Conclusion

The current domestic and external migration trends both do not meet Russia’s interests in the long run. While prospects for their change are vague, they obviously will be closely interrelated.

The Russians’ migration mobility appears relatively low now, and one has every reason to assume that once the socio-economic situation stabilizes and sustained economic growth is achieved, the mobility should grow. But, given the falling population, even with a far greater population’s territorial mobility than the current one, domestic migrations will not any longer play their usual role of major vehicle that ensures large-scale shifts in the population’s settlement patterns. Russia simply lacks sufficient demographic resources to ensure such large territorial transformations as a shift of its center of population eastward or another urbanization spurt with the emergence of new or a sharp rise of the high-rank existing urban population clots. In this sense domestic migrations have ultimately lost their former role.

By contrast, external migrations are going to gain such a role in Russia’s life they have never had before, for only they can form a real pool of a real completion of the country’s increasingly scanty demographic resources and at the same time ensure at least partial accomplishment of the geodemographic mission that cannot any longer be solved solely by means of domestic migration. The population inflow from outside will also feed and encourage the domestic migration.

Though Russia clearly is in need of a large-scale population inflow, while with account of the global situation it is likely to be even inevitable, the prognosis of its actual appearance involves a great deal of uncertainty. The latter is associated chiefly with the assumption that receiving a great number of migrants generally, and particularly those speaking foreign languages, having different cultures and belonging to different confessions is a very painful process whose complexity doubles, given the current social environment in the country. This is in the air already today, and no doubt that migration and associated issues that the society has lately been ignorant to from now on will find itself in the center of public debates. The objective conflict nature of large-scale immigration effects in Russia cannot be questioned, and there is no bigger mistake than a thoughtless denial of their negative and even dangerous side. At the same time, one should not ignore their positive side, both generally (with reference to international experiences) and particularly for Russia, for which a population inflow is vitally necessary.

A constant emphasis and exaggeration of undesirable effects form immigration (let us once again stress, they are actual, not imaginary) provides bullion for a political game that sometimes is 100% safe and promising electoral success, and other quick political pay-offs. But such a game can take Russia far away from the actual challenges without addressing which she will very quickly loose her still quite high place in the world and fall to the level of second- and even third-rank nation. Perhaps, she would also suffer territorial losses.

The alternative is to mobilize a broad societal consensus and the one among political elites on the immigration matter understood as one of priorities in the national security area. It is such consensus that can form the base for Russia’s future efficient migration strategy, whose main purposes should be a vigorous attraction of immigrants, their effective integration into the Russian socium, and neutralization of potentially negative effects from the growing proportion of immigrants and their offspring for Russia’s population. The implementation of such a strategy can be very costly, but, as the Russian saying goes, ‘A greedy man eventually always pays a double price’.
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