproduction across various territorial entities of the Russian Federation are drifting together, except for some ethnic republics and, above all, in the North Caucasus. However, even here the birth rate is falling down fast, and the level of population reproduction is already close to simple reproduction.

As early as 1988 the natural decline in population was registered only in five regions, such as Pskov region in the Northeast, Ivanovo, Tver (formerly Kalinin), Tula and Tambov regions in Central Russia. In 1989 the group was joined by Moscow and another five regions of Central Russia, such as Moscow, Orel, Ryazan, Voronezh and Kursk regions. In 1998 the natural population growth was found only in 22 regions of Russia, in 1999 in 16. In the first half of 2000, the birth rate was higher than the death rate only in 12 territorial entities of the Russian Federation, and the it was due to rather a high age rate of birth only in Dagestan, Ingushetia, Tyva, Republic of Altay, Aginsk autonomous district and in part in Yakutia, while elsewhere, i.e. in Tiumen region, Yamalo-Nenets, Kahnty-Mansiysky, Taimyr, Evenkiysky and Chukotka autonomous districts it is due to a high share of young fertile ages in the population composition.

In the coming years the on-going decrease in the fertility and ageing of the population are expected to lead to a natural decline across most of the Russian territorial entities, where the birth rate is currently still higher than the death rate. Only Ingushetia and Dagestan (figures for Chechnya are missing) have some ‘safety coefficient’ in the form of a high demographic potential and the previous long-family traditions; besides, expected stopping of the Chechen war can slow down a decrease in the birth rate. 

The demographic situation in the two remaining republics of the Northern Caucasus can be predicted by analogy with Kabardino-Balkaria, where the birth rate totaled 22 per 1,000 citizens in 1988, 21.1 in 1989 and as low as 11.5 in the first half of 2000, falling by 1 point every year. Dagestan also witnesses a decrease in the birth rate, which is currently 17.1 against 27.4 in 1998 and 27.8 in 1989. In Ingushetia, the rate of birth is not falling so fast and amounts to 20.1 in the first half of 2000 against 24.6 in 1998 and 25.2 in 1989 (the latter figure is given for Checheno-Ingushetia). Among other things, in Dagestan and Ingushetia Russians, who have particularly low age figures for the birth rate, account for a smaller share of the population, and a decrease in the population reproduction rates can slow down there; therefore a small natural growth can be predicted in the near future.

As to the migration growth, in 1998, prior to a sharp fall in the population drift from the near abroad in 1999 (a two-fold cut in the migration balance which amounts to 135,000 people), all regions and krays of the European part of Russia had a positive balance of migration, except for the North, where growth was observed only in Vologda region, and Kirov region witnessing a zero balance in the Volga-Viatka zone. There was some drift of the Russian population from some republics, such as Mordvinia, Kalmykia, Chechnya, Kabardino-Balkaria and Karachay-Cherkessia, which resulted in a greater number of leavers than that of incomers there. The negative balance of migration took place in Komi-Permiatsky autonomous district (the Urals) and Yamalo-Permiantsky autonomous district (western Siberia), while all regions of eastern Siberia and the Far East suffered losses in population as a result of the migration drift.

Despite the out-migration, the population of most European regions shrank because of a high natural decline. In 1999 the migration drift from the near abroad fell, which, combined with a sustained increase in the natural loss, led to depopulation of all European regions of Russia, other than the ethnic territorial entities, except for Bielgorod region. On the increase was the population of such republics as Dagestan, Ingushetia (estimate) and North Ossetia. Out of the eastern regions, increase was observed in the population of republics of Altay and Tyva, as well as Ust-Ordynsky and Aginsk autonomous districts. 

In the nineties the total population of the Russian Federation fell by 2.5 million people (1.7 per cent), that of the Northern zone by 468.000 (7.6 per cent), eastern Siberia 235,000 (2.6 per cent) and the Far East 840,000 (10.5 per cent). The territory of the Far East covers around 6.2 million square kilometers, which accounts for only 7 million people now. A lower rate of depopulation was observed in the Urals (0.3 per cent) and western Siberia (0.3 per cent).

