2. Internal Migration Challenges

2.1. The Fleeting Capacity of Internal Migration
While much has been said lately about migration to Russia from outside, repatriation of the ethnic Russians and other peoples of  Russian Federation, about the compulsory migration fueled by military conflicts arising on the wreckage of the former USSR, an illegal migration, etc., analysts and publicists somewhat overlooked the intra-Russian migration, which is considerably greater than the external one. In this particular realm, however, there were important shifts that demand a very serious appreciation. The migrations of the 1990s appeared not just different from those dictated by the task of more uniform settling of Russian territory, but their essence was opposite. The Russians were abandoning the poorly populated northern and eastern regions for those that anyway enjoyed a large and even excessive population, that is, the country’s south-west and center, and migrants from abroad were apt to go there, too. However, considering the overall turnover (52.4 mn. migrations between 1989 to 2000), it was dominated by domestic migrations, for ¾ of migrations were noted within Russia (Fig. 1), of which 55% – within the same Subjects of the Federation (oblasts, krais and republics), while another 45% were inter-regional migrations. These are classical proportions of gravitation migrations. Even in the years of the maximal migration inflow from the CIS and the Baltic states, the proportion of domestic migration in the aggregate number of migrations did not plunge below 66%, while recently it has accounted for over 80% of all the migrations.

Notably, the number of migrations – both internal and external (at least, registered) ones was declining steadily over the 1990s (Fig. 2): in 2000, the aggregate number of migrations accounted for 2.8 mn. individuals vs. 6.3 mn. reported in 1989.

Fig. 1

Components of Russia’s Migration Turnover in 1989–2000
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Source: here and below – the official data of Goskomstat of RF unless indicated otherwise.

Fig. 2

Dynamics of Volumes of Internal and External 
Migrations. Russia, 1989–2002
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The most drastic drop in the intensity of migration, nonetheless, was noted at the very beginning of the 1990s, consequently followed by some rise in 1994–1995. However, since 1996 the volume of migrations resumed their decline countrywide. The decline in the volume of migration was propelled by a serious crisis, and it complicates the emergence of normal market mechanisms that propel the functioning of the labor, housing and land markets.

The contraction in the gross migration (as the aggregate of in- and out-migration) took place in all the okrugs of RF, however, it meets the eye that those ones located in the eastern part of the country showed a relatively greater migration turnover (Fig. 3), due to an intense migration to the western part of the country and considerable population migrations from the north southward within the okrugs.

Fig. 3

Gross Migration Rate by Federal Okrugs in 1991–2000
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During the period in question, the intensity of migrations fell and its vectors changed. It has discontinued to solve a the tasks, which for had long been considered major ones, at least, as long as inter-regional migrations were concerned.

2.2. New Regional Migration Vector: from East to West

During the past centuries, Russia’s population was moving down north- and eastward. The agrarian overpopulation in the western part of the country, the need in populating vast Siberian space, the industrialization of the eastern part of the country that intensified dramatically during World War II, due to the evacuation of thousands of plants there, the post-war development of the natural resources base there constituted the major reasons propelled the noted eastbound movement that was not always voluntary, though.

The population outflow was noted primarily in the Central-Black-soil, North-Western, Volga-Vyatka and Ural economic regions (while the first two had been loosing their populations since the late 19th century, the Ural region experienced that since the 1950s). These Russian regions have long formed a major demographic donor area both for Siberia and Far East, and Kazakhstan and the Central Asia.

The eastbound migration process was not constant: more specifically, because of migration, the Western Siberia lost as much as 800,000 in the 1960s. Likewise, the eastern Siberia also periodically experienced the same process. A negative migration balance was also noted there in the 1970s (Table 1).

Table 1

Net Migration Rate By Russia’s 
Economic Regions Between 1970–1998 (per 10,000)

	
	1970–1978
	1979–1988
	1989–1998

	Russia, total
	1
	13
	21

	Northern
	5
	7
	–50

	Northwestern
	78
	56
	27

	Central
	25
	34
	38

	Volga-Vyatka
	–47
	–27
	22

	Central-Black-soil
	–49
	–18
	68

	Volga
	11
	–1
	48

	North-Caucasian
	11
	4
	49

	Ural
	–51
	–28
	19

	West-Siberian
	–9
	58
	18

	East-Siberian
	–9
	5
	–21

	Far- Eastern
	70
	45
	–102


Sources: Chislennost, sostav I dvizhenie naselenia v RSFSR. Moskva, RIITS Goskomstata RSFSR, p. 46–47; Naselenie Rossiii 1999. Sedmoy ezhegodny demographichesky doklad. Moskva, 2000. Р. 145.

It was only the Far East that enjoyed a steady migration increment in its population.

The situation began to change in the late 1980s, when the local population began to leave the North. In parallel with that, most of the other regions of the European part of the country saw a discontinuation of outflow of their population.

When the USSR and its economy began to collapse, the population began to abandon hastily the North, where many enterprises had become idle and other kinds of activities (for instance, prospecting and meteorological service) had been cut down. Plus, under the galloping inflation the benefits and ‘northern bonuses’ no longer formed incentives and failed to maintain living standards. Many cities and settlements saw their social sphere collapse, and the unemployment became dangerously close. Many of those born in the former USSR republics (such as Ukraine and Belarus) headed back, to their ‘national quarters’, as they were concerned about loosing their housing reserved for them there and their work record needed to get pension.

In the conditions of economic crisis, the central and southwestern regions grow attractive to potential migrants. There the advantages generated by market relations manifested themselves much faster than elsewhere, particularly thanks to their better infrastructure, proximity to the western markets for cheap goods, a greater consumer demand capacity. It was those regions where the best conditions for alternative incomes unfolded, such as the so-called shuttle trade and other kinds of self-employment that literally saved the population from going flat-broken at the first stage of the economic crisis. The central and southwestern regions also saw an inflow of compulsory migrants and repatriates from the former Soviet republics, and demobilized military staff from dismissed units. Those groups secured migration increment in all the federal okrugs, but the Far-eastern (Table 2). In the early 1990s, the population inflow from the former Soviet republics appeared especially significant in the Central, Southern and Volga okrugs. The further down eastward, the less moderate the inflow was, and it totally faded in the trans-Baikal area.

The picture of the territorial movement of Russia’s population has changed drastically thus interrupting for a long time (and maybe forever) the population’s centuries- long north- and eastward migration.

Table 2

The Components of the Population Migration Increase 
in the Federal Okrugs of the Russian Federation between 1991–2002

	
	1991–1995
	1996–2000
	2001
	2002

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Russia, total
	1981,1
	1351,4
	72,2
	77,9

	Due to the internal migration
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	2507,5
	1737,3
	124,0
	124,7

	Due to migration with other countries
	–526,4
	–386,0
	–51,8
	–46,7

	The Central okrug, total
	929,1
	839,9
	111,2
	123,5

	Due to the internal migration
	302,2
	426,0
	72,7
	81,8

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	744,3
	466,5
	42,5
	45,4

	Due to migration with other countries
	–117,4
	–52,6
	–3,9
	–3,6

	The Northwestern okrug, total
	–35,2
	56,8
	11,1
	11,0

	Due to the internal migration
	–119,9
	–34,4
	6,6
	3,9

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	154,2
	133,7
	8,8
	10,8

	Due to migration with other countries
	–69,5
	–42,4
	–4,3
	–3,8

	The Southern okrug, total
	772,2
	187,2
	12,9
	–0,9

	Due to the internal migration
	214,5
	–31,2
	1,1
	–13,7

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	636,4
	269,4
	19,3
	18,9

	Due to migration with other countries
	–78,6
	–51,0
	–7,4
	–6,1

	The Volga okrug, total
	758,2
	407,7
	6,8
	2,8

	Due to the internal migration
	196,7
	82,7
	–13,6
	–14,2

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	620,8
	369,7
	26,5
	23,0

	Due to migration with other countries
	–59,2
	–44,7
	–6,1
	–6,0

	The Ural okrug, total
	34,7
	160,0
	11,6
	3,0

	Due to the internal migration
	–75,7
	–29,2
	3,5
	–2,3

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	152,8
	223,8
	13,0
	9,8

	Due to migration with other countries
	–42,4
	–34,6
	–4,9
	–4,4

	The Siberian okrug, total
	90,3
	15,0
	–35,8
	–33,7

	Due to the internal migration
	–110,5
	–120,2
	–26,0
	–27,9


Table 2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	343,6
	264,8
	13,9
	16,0

