Expansion
of Russian
periphery




The density of rural population in European Russia,

1897-1989
(D.Lukhmanov)
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Share of Moscow in Russia, %

Polarization of towns in
1990-2000s

Moscow, St.-Petersburg
and regional capitals

consentrate
39% of investments and
64% trade and servises
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Socio-economic assessment  of towns
Number of towns
Type of towns Best Good Medium Bad towns
o (depressed) in all
> 500 thausand people @ 12 1 0) 36
100-500 th 9 54 49 18 130
50-100 th 0) 39 59 60 158
<50 th 0 63 149 (538) 750
Towns in all 32 168 258 616 1074
B The share of townspeople % I
Type of towns Best Good  Medium Bad Population
(depressed) in all
> 500 thausand people 34,3 9,2 0) 0) 43,5
100-500 th 3,8 13,4 7,8 3,3 28,3
50-100 th 0 2,8 4,1 4,3 11,2
<50 th 0 1,9 4,0 11,1 17,0
Paniilatinn in all /29 N\ 27 2 15 Q A 10N




Contrasts in rural population density
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Density of rural population per

sg.km from susurb to periphery

Inside regions in the North and
South part of European Russia

Coefficient of variation of rural
population density by regions and
by administrative rayons inside

regions,%
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Roads and
communications
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Remoteness of roads with hard