In absolute figures, the largest losses were inflicted on the regions making up the historical core of the Russian state – Central Russia 1,288,000 (4.2 per cent), the North-West 444,000 (5.5 per cent) and the Volga-Viatka zone 173,000 (2 per cent). The population remained virtually at the same level and even increased by 0.3 per cent only in the Central Black-Soil area, which was due to a high in-migration from outside.

A rise in the population was in the Volga area (287,000 or 1.6 per cent) and especially in the Northern Caucasus (700,000 or 4.1 per cent) and Kaliningrad region (71,000 or 8 per cent).

All experts give a negative assessment of the total fall in the population of Russia, although the conclusions made are different. As noted in Section 1, some find it possible and necessary to conduct an active policy of birth simulation; all of them hold that it is necessary to reduce the death rate and first of all of the working age death rate. Others rely on an apparent forthcoming drift of population from the near abroad, although in recent time the estimates of the scale of the probable drift have been more reserved. Some predict an eventual drift of migrants from the far abroad as well and estimate the illegal migration at as much as 700,000 at the very least by the most conservative estimates
.

Many specialists place special focus on the ethnic in-migration and, in particular, on extrusion of Russians from ethnic republics and on-growing inter-ethnic contradictions across some regions. It is worthy of a separate study, and we are not going to deal with this very complicated and delicate problem now.

There arises an important question about likely lines of regional socio-demographic development – can it be effective at all? It is clear now that the government will in any case take measures to change the demographic development of the country and contribute to the socio-demographic regulation, as is evident from the May 2000 parliamentary hearings on the problems of the demographic situation and a mention of the problem in the July 2000 Address of President to the Federal Assembly to the effect that ‘if the present tendency remains, the survival of the nation will be jeopardized’.

We do not agree that the demographic birth stimulation policy has allegedly proved to be ineffective throughout the world
. We have every reason to believe that this allegation is not correct, for the French experience points to the opposite. France was the first country to conduct such a policy, and now it is not on the list of West European countries witnessing depopulation, such as Germany, Sweden and Italy. Besides that, what is in question is not expanded population reproduction, but at least an approximate simple reproduction. As demonstrated by the demographic polls, the orientation on a two-children family is still effective across Russia, and the governmental focus on the birth problems per se cannot but impact the demographic behavior of the Russian population. The thing is that the paternalistic traditions and observance of the governmental prescriptions in the economic and social fields are still rather strong in Russia.

Even given the minimum financial resources available to the country, the effect of the demographic policy can turn out to be very strong. In any case, unless the government is involved in the demographic regulation, the changes are unlikely to come.

Another question we pose is whether the state and the population are presently interested in a higher birth rate. Should we concentrate our efforts in the first place on the problems of recovery from the economic crisis and improvement of the well being of the population, rather on the birth stimulation in the background of the on-going crisis, large-scale poverty and so forth? If so, the return to a two-children family seems to be more natural.

In order to go back to the average level of the early-nineties living standards, although not so high, the real incomes of the population should double. Under the current program of   the Russian government, that would happen within a 10-year period, once the gross domestic product is twice as much. It is our understanding that for this period specifically we should seek to provide social support to the small-children families, rather than address an increased birth rate program.

At the same time we hold that although that is inconsistent with the previous Soviet experience, the interregional migration can hardly be regulated at all nowadays and, what is more, the need for such regulation is rather dubious for the following two reasons.

First, the current allocation of the productive forces and settlement which has been built during the administrative and command period is not good for the market environment. For example, the expenses are too great to preserve the population for future use in the eastern regions, until there emerges a new industrial and territorial system of production and the proper industrial, social and market infrastructures.

Second, we find uncertain the contours of such an ethnic group policy which would combine interests of Russians as a master-nation of the entire state and those of the peoples incorporating ‘their own’ ethnic territorial entities which are considered to be master ethnic groups. On the other hand, it is essential to solve the problem of employment in the North Caucasian republics with a high demographic potential and an unemployment level of 20 – 50 per cent under the ILO classification. Given the realias of the interethnic relations of the present-day Russia, there is no point in recommending, both now and in future, their out-migrations into less employment problem-free Russian regions. 