	Due to migration with other countries
	343,6
	264,8
	13,9
	16,0

	The Far-eastern okrug, total
	–568,2
	–315,3
	–45,6
	–27,8

	Due to the internal migration
	–407,3
	–293,6
	–44,2
	–27,5

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	–144,6
	9,4
	0,1
	0,7

	Due to migration with other countries
	–16,4
	–31,1
	–1,4
	–1,0


Since the late 1980s the domestic migrations have steadily drifting westward. The poles of the drift are formed by the Central okrug that collects population from elsewhere and the Far-eastern okrug that contributes with its population to the other okrugs. The migration can be tracked down using an inter-regional migration matrix built for the federal okrugs of RF (Table 3).

Table 3

Net Migration between Federal Okrugs of RF in 1991–2000, as Thos

	In an exchange with the territory:
	Received or lost by the territory:

	
	Russia, total
	Central
	Noprthwestern
	Southern
	Volga
	Ural
	Siberian
	Far – eastern

	Russia, total
	
	618,3
	–148,6
	165,1
	294,6
	–73,8
	–185,9
	–669,8

	Central
	–618,3
	
	–134,3
	–89,9
	–38,2
	–51,8
	–104,3
	–199,8

	Northwestern
	148,6
	134,3
	
	31,3
	63,5
	–4,4
	–23,0
	–53,1

	Southern
	–165,1
	89,9
	–31,3
	
	19,4
	–26,4
	–66,8
	–149,9

	Volga
	–294,6
	38,2
	–63,5
	–19,4
	
	–59,4
	–72,4
	–118,1

	Ural
	73,8
	51,8
	4,4
	26,4
	59,4
	
	–28,1
	–40,2

	Siberian
	185,9
	104,3
	23,0
	66,8
	72,4
	28,1
	
	–108,8

	Far-eastern
	669,8
	199,8
	53,1
	149,9
	118,1
	40,2
	108,8
	


The Table 3 shows that in the last decade the Central, Volga and Southern federal okrugs enjoyed a positive balance of internal migration: they increased their populations by 1,078 Thos. migrated from other okrugs, while other okrugs were loosing their populations. The drift eastward becomes yet clearer in the course of computation of a staggered Table across economic regions
.

Ranking okrugs basing on how many okrugs contribute to an increase in the population of the given okrug provides the following picture (Table 4).

Table 4

The rating of the Federal Okrugs by Their Performance in the Migration Exchange between 1991–2000 (Net Migration, as Thos.)

	
	Rank

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	
	Central
	Volga
	Southern
	Northeasternй
	Ural
	Siberian
	Far-eastern

	Net migration, total
	618,3
	294,6
	165,1
	–148,6
	–73,7
	–185,9
	–669,8

	Including:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	With lower rank okrugs
	618,3
	332,8
	274,5
	80,5
	68,3
	108,8
	

	With higher rank okrugs
	
	–38,2
	–109,3
	–229,1
	–142
	–294,6
	–669,8


As the Table 4 shows, against often cited opinions, it was the Volga, not Southern, okrug that was ranked the second in the ‘90s. This particular okrug lost its population only in exchange with the Central one, while having positive exchange balances with the others. By contrast, the Southern okrug gave away its population to the Volga one, plus it received a smaller number of migrants than the Volga okrug, etc.

Table 5 provides the respective ranking by each year.

One can see, over past decades okrug’s positions were changing. More specifically, the original leader, the Southern okrug, lost to the Volga and the Central and consequently- even to the Ural and the North-western okrugs The Siberian okrug also lost points in the course of time, followed in the late 1990s by the Volga okrug. By contrast, the Central okrug that was ranked No. 3 in 1991, has been an absolute leader since 1995, while the Ural and Northwestern okrugs also improved their positions. It was only the Far-Eastern okrug that always held the last line, as decade it was giving away its population to the others over the decade in question.

Table 5

The Federal Okrugs’ Ranking by Their Performance in Annual Migration Exchange between 1991–2000 (net migration as Thos.)

	year
	Ranking

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1991
	South.
	Volga
	Central.
	Siber.
	N-W
	Ural
	Far-east.

	
	40,1
	23,6
	20,2
	–9,2
	–14,4
	–22,1
	–38,1

	1992
	Volga
	Central.
	South.
	Ural
	Siber.
	N-W
	Far-east.

	
	49,8
	33,2
	32,1
	–17,3
	–7,5
	–24,1
	–66,0

	1993
	Volga
	Central.
	South.
	Ural
	N-W
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	53,0
	47,6
	21,6
	–6,3
	–24,3
	–18,0
	–73,6

	1994
	Volga
	Central
	South.
	Ural
	N-W
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	51,3
	63,1
	43,2
	–11,1
	–20,2
	–17,8
	–108,6

	1995
	Central.
	Volga
	South.
	N-W
	Ural
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	70,8
	37,3
	28,5
	–18,2
	–7,5
	–14,1
	96,8

	1996
	Central.
	Volga
	South.
	Ural
	N-W
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	60,4
	20,0
	13,3
	3,1
	–11,5
	–19,0
	–66,3

	1997
	Central.
	Ural
	Volga
	South.
	N-W
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	80,8
	5,0
	18,2
	3,2
	–13,1
	–30,5
	–63,6

	1998
	Central.
	Volga
	South.
	N-W
	Ural
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	85,4
	20,4
	–3,7
	–8,4
	–4,7
	–25,7
	–63,3

	1999
	Central.
	Volga
	South.
	N-W
	Ural
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	82,9
	23,3
	–0,5
	–12,6
	–14,3
	–21,6
	–60,0

	2000
	Central.
	N-W
	Ural
	Volga
	South.
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	73,9
	–1,6
	1,6
	–2,3
	–12,6
	–22,4
	–36,6

	2001
	Central.
	N-W
	Ural
	South.
	Volga
	Siber.
	Far-east.

	
	72,6
	6,6
	3,5
	–11,9
	–13,5
	–26,1
	–31,2


It is worthwhile noting that in the years of economic prosperity (1997 and 2000–2001) the Ural and Northwestern okrugs would improve their rating; on the contrary, in the times of deterioration of the overall economic situation (1998–1999) they lost their positions to the Southern and Volga okrugs.

2.3. Main Centers of Gravitation

The major Russian migrant gravitation centers are the Moscow and St. Petersburg agglomerations. Their powerful absorbing role began especially visible since the 1970s, while in the 1980s their share of migrants redistributed within the USSR on the whole accounted for nearly 50%. In the early 1990s, Moscow to a certain extent lost the role of a migrant-attracting center. According to the official statistical data, between 1991–1995 the city’s migration increment formed by the domestic migration accounted just for 11,000, which is negligibly low when compared with the earlier times. Moreover, like St. Petersburg and many other Russian cities, in 1992–1993 Moscow was loosing its population. Such tendencies formed the ground for statements about the reverse nature of the urbanization process and its broken phasic nature. All that also affected the migration performance of the Central and Northwestern okrugs.

Table 6

Components of the Moscow Capital Region Population Migration 
Increase Between 1991–2002, as Thos.

	
	1991–1995
	1996–2000
	2001
	2002

	The Moscow region, total
	131,8
	453,2
	92,2
	100,5

	Due to the internal migration
	115,1
	331,9
	76,7
	83,9

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	108,2
	152,4
	17,0
	18,1

	Due to migration with other countries
	–91,4
	–31,1
	–1,5
	–1,5

	including:

	Moscow oblast, total
	138,4
	183,8
	40,1
	52,3

	Due to the internal migration
	72,1
	115,2
	30,4
	40,7

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	77,8
	74,1
	10,2
	12,0

	Due to migration with other countries
	–11,6
	–5,5
	–0,4
	–0,4

	Moscow, total
	–6,6
	269,4
	52,1
	48,2

	Due to the internal migration
	42,9
	216,8
	46,4
	43,2

	Due to the migration with the CIS and the Baltic states
	30,3
	78,3
	6,8
	6,1

	Due to migration with other countries
	–79,9
	–25,6
	–1,1
	–1,1


However, Moscow’s migration performance in the late 1990s once again compelled one to view the city as the greatest magnet for migrants from all the country’s regions. Between 1996 to 2000 the internal migration alone to the national capital resulted in a 207,900 increase in the number of its residents. Though in annual terms the increase was not so impressive accounting for just slightly over 40,000, however, the amount was greater than in any other Russian region, and it made up 54% of the population increase of the whole Central federal okrug. As of early 2001, the Moscow city population accounted for 23.3% of the Central okrug one.

Where did Moscow attracted so many migrants from? As it can be seen from Fig. 4, the major migration ‘donor’ for Moscow were other Subjects of the Central okrug: their contribution to Moscow’s migration increment accounted for 40%. The neighboring Southern, Volga and Northwestern okrugs provided nearly the same proportion of the increase, while the regions located in Russia’s East secured less than 25% of the capital city’s migration increase.

Fig. 4

The Distribution of Moscow’s Population Migration Increase by 
Federal Okrugs in 1996–2000
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Out of the 84,000 migration increase in Moscow’s population supplied by the Central okrug, 30,100 was provided by Moscow oblast, while the five neighbor oblasts – Tver, Vladimir, Ryazan, Tula and Kaluga together ‘supplied’ roughly the same amount of migrants – 28.800.

Moscow oblast in turn compensated for its Moscow-bound population outflow at the expense of other oblasts. Moscow oblast likewise enjoys migration increase secured by all other Russia’s regions except the city of Moscow itself.

For migrants, the capital region on the whole currently undoubtedly appears the most attractive region in the country.

In the Central okrug, there is only one region enjoying a positive migration balance within the okrug, that is, Belgorod oblast. It gives away its population only to the Moscow region and St. Petersburg, holding, at the same time, positive migration balances with other regions of the country.

This particular example clearly highlights the centripetal force of the migration process in the contemporary Russia. While the Central okrug attracts population from all other federal okrugs, within itself the population migrates to the capital region, while residents of Moscow oblasts vigorously migrate to Moscow.

Following Moscow, St. Petersburg: in 1991–1995 the city experienced a 17.7 Thos. migration loss in its population exchange with other Russian regions. At the time, Leningrad oblast found itself in a better situation having a 28.400 inflow, thanks to its positive balance with St. Petersburg.

Fig. 5

Distribution of Poulation Migration Increase in St. Petersburg 
and Lenigrad Oblast across Federal Okrugs in 1996–2000 

[image: image5.wmf]Southern

12%

Siberian

15%

Ural

9%

Volga

9%

Northwestern

35%

Far-eastern

20%


In the late 1990s, thanks to the domestic migration, St. Petersburg and Leningrad oblast received 81,300 migrants, while the population outflow from these specific regions was noted only to Moscow and Moscow oblast and – an insignificant one, though – to the neighbor Novgorod oblast. At the same time the migration imbalance with the capital region was fully compensated by other regions of the Central okrug.

In contrast to Moscow and Moscow oblast, for St. Petersburg it is the migration with the okrugs of the Asian part of the country that plays a greater role, for it secures 44% of the city’s migration increase (Fig. 5). Likewise, the European North plays a significant role, for the migration from there to St. Petersburg and Leningrad oblast is much more intense than to the capital region. That is why this specific region has every right to be ranked the second biggest migration center nationwide.

In the Volga okrug, the population moves to Nizhny Novgorod oblast. It bears considerable migration losses only in its exchange with the capital region. However, Nizhny Novgorod oblast does not form a dominating center: it has a number of large rivals in the same okrug, namely, Tatarstan and Samara oblast. It is only thanks to these three regions that the Volga federal okrug maintains a positive migration balance in the nationwide domestic migration: their aggregate migration increment between 1996–2000 accounted for 91,700 (while the respective amount for the Volga okrug on the whole made up 79,500). These regions, however, have a steady and significant losses in their exchange with the two capital regions.

In the south of Russia, the following regions experience a considerable increase in the internal migration: the ‘plain sub-Caucasus’ regions – Krasnodar (78,100 over 1996–2000) and Stavropol (36,800) krais. In the early 1990s, these were the most attractive regions for migrants. Nowadays, migration within the area is of a great importance for their migration balances: it secures nearly all the migration increase for Stavropol and almost 40% of that for Krasnodar krai, with the migration from Chechnya accounting for a large part of that.

At the same time, Krasnodar krai enjoys intensively attracts population from many regions of Siberia, the Far East, and the European North, which makes it a large inter-regional center of migration gravitation.

Novossibirsk oblast forms a fairly large, though local center of migration gravity. While having practically zero migration balance with the western part of the country, it attracts population from all the Siberian and Far-eastern regions.

Further East, none of regions can pretend to the title of even a local center of migration gravitation, for all of them experience either an intense migration loss, or more or less compensate for their migration outflows to the ‘more western regions at their neighbors’ (located to the north or east of them) expense.

Thus, in the late 1990s, suffering migration losses with all the okrugs to the east of it, Khabarovsk krai compensated for nearly 30% of that, thanks to the Far- eastern okrug. Similarly, in the same period Irkutsk oblast compensated for nearly 50% of its migration losses caused by the migration exchange with the western parts of the country by attracting population of the regions located to the east of it.

2.4. The Population Outflow from the North 
and Autonomous Units in the Southern Russia

In the 1990s, there emerged a stable and rather compact in terms of territory zone of population outflow that embraced the whole North, eastern Siberia and Far East. It was formed by the northern regions (Murmanks, Arkhangelsk oblasts, and Komi Republic), a part of Siberian regions (Krasnoyarsk krai, Chita, Irkutsk and Tomsk oblasts with their respective territorial okrugs, Republic of Buryatia and Tyva), and the whole Far East. Between 1991 through 2000 the noted regions lost almost 1.3 mn., solely due to the nationwide domestic migration, or roughly 6% of their population, as of the early 1990s. The population outflow to other regions was most intense from Chukotka AO and Magadan oblast, Murmansk oblast and the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia).

Migration losses of the ‘donor’ regions are of course comparable with gains of the ‘recipient’ zone. That, however, does not imply a direct population exchange between the zones, for there is a group of regions with a balanced exchange. Those are, first of all, the Ural regions and those in the Southern Siberia. Some of them, for instance, Orenburg, Kurgan oblasts, and recently Altai krai have had a negative balance of their migration exchange with other Russian territories, but they benefited greatly from the external migration, primarily from Kazakhstan and the Middle Asian countries.