In addition, it is our understanding that an assessment of out-migrations normally given is more often than not is undersubstantiated. In analyzing some attempts to evaluate the migration problems, we find a lot of uncertainty with both eventual drifts of migrants from the near abroad countries and prospects for migration movement in relations with the developed and underdeveloped far abroad countries.

An illustration of analysis of the regional migration characteristic features is O.A.Parfen​tseva’s Candidate of Science thesis which was carried out at the Institute of Macroeconomic Studies with the Ministry for Economics of the Russian Federation
. Based on the typology of regions depending on the migration impact on the formation of working age population and given a present condition and forecast of the regional labor markets, she offers a number of recommendations intended to substantiate employment and migration policies ‘in order to reduce the negative impact of migration on Russian labor markets and optimize the migration processes’.

She divides the regions into a variety of types and offers some measures of economic-demographic regulation to be carried out by the government. For promising regions incorporating the export-oriented industries, she suggests that government orders should be placed with the most promising enterprises and the budget-funded sector should be financed in full and in time. For the least promising territories where mining non-export-type (at least for the current conditions of the economic crisis) industries prevail, it is recommended that the government should furnish support to the industry, construction, transportation and that regional female employment programs should be made up, etc. For non-promising territories featuring agroindustrial specialization, it is recommended to stimulate (at least in a selective way) population out-migration, promotion of minor business and so on.

Unfortunately such recommendations look very much like those given in the command-administrative era. They can play a certain, although indecisive, role. However, they do not address the fundamental reasons for the current economic-demographic problems and cannot help. A basic means of solving the employment and migration problems is to develop full-pledged regional and interregional labor markets that are based on the deep market changes across the entire spectrum of economy and support for the investment processes.

Given the above mentioned (although some scientists have doubts to the effect), it is essential that the government should work out a regional socio-demographic policy which should be carried out within the national demographic policy both at the federal and regional levels. It is expected to be implemented regardless of reluctance or willingness of the scientists, for the government cannot put up with the current disproportions that pose a threat to the demographic, economic and political security of Russia.

Still the place of the regional socio-demographic policy and character of measures taken should be closely tied up to both real-time potential of the country and principles of economic and social expediency. Proclaimed ficticious threats should not dominate, at least over the common sense principles. A key threat to the national security now lies in poverty, not to say misery of the bulk of the population. That is why the socio-demographic policy should be used to counter the key national threat.

Demographic, economic and socio-demographic aspects should play an important role in the federal regional policy currently in development. Although proclaimed by the previous program
, such lines have not been implemented in the proper way, to say the least. They should be ranked in terms of importance and timing of implementation, and real sources of funding, and some other measures promoting the targets assigned should be specified. 

How the problem is currently studied leaves much to be desired. We find it essential to thoroughly analyze the socio-demographic differentiation, as well as economic and social differentiation of the Russian regions. The poor level of investigation is partly due to the fact that the social problems are considered to be in the scope of the regional authorities which cannot and are sometimes reluctant to study them in detail.

It is undoubtedly imperative to develop a general outline of allocation of Russian productive forces as a long-term forecast which takes account of both the current tendencies of industrial development and the need for formation of national and regional markets and the key national interests. This is the basis underlying the development of the General Outline of Settlement addressed by V.Kulakov in Section 1, but as early as now specific measures should be taken so that these hypothetical outlines could be implemented by specific instruments. As an illustration we would like to offer two specific measures:

1. For the northern regions (Type 2 of the demographic situation, see Fig.2), the government should retain the social infrastructure, thereby insuring its proper funding and an increase in the salary level of social workers.

2. For republics with a high demographic potential (Types 1, partly 2 and 3, i.e. republics of the Northern Caucasus, Kalmykia, Tyva and Altay, Buriatia and the Buriatian autonomous districts), measures should be taken to develop market infrastructure and minor business engaged in manufacturing products to go to the other regions of Russia. Otherwise a high level of unemployment, which is now on the verge of a social calamity, is sure to lead to a social burst which might be of ethnic character.

It is assumed that in determining the measures of regional policy to be taken by the federal center, consideration should be given to the socio-economic typology of regions, estimate of their current socio-economic situation together with socio-demographic typology of regions. Such analysis should be taken into account in the budget making process and in allocating subventions designed to solve specific problems of migration and natural population reproduction.