So where do residents of the Russian North and eastern regions migrate? With the account of a great length of the donor zone, it would be appropriate to divide it into three parts: the European North, the Siberian North and the Far East.

The European North (Murmansk, Arkhangelsk oblasts, Republic of Komi and Nenetsky AO) give away their population chiefly to the Center and the southern Northwestern regions (Fig. 6), while the migration outflow to the Asian part of the country is negligible. Notably, the European North even enjoys a slight (1,100 over 1996–2000) migration increment with the Far-eastern okrug. The most intense migration flows from the European North are noted to St. Petersburg and Leningrad Oblast, the capital region, Krasnodar krai, Nizhny Novgorod and Belgorod oblasts (the aggregate share of these regions accounts for 40% of the European North’s migration losses).

The Siberian North also looses its population in their exchange with all the okrugs except the Far East, however the migration ‘gain’ at the latter’s expense is fairly insignificant, and it compensates for less than 10%. The major migration vectors are the Southern Siberia, Central, Volga and Southern okrugs.

The Far East forms the zone of a complete migration exodus. Migration from there is noted both to the Siberian and Ural okrugs (22% of the aggregate loss) and to the European part of the country. While compared with the Siberian North, a more significant outflow is noted to the Southern okrug, with which the Far-eastern regions have long established intensive migration connections.

A stable zone of migration outflow in the past decade (as well as in the prior ones) was formed by the republics of the North Caucasus (except Adygeya populated chiefly by Russians) joined by Kalmykia. In the late 1990s, the outflow from those republics to other parts of the country accounted for some 140,000
. The region’s specificity is that a major migration outflow from there is forwarded to its plain part.

Fig. 6

Distribution of the Migration Losses of the Donor 
Zone across Federal Okrugs in 1996–2000
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A number of regions located in central Russia also experience migration losses. While they were receiving an intense migration inflow from the CIS countries and the Baltic states, such peculiarities of the domestic migration were not particularly visible. However, a drastic fall (at least, registered) in the migration inflow has created a situation when the overall natural population loss in central Russia was complemented by the migration one.

In 1996–2000, the domestic migration generated losses in Kursk, Smolensk, Tula, Tambov, Ryazan oblast, and the Republic of Mordovia (Table 7).

Fig. 7

Distribution of Migration Losses of the National Republics 
of the Southern Russia across Federal Okrugs in 1996–2000 
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Table 7

The Balances of Domestic Migrations Across Some Regions 
of Central Russia in 1996–2000

	Regions
	Migration loss-total, as Thos.
	Including in the exchange with other regions of the Central federal okrug

	Kursk oblast
	–3,1
	–9,7

	Ryazan oblast
	–5,6
	–11,2

	Smolensk oblast
	–3,9
	–8,3

	Tambov oblast
	–6,9
	–9,9

	Tula oblast
	–1,8
	–11,5

	Republic of Mordovia
	–8,7
	–4,6


The evaluation of the two-way migration exchange between Russian regions allows to identify the most typical current vectors of the inter-regional redistribution of Russia’s population:

1. From East Westbound. This trend has been steadily in place over the past decade.

2. From Central Russian oblasts to the largest megapolises (primarily Moscow and St. Petersburg). This is an old trend which has become especially notable over last 3–4 years.

3. From the republics of the North Caucasus to plain sub-Caucasian areas, the largest cities of the Central and Volga okrugs, which forms a steady trend.

Other major directions of redistribution of Russia’s population:

· from the northern part of the Far East to the southern part of the Far East;

· from the European North to St. Petersburg and Leningrad oblast;

· from the Far East to plain sub-Caucasian areas;

· from the regions bordering Kazakhstan to urban agglomerations of the Volga and Ural okrugs.

2.5. Internal Migrations and Urbanization

In addition to securing population redistribution between Russian regions, internal migrations also serve as a core vehicle of urbanization. Through the whole 20th century, urbanization in Russia was developing at a more impressive pace than the settlement of the country’s remote northern and eastern areas. Russia was rapidly developing into a country of cities and townspeople (Fig. 8).

Fig. 8

Russia’s Urban and Rural Population. 1897–2002, as mn. (Persons)
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In the late 19th century, only 15% of Russia’s population was urban and resided largely in small towns whose population accounted for less than 50,000. The list of the biggest cities was topped by the two historical capitals – St. Petersburg (1, 265.000) and Moscow (1,039.000), followed by Saratov, Kazan, Tula and Astrakhan whose populations, however, did not exceed 150.000. In another 17 cities the number of residents was between 50,000 to 90,000.

By the late 1930s, one-third of Russians already lived in urban settlements, by the late 1950s – already half of them, and by the late 1980s – nearly three-thirds of Russians were townspeople. For the period of less than 100 years there emerged over 600 cities, and the number of urban villages had been growing continuously until 1991.

The urban population growth rates remained fairly high up to 1990, when its share reached a peak value of 73.9%, followed by a decline: between 1991 to 2001 the urban population fell by 4, 264.000 persons, or by 3.9%.

Up to the early 1990s the rise in Russia’s urban population was fueled by three factors: a natural increase, net migration, and administrative-territorial transformations, because of which many rural residents turned into townspeople without making a step out of their door (Fig. 9). The natural loss of the urban population that had began to emerge since 1992 has become a major factor of the fall in the number of townspeople. The migration outflow from urban settlements noted in 1991–1992 furthered the contraction of Russia’s urban population. The process was also greatly complemented by a reverse transformation of urban settlements into rural ones, which became a mass process in 1991–1992, and in 1999. That was associated with certain utility-related and land benefits that helped rural residents survive in the situation of the crises. The opposite processes have not discontinued, nevertheless: in 1998 a new town – Mikhailovsk, with the population of 50,000 – appeared in Stavropol krai, while in 1999 in Leningrad oblast the town of Volosovo (11,000) was created.

Between the 1989 and 2002 censuses the overall number of urban settlements dropped for the first time, which primarily concerned smaller ones (Table 8). By contrast, the number of bigger urban settlements (with the local population starting from 100,000) grew form 165 up to 168, though the composition of the group changed notably.

The city of Volgograd joined the group of millionaire cities.

The group of cities with the number of residents between 500,000 to 1 mn. suffered the loss of, accordingly, Volgograd, as well as Tula, Tomsk and Kemerovo, where the number of residents now is under 500,000. However, the group was joined by Tymen and Lipetsk.

The group of cities with the population over 100,000 lost Magadan, Kolpino, Vorkuta, Andjero-Sudjensk, Michurinsk, Ussolye-Sibirskoye, Kineshma and Votkinsk, but was joined by Bataysk, Derbent, Nazran, Nefteyugansk, Zheleznodorozhny, Zelenodolsk, Kyzyl, Elista.

Table 8

The Grouping of Russian Urban Settlements by the Number 
of Residents, According to the Census Data

	
	1926
	1939
	1959
	1970
	1979
	1989
	2002

	Urban settlements, total
	1163
	1317
	2372
	2838
	3045
	3230
	2938

	Including by the number of residents:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Up to 100,000
	1143
	1265
	2280
	2714
	2893
	3065
	2770

	100–499,900
	18
	48
	78
	107
	126
	131
	135

	500–999,990
	–
	2
	12
	11
	18
	22
	20

	Over 1 mn.
	2
	2
	2
	6
	8
	12
	13


Source: Rossiysky statistichesky ezhegodnik, 2003. M.: Goskomstat Rossii. Р. 80–81.