In its turn, the regions should take into account the present-day economic- and socio-demographic problems and take measures within reach on their resolution. For this purpose regional studies should be carried out to include:

· Prognosis of changes in the socio-demographic situation on the basis of a combined analysis of both general nation-wide and regional socio-economic factors;

· A study of influence of changes in the socio-demographic regional situation on its economic development;

· Considering an impact of demographic factors on the formation of regional markets of labor and educational services;

· Analysis of demographic aspects of the social stratification;

· Investigation of economic- and socio-demographic problems which are characteristic of a particular region, such as sex-dependent disproportions, a specific structure of the death rate, emergency migration mobility and so on.

Particular regional investigations should result in a number of proposals on how local authorities should make direct and indirect influence on optimization of population conditions and development of the region. Besides, the demographic problems should be taken into account when developing the regional social policy, namely in budgeting, regional lawmaking, stimulation of public organizations and mass media, etc.

Conclusion

Our analysis shows that changes in the rates of population natural movement and respective socio-demographic disproportions to a much larger degree depend on general demographic laws, as well as on nationwide changes in the economic and social environment, rather than on regional differences. The character of regional behavior is to an increasing degree dependent on the socio-economic situation, regional changes in the living standard of the population which is substantiated by an intensive drift of citizens of most northern and eastern regions to the European part of Russia.

Although an impact of the socio-demographic changes on the economic and social development is great and has not so far been perceived by the authorities, they actually disregard the demographic factor in their day-to-day activities. The government does not, in fact, regulate the development of the population, all the more so at a regional level. Both the position taken by the authorities and the opinion shared by many researchers can be characterized as ‘demographic pessimism’ and lies in the following:

In the near future, it is impossible to conduct a regional demographic policy aimed at stimulating births in order to change the current mode of population reproduction, no matter whether it can be effective or not, all the more so an increase in the number of children leads to a decrease in the per capita income of population, very low as it is. Across all the regions with domination of the Russian population, there is a common type of mode of population reproduction in effect, which is oriented towards a single-child family, whatever the differences in the living standard. This is what the regions with domination of the other ethnic groups have already passed over to or are striving at now.

The incoming migrants are regarded by the authorities as an additional burden, since they add up to a load on the social sphere and make pressure on the labor market, thereby leading to an increased social tension.

It is noteworthy that the above evaluation is rather impartial, since it is in conformity with the recent socio-economic facts and those relating to the on-going socio-economic crisis, given the vague prospects of recovery. Moreover, in the background of the economic crisis the low rates of reproduction of population and labor resources can be evaluated quite positively, since they allow us to concentrate our resources on a search for ways of economic recovery and social support for the population. However, if the national economy is really driving out of the crisis, we face a recovery phase in the near future and the government is expected to have the proper funds needed to carry out social measures, then we should reassess the importance of demographic components in the socio-economic policy of the country.

In order to overcome the above approach, it is essential to compare the condition of the population in more advanced Russian regions with the situation in both emerging economy and developed-market countries and on this basis to substantiate recommendations on regulating the socio-demographic situation. At an initial stage, we might seek to overcome the most significant disproportions. Then of ever increasing importance will be the long-term measures as part of the general strategy of socio-economic development of the country and of the state-controlled regional policy. First we shall deal with a demographic component of the social policy, and only later we can take steps on direct demographic regulation, such as birth promotion and stimulation of migration drifts.

It would be of great interest to continue the typological analysis of the socio-demographic situation across regions of various types. The results gained might be used for a prognosis of the forthcoming changes on the basis of the more advanced regions in terms of market reforms for the benefit of those where the situation is changing at a slower rate.

The socio-economic policy of the federal center, including the regional policy as well, should also integrate a demographic component, while the federal socio-demographic policy as regards the regions should be closely tied up to their proper policies in the sphere. At the same time the economic- and socio-demographic regulation cannot be considered separately from the general and regional problems of socio-economic development. It is expedient to provide for a gradual evolution of the regional policy of population regulation with due account for tendencies of the socio-economic development of the country in general and of its regions.
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