Despite some new trends in the urban and rural population dynamics, apparently the urbanization process in Russia continues. After a slight decline in the 1990s, the proportion of urban population has stabilized at the level of 73%, while according to the most recent data, the proportional weight of urban residents that reside in big and the largest cities is growing (Table 9). In 2002, the cities with the number of residents over 100,000 were home to 64.2% of urban population vs. 62.4% reported in 1989, of which 40% and 37%, respectively, resided in the millionaire cities. The number of residents in the latter grew by 9%, while those of cities with the population between 100,000 to 250,000 – by 7%. By contrast, the aggregate population of cities with 500,000 to 1 mn. residents fell by 12%, while that of cities with 250,000 to 500,000 fell by 3%.

Table 9

The Distribution of Russia’s Urban Population Across Urban 
Settlements of Different Size, According to the Censuses, as %

	
	1926
	1939
	1959
	1970
	1979
	1989
	2002

	All urban residents
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0

	Including across urban settlements with the number of residents:

	Up to 100,000
	60,8
	49,4
	48,6
	42,5
	38,5
	37,6
	35,8

	100,000 t0 ???499,900
	17,1
	27,8
	25,1
	28,8
	28,2
	26,1
	26,8

	500,000 – 999,900
	–
	3,2
	13,4
	10,3
	13,3
	13,0
	11,7

	Over 1 mn.
	22,1
	19,7
	12,9
	18,3
	19,9
	23,3
	25,7


The proportion of urban population is the greatest one in the Northwestern federal okrug –82.3%, followed by the Ural (80.7%) and Central (79.9%) federal okrugs. The respective index is lowest in the Southern federal okrug (57.6%). Interestingly, between the 1989 and 2002 censuses it dropped by 2.2 percent points. Similarly, the share of urban population slightly (at 0.6 p. p.) dropped in the Siberian federal okrug.

The regions – Subjects of the Federations show yet greater differences in the urbanization level and trends (Fig. 9). Given that in some Far-northern areas, namely, Magadan, Murmansk oblasts, Khanty-Mansy autonomous okrug, the share of urban population accounted for 91–92%, in Koryak and Komi-Permyak
 autonomous okrug and the Altay Republic – just 26%, while in Ust-Ordynasky Buryatsky autonomous okrug there is no urban population at all, because of the transformation of its administrative center into a rural settlement. Between the 1989 and 2002 censuses the share of urban population fell in 36 regions. Apart from the aforementioned Ust-Ordynasky Buryatsky (a 18.4 p. p. fall) and Koryak (11.5 p. p.) autonomous okrugs, the fall was especially notable in Orenburg oblast (by 7 points), Republic of Karelia (6.4 points) and Chukotka autonomous okrug (by 6.1 points). At the same time, the respective index showed some growth in other regions, namely, Magadan oblast (at 8.7 points), Kaluga oblast (6.2 points), Yamal-Nenetsky autonomous okrug and the Republic of Tyva (by more than 5 p. each).

The change in the number of urban and rural population of regions - Subjects of RF (Fig. 10, 11), according to the censuses, shows that the contraction in the former was characteristic of the 1990s (except for the noted Ust-Ordynasky Buryatsky autonomous okrug, where the number of urban residents had reduced slightly between 1970–1979, too). This is associated chiefly with a steady trend to the natural population loss which migration increment fails to compensate for. On the one hand, the migration capacity of the countryside that had been supplying its excessive population to cities (Fig. 11) has exhausted by now. On the other hand, not all the urban settlements and regions appear equally attractive to migrants. In addition, some of national-territorial units have retained until lately (and some still do) natural increment.

Between the censuses in question the urban population grew notably in the Republic of Dagestan (at 42%), Stavropol krai (17.5%), city of Moscow (16.7%), belogorod oblast (14%), Khanty-Mansy autonomous okrug (11.6%) and the Kabardino-Balkar Republic (10.6%).

Fig. 9

The Change in the Proportion of Russia’s Urban Population, 
According to the Censuses by regions, as %
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Note: in the Fig. Above, all the regions- Subjects of the Federation are numbered in a standard fashion set by Goskomstat of RF (see Annex). 

Accordingly, the greatest increment was characteristic of such cities as Nazran (6-fold), Makhachkala (by 48%), Zelenograd (36%), Derbent (30%), Stary Oskol, Novorossyisk and Kyzyl (at some 25% each), Kislovodsk, Armavir, Nalchik (19–22% each). At the same time, of the large cities the following suffered the greatest losses: Grozny (44%, according to the census data), Magadan (by more than one-third), Leninsk-Kuznetsky (by 32%), Murmansk and Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky (by some 28% each), Vorkuta and Norislk (roughly 25% each).

Fig. 10

Change in the Size of Russia’s Urban Population, 
According to the Census Data by Regions, as %
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(See Note to Fig. 9.)

Fig. 11

Change in the Size of Russia’s Rural Population, 
According to the Census Data by Regions, as %
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(See Note to Fig. 9.)

As concerns the group of millionaire cities, it is the city of Moscow that demonstrated the highest growth rates (Table 10). Between the 1989 and 2002 censuses a visible rise in local population was noted in Rostov-on-Done, Kazan and Volgograd. The number of residents of Russia’s other largest cities was contracting, and most notably – in Nizhny Novgorod, Samara and Perm.

Table 10 

The Number of Residents in the Millionaire Cities, 
According to the 2002 Census Data

	City
	Thos. residents
	As % to
1989
	City
	Thos. residents
	As % to
1989

	Moscow
	10357,8
	117
	Kazan
	1105,3
	102

	St. Petersburg
	4669,4
	94
	Chelyabinsk
	1078,3
	94

	Novsossibirsk
	1425,6
	99
	Rostov-on Don
	1070,2
	106

	N. Novgorod
	1311,2
	91
	Ufa
	1042,4
	97

	Ekaterinburg
	1293,0
	95
	Volgograd
	1012,8
	102

	Samara
	1158,1
	92
	Perm
	1000,1
	92

	Omsk
	1133,9
	99
	
	
	


As concerns the rural population network, one should note a rise of the overall number of rural settlements during the period between the censuses (Table 11), which clearly does not match long-term trends and requires a more detailed consideration. At the same time, as of the 2002 census, 8.4% of rural settlements did not have any population, while in another 22.4% the number of residents did not exceed 10. The share or settlements with the number of residents over 100 fell from 39.2% in 1989 to 35.6% in 2002.

The greatest share of abandoned and thinly populated (not more than 10 residents) villages were found in the Northwestern (13.4 and 36.8%, respectively) and the Central (10.1 and 28.4%) federal okrugs, while the least share of such settlements was reported in the Southern (2.3 and 3.0%) and Siberian (2.2 and 6.1%) okrugs. In the Southern federal okrug, over 80% of rural settlements have over 100 residents, while in Siberia and the Far East – over 70%.

The 2002 census data on the population distribution across rural settlements with differing number of residents have not been available as yet, and it is hard to judge in a greater detail of the today’s newest trends in the rural population distribution. According to the previous censuses, the rural population tended to concentrate in bigger settlements.

Table 11

Grouping of Russia’s Rural Settlements by Number 
of Residents, According to the Census Data

	
	1959
	1970
	1979
	1989
	2002

	Rural settlements, total
	294059
	216845
	177047
	152922
	155290

	Of which with the number of residents:
	
	
	
	
	

	No residents
	–
	–
	–
	–
	13032

	Up to 10
	41493
	25895
	23855
	30170
	34803

	11 to 50
	83311
	62480
	54638
	44674
	37337

	51–100
	55258
	37205
	26328
	18094
	14804

	over100
	113997
	91265
	72226
	59984
	55314


The recently published preliminary and main results of the 2002 census allow so far to draw just very general conclusions on the ongoing degradation of the urban and rural settlement infrastructure in some regions and on a considerable rise in the demographic pressure on the social infrastructure of a number of regions in the center and south of Russia.

2.6. Challenge Knots of Russia’s Settlement

The migrations of the 20th century have changed drastically the Russia’s population, albeit to a much lesser degree they impacted the general picture of its geographical distribution. In any case, despite all the changes, the current specificity of the population spread over Russia’s territory exposes a failure to solve many historical challenges. Plus, the current demographic situation raises serious doubts as to whether they can be resolved in the foreseeable future. Let us examine this specificity.

Dispersion. In terms of its population density, Russia overruns just 12 countries, that is, mountainous, desolate or Nordic, like Russia herself, and it is 2–3-fold inferior to Scandinavia and the USA, 6–10-fold – to its neighbors in the CIS, 15-fold to China, and 37-fold to Japan. While so far being equal with Angola, Saudi Arabia and Papua-New Guinea, it soon will be notably lagging behind them, too. Even if one excludes deserted areas, which would allow to double the density rate in the populated ones, the ultimate indicators would be much lower than our neighbors’.

The European part of Russia can be compared with the US in terms of population density (29 persons per 1 sq. km), however, even Russia’s historical core appears relatively thinly populated when compared with the industrial European nations. While one-fifth of the country’s population is concentrated in the Central economic region that accounts for less than 3% of the country’s population, the population density rate in this specific area (over 62 persons per 1 sq. km) proves to be nearly as much as twice lower compared with the EU (119 per 1 sq. km).

The catch-up-type urbanization close to the Latin American model (Fig. 12) and a semi-rural nature of many towns. Most likely the share of real townsfolk does not exceed 55–60%, while a complete account of labor costs makes the agrarian sector, when taken together with auxiliary personal farming, a leader, with 17 million of conditionally employed instead of  8.5 million as regularly reported and vs. 15 million employed in the industrial sector
.

Relative shortage of cities that intensifies the dispersion effect. A century ago, the average distance between cities in the European Russia accounted for 60-85 km, in the Urals – 150 km, and in Siberia – 500 km. While by now it has shortened almost twice to the east of the Urals, it was reduced just to 45–75 km to the west of it. In the heart of Europe, for centuries, neighboring towns were located within 8–20 km, and peasants managed to make a round trip to the local market in a day. Russians had to spend several days, which constrained progress  in  division of labor and exchange.

A delay of sub-urbanization. The poor population density coupled by our climate, poverty and ‘dacha’ tradition complicates and decelerates transition to counter-urbanization, the new universal stage of settlement. It is essentially substituted by a seasonally pulsating agro-recreational form: the cities ‘melt into outskirts and further down to the countryside only in summertime. Even New Russians’ suburban villas function mostly in summer, thus having a little impact on the local employment and infrastructure.

Overall, due to numerous reasons, the Russian settlement network lags far behind the Western one in terms of its development and geographical parameters, while its fast urbanization puts Russia among semi-peripheral nations, and its underpopulation forms the factor that hampers overcoming of this medium-term development. The challenge knots appear related both to the types of ettlements and their size, etc., and to the geographical location of such settlements, and, accordingly, the population, with  its spread over the country.
Fig. 12

Urban Population Shares in Dynamics
by Selected Country and Region Worldwide
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The contrasts can be easily found along the axes West–East, North–South, the center–periphery, and the Russian ethnic core – ‘other ethnical homelands. To illustrate changing disparities of each type of regions, in their stable contemporary or partly varying limits, they are classified in 7 groups in the Fig=s. below.

The West–East axis. The West-East gradient is a product of the failure to overcome a historical asymmetry. Despite all the historical efforts, the problem of populating the Asiatic part of Russia has remained unresolved. The proportion of the Asiatic Russia’s population that was growing continuously (though with a notable deceleration between the 1960s through the 1980s) rose from 13.3% in 1926 up to 21.9% in 1991. The peak population – 32.5 million – was registered in early 1992, followed consequently by a drop, and by 2002 the respective share fell to 21.4%, given though that 75% of Russia’s territory lies to the east of the Urals, while the population density there accounts for 2.5 persons per sq. km.

‘Go East, the main tune of the 20th century, has failed to drag the estimated central point of Russia’s population over the Urals. Having passed 600 km eastward – up to the Belaya river in Bashkiria – it already begins to crawl towards South-West, thus drifting away from the center of the  national territory located 2,400 km to the east (in Evenkia) and 1,200 km from the center of  inhabited lands (between Omsk and Novosibirsk). Attempts to create a strong population pole close to the Pacific ocean were a complete failure, and the center of urban dwellers  for 40 years has been close to Ufa, while the center of big cities (with 100,000 and more residents) lies in the Western Bashkiria, and the center of larger cities is located yet further to the West (the millionaire cities’ center can be found within 620 km from the  all-urban one, in the eastern margin  of Nizhniy Novgorod oblast). The larger cities are, the further to west they lie, where their network becomes more dense and compact.

The North–South axis. Zonal differences along this  axis are also huge. Russia is a northern country as a whole, with 70% of its territory (roughly as much as 12,000 sq. km) having the official status of the Far-Northern areas and regions with severe climatic conditions equaled to them
. The overall population of these regions hardly outnumbers 11.5 million. The population density rate is very low there (1 person per sq. km.), however, the Russian North is far greater populated if compared with the American. At this point, one should cite the presence of the GULAG legacy and generally cheap labor. The most desolated Russian okrugs are not as abandoned as the northern Canadian territories.

Fig. 13

The Profile of Russia’s Population along  the West–East Axis 
in the 20th Century (seven longitudinal belts, stable composition)
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Fig. 14

The Profile of Russia’s Population along the North–South Axis 
in the 20th Century (seven latitudinal belts, stable composition) 
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Obviously, the general spatial picture of Russia’s population is not determined by the North. Rather, historically, it is the ‘middle zone, the so-called ‘Major Settlement Lane that dominated the processes, as it accounts for one-third of the country’s territory and three-quarters of its population. However, in the meantime, the North-South polarization can become yet more distinct because of population loss in the North and growing importance of the South . Until recently, this significance of the South was moderated by the fact that the Russian South was conceived as a part – and, moreover, not the key  one, – of the greater Soviet South. Nowadays, it has gained significance of its own, which is further intensified by its border status, the role of Russia’s sole exit to warm seas, and new economic opportunities, associated particularly with transit of Kazakh oil from the northern Caspian sea. Today’s Russian South is neither vast (occupying just 3.4% of the national territory, the Southern federal okrug is the smallest one in Russia), not reach, but abundant with population, attractive to migrants, though it retains its political conservatism and exposes the danger of unrest.

The center–periphery axis. The natural and geographic polarization along the West–East and North–South axes evidently affected by natural conditions, which are quite severe in the Russian North and East, is generated and intensified by a ‘man-made’ polarization along the center-periphery axis.

Fig. 15

The Profile of Russia’s Population along the Center–Periphery Axis 
in the 20th Century (seven regional clusters, partly varying composition)
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Changes in the migration trends in the past decade clearly mirror an intensification of the ‘centripetal force’ – a reversed vector towards more and earlier developed, and in this sense ‘central regions’, that had once formed sources of the centrifugal movement.

The capital metropolises remain stable, thus contrasting with the generally changed background, for they have always formed major centers of attraction to migrants. Thanks to such centers, their surroundings are also somewhat special. In the 1990s, the Central economic region increased its population by 1.3 million thanks to migration: it absorbed as much as one-third of Russia’s migration increment. At the same time, other early developed regions have become more attractive, too: in the past decade, the Volga-Vyatka, Central Chernozem (Black-soil) regions, and the Urals and most of regions of the northwestern and central Russia received a population inflow, though earlier they had long been giving away their populations.

Nowadays, the regions that attract migrants are also ‘central’, because they set the tune for economic reforms. The migration inflow appears closely correlated with the level of development of the private economic sector, while this particular sector develops faster in the noted central and southwestern areas with more diverse economies, better communication lines and located closer to Europe.

The center–periphery polarization is universal, and it manifests itself in setting both an inter-regional and intra-regional settlement and population hierarchy. Having attracted roughly 30% of  regional populations, capital cities of the Subjects of the Federation on average are 6-fold bigger than their second cities. While ¾ of the European Russia’s remote countryside is thinly populated, its depopulation in the 20th century doubled the scarcely populated (1–10 persons per sq. km.) zones – by 1 million sq. km
. While bringing together the elite centers of the world semiperiphery with the leading nations’ centers, the leaps of catching-up and mobilization development are always fraught with divergence of their respective domestic peripheries
, and this is what is also noted in Russia: qualitative contrast are growing intense again, and modernization of capital cities goes hand in hand with archaization of provinces.

Once relative (though the RSFSR used to be considered a federation because of autonomous entities), the Russian – ‘ethnic axis’ became a reality. However, Russia is not a mini-USSR: Russians here account for 4/5 (and not ½), in 17 out of 32  autonomous regions they number more than the titular nations. The latter dominate in 8 regions, including Chechnya, but these regions together make up just 2% of the area and 3% of the population of the country. Given such a small mass, their demographic activity has a loose impact on the overall Russian one. By all parameters, the Russian  homeland is greater (that is particularly why the RF is firmer than the USSR), but also appears heterogeneous by composition of its population and by the ‘record’ of their presence in the country, which, given new geopolitical circumstances, affects the Far Eastern and southern Russian borders, and  the Kaliningrad enclave.

Most of krais and oblasts have been under the effect of their  age-old status of a part of a single centralized state. Sub-ethnic differences among contemporary Russians are rudimental and appear less distinctive as, for instance in Germany, where many Saxons still openly dislike the ‘Prussian spirit, while the far-from-museum Bavarian dialect still so much differs from the Hoch-Deutsch that simply appears incomprehensive to residents of other Lander. In Russia, such phenomena still can be noted in the south, with Cossacks (especially in the Kuban area) and in the north, with Pomors. But, even after vigorous and universal attempts to re-galvanize local identity and regionalism they still appear exceptions rather than regulations.

Fig. 16

The Profile of Russia’s Population along the Russian – 
Non-Russian Homelands  Axis in the 20th Century (seven regional 
clusters, partly varying composition) 
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By contrast, some autonomous regions with the domination of titular indigenes retain language and religious uniqueness, traditional rural culture and demographic behavior that differ from the contemporary averaged Russian-urban ones. It is republics of the eastern part of the North Caucasus, Kalmykia, Tyva, partly Yakutia, and other Siberian republics and okrugs that are especially notable in this respect.

2.7. Forecast Hypotheses and Some 
Consequences of Their Implementation

The population dynamics along the aforementioned four axis (Figures 13–15) show that the ‘profiles’ of Russia’s population were evolving in different ways. While the east-western and the Russian-ethnic profiles underwent slight changes, shifts are more evident in terms of North–South section: yet by the mid-20th century (post-collectivization and kulaks’  exile, ethnic deportations and creation of GULAG), the taiga zone rose, and the profile lost its symmetry and became more broken. The growth of capital cities and semiperiphery was noted along the center–periphery axis, as those were destinations for the migration flows ignited by industrialization and urbanization. As a result, 86 million (59%) of Russians now live far from centers, while 51 million (35%) in semiperipheral and  often depressive regions that stuck in the industrial era, with rudiments of the agrarian one.

The Russian axes are not unique by themselves, but their combinations appear specific. In Russia, the more eastward, the more it becomes ‘northern, for it grows colder (in Primorsky krai, the Far North standards are justified in the same latitude as French Provence’s). In turn, the more down to the South, the more oriental the ethnic specificity grows, which is true even for the European Russia (the Buddhist Kalmyks and the Islamic Caucasus). Such specifics have always imposed certain constraints upon territorial development, and architects of Russia’s development did not always realize and consider these objective constraints. Even now the government continuously fails to identify  a required combination of  social, regional and national policies and demonstrates a poor understanding of their original immanent conflict and impossibility to substitute for one with another, hence of the impossibility of simple solutions.

It is these axes that largely pre-set Russia’s geodemographic development options and its strategies, nonetheless. Any of them should take into account the irreversibility of already quite evident shifts, on the one hand, and their incomplete nature, on the other. Such shifts include:

· deceleration of all the macro changes determined by the demographic transition that is coming to an end and stabilization of the demographic situation that does not promise changes in major inter-regional proportions even in the case the population’s migration mobility returns, say to the late-Soviet level;

· the turn of migrations from the north and east towards the country’s center and further to its south-east has already happened and is unlikely to be reversible. That was the reaction to a long, insistent expansion of the Russian ‘universe’ which apparently has reached its bounds, rather than to the crisis of the 1990s. The transition to its compression
 mirrors a change of the trend in population under the leap of  industry eastward, given that the production has grown more mineral-based. In making their choice, people now are steered by living and labor standards, and consumer opportunities rather than by production itself;

· the inevitability of getting out of a transitional stage of the so-called ‘polarization reversal (from getting people to major centers to population deconcentration), which, however, is unlikely to happen soon. The signs of the start of this particular stage were noted yet in the 1980s and intensified by the shocks of the 1990s
. In 1990–1994,  the rise in the rural population took place, which was associated with hundreds of settlements’ refusal from their urban status in favor of rural benefits and with arrivals of distant migrants to the countryside. There has not been any exodus from centers (as it had occurred in 1917–1921), but, when people once again became keen to return there, they ran into new barriers, especially housing prices. ‘Visible’ migrants do not compensate for the natural urban loss: with the decline of external migration, since 1995 the countryside has naturally shared this destiny.

The situation on the whole is unstable. External factors can delay or accelerate sub- and counter-urbanization dictated by the stadial logic, and this is true as long as all the trends are concerned. Let us consider two main scenarios of demo-economic development that can affect them – an inertia-driven scenario and an optimistic one (which implies accelerated growth in the economy, job opportunities and population’s incomes), while the difference would tell on migrations rather than on natural movements.

In terms of West–East, any realistic scenario would hardly imply a change in the ‘pro-western trend’. Even against the background of an insignificant natural loss or increment (for the local population is not the oldest one), the exodus from the  eastern part, trans-Yenisei, of Russia, the former scenario with moderate migrations promises the decrease of the population from the current 14 to 7.5 million by 2050, or from 9–10% down to 6%. The situation is especially dramatic in the Far East, whose share would fall from 5 to 2%. It should be remembered that this region already lost 0.9 million in the 1990s and undergoes unfavorable exchanges with all the regions, including the European North from where people out-migrate, too.
Fig. 17

Latitudinal Profiles of the Population Density in the Northern Eurasia 
in the 20th–21st Centuries (Basing on the UN Forecasts 
and the Authors’ Estimates)
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The situation can be changed only through migration inflow under the version of an accelerated development of the country, which would make it attractive to its neighbors. The question is which ones? Let us remember the geopolitical motive of the eastward shift, or, to put it simple, ‘the sinophobia. The Eurasian profile (Fig. 17) mirrors the height of the ‘demographic wave’ over the thinly populated Russian areas, hence projects of new migrations eastward. But, providing the population instantly doubles there (which in the old, better times took 40 years), we would reduce the imbalance just from 1:30 to 1;15, while to be equivalent to the northern China, we need half a billion people, or the whole Europe. Where can Russia get such a population mass, if … not from China itself?

The North–South profile appears less steep. The density rate along the Arkhangelsk–Krasnodar lane changes in the same way as from the Chinese Inner Mongolia towards Guandong (though all the figures are smaller in Russia). The amorphous debate on the destiny of the North had been under way for good 20 years, until even the most needed staff began to leave the area. However, Northern territories differ from each other: while the European ones and Yakutia lost 10–15% of their residents, Tyumen okrugs and Taimyr and Norilsk were growing. According to the inertia version, by 2050 there would remain only 4–5 million out of current 9 million residents in the North, or 3–4% of Russia’s population.

A successful development of mineral exporting regions (the Tyumen model) can attract migrants from abroad, and it appears the least dangerous in this particular zone. Southerners more seldom reside there or get assimilated faster than in other regions
. These risks appear much greater in the South of Russia, for the general tension there is closely associated with migrants, and it does not promise any lessening. It should also be noted that the share of the South (here the Southern Federal okrug, plus all the Chernozem area up to the Volga) in the country’s population will certainly grow up to 32–37%, depending on a scenario, from the current 28–29%. The real challenge of the 21st century for Russia’s South will lie with more than 40 million residents there, of which one-third will be rural, with the growing proportion of migrants from the Caucasus, Kazakhstan and Tajikistan.

The center–periphery contrasts work in favor of centers. According to the inertia version of the forecast, all the northern and eastern remote areas of the RF would loose 10–11 million residents, but their proportion would unlikely fall under 1/5 (from the current ¼). While capturing people in severe, crisis and expensive locations, poverty and immobility challenge their adaptation to market. The proportion of the central-western regions will be growing under an absolute  decline in the country’s population, however there, particularly in the Non-Chernozem area, clearly emerges its own inner polarization.

One of the poles is formed by large agglomerates and their groups (we even have Moscow megalopolis, though of a smaller size compared to Western ones). The number of actual residents of the Moscow and St. Petersburg agglomerations conflicts with the official statistical data, for it is unlikely that it dropped over the 1990s and there hardly be any further decline, even though the last census could not expose all illegal migrants there. Large regional centers have hardly lost their attractiveness, too. But now the overall migration pressure on large cities is weaker than before, which can be explained by a general discontinuation of the demographic growth and the exhaustion of rural demographic pools.

The other pole is formed by remote areas that account for ¾ of the European Russia’s territory and ¼ of its population.

What will be the destiny of large urban agglomerates in the sea of periphery? All optimistic variants should concern ‘islands’ and ‘coastal waters’ of suburban areas, where human and capital flows meet each other, semi-shadow land and housing market function, and such busy spots would attract if not ‘own, then ‘alien people, if not to the very centers, then close to them, and if not explicitly, then latently.

The probable pressure on the part of ethnic migrants would compel townsfolk to separate themselves following the example of the US gated communities. This segregation model had once been opposed by the Soviet aggregation one, while Europe found itself somewhere between them, but the immigration tide there also fueled the eagerness to self-isolation, at least, for the sake of safety
. By the way, European political scientists argue that the base of support for ultra-rights (Le Pain-type) usually lies with less wealthy strata of the indigenous population: having no resources to move to better places to get rid of ‘aliens who have invaded their localities, such people demand  for  the authorities to toughen immigration regimes. By itself, this fact tolls the alarm bell for Russia.

However, the Soviet urban model was also segregating, though not in the ethnic sense. Residents of uncomfortable city outskirts (the so-called ‘Shanghais’), suburban commuters, limitchiks, and, sometimes, prisoners filled in the economic and social niches that in Western Europe belong to Arabs, Turks and migrants from the Black Africa. In any case, Russians witnessed their own versions of ‘ghettoization’ in the US downtowns or of the European ‘banlierization’.

By contrast, the exodus of wealthier residents to the suburbs (the Western fashion of segregation) is constrained in Russia by a set of factors, including their small numbers. The migration pressure on cities anyway is capable of accelerating counter-urbanization by transforming wealthier individuals’second countryside residences into main ones. Under such a scenario, the migration vectors can diverge by social and ethnic signs (should it become centripetal for one group, it would become centrifugal for other) and stimulate growth in the market for two houses with adjoining land (their potential is great anyway, while its propulsive role is still underestimated).

In the distant future, under Russia’s high tech spurt, semiperipheral areas would revive and attract people: those will be heirs of the Soviet MIC (in the Urals and others) and new technopolises, ‘Russian Silicon Valleys’, etc., but any guesswork about future types of settlement and its pools is vain.

Most likely, the future of remote forest lands is sad. The inflow of ‘crisis migrants has been short-term, and it did not solve anybody’s problems. However sorry one is about the old arable land between St. Petersburg, Bryansk and Kirov, its further abandonment (except for sub-capital, central-oblast and a few other sites) is inevitable. Forests have long occupied roughly ½ of this territory on average, but they would spread over idle fields up to 2/3. By and large, those who still reside there merit ‘remote’ compensations similar to the northern allowances. The depopulation can be resisted by having Russians return there from cities or by peasant migration  from Asia. The former way implies the use of small sites and summer recreation, and it does not promise anything greater than that, while the latter implies alien cultural enclaves in the heart of the country that would suppress the remaining indigenous population and in some places even block the first way.

A direct intervention in the complicated center-periphery proportions did not reach its (dubious) objectives before and is unlikely to help in the future. What should not be done is to confuse the sociodemographic aspect of the problem with the economic agri-food one. The problem basically implies a variation of the well-known ‘equity vs. efficiency dilemma. Centers host the country’s territorial elite and provide residence to its political, intellectual and business elites. Hence their advanced development, a certain egocentrism and contacts to equal counterparts, both domestically and abroad, over the head, and even at the expense of smaller peripheries. However, another conclusion is also true: it will not be possible to eventually get periphery out of depression, unless centers themselves manage to do it.

The Russian-ethnic asymmetry is noted in recent population dynamics. Of 39 Subjects that did not loose their population between 1989–2001, 19 were ‘autonomous’, with 30.5% of growing regions’ and 13.6% of Russia’s population. Their contribution to the increment accounted for 47.5%. The increment accounting for hundreds of thousands was shown by Dagestan (ranked number 2 after Krasnodar krai), Ingoushetia (with its Chechen refugees), Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, Khanty-Mansy AO (although the indigenes are few in the okrug); as well, the North Ossetia and Altay demonstrated outstanding population growth rates. The effect of growing titular ethnic populations sometimes overshadowed the mechanical outflow of others – Russians and Russian-speaking.

It is hard to count on the country’s demographic renewal at the expense of its national outlying areas, nonetheless, for modernization of population reproduction and the demographic transition will soon cover almost all of them. Notably enough, in the autonomous regions of the Volga, Siberia and even  Southern Russia the natural increment has already been negative or declined rapidly, while the birth rate in Dagestan and Ingoushetia is lower than in Turkey. The rural ethnic regions are likely to possess the capacity for urbanization on their own basis. Given that the inflow to genuine Russian territories from there appears generally more preferred than, say, from the foreign Asiatic states, it should be taken into account that not all the noted ethnic groups are apt to leave their domain regions even if those are overpopulated.

All the above once again emphasizes the fact that gastarbeiters form the only option in the main, critically important Russian zones and centers, especially as far as their accelerated development options are concerned. At this point, negative and unexpected consequences are fairly likely, but we have not pioneered this path and will have to survive through that. So it would be better if such survival is ensured in a civilized fashion rather than otherwise, and we need to learn seriously and start learning right away.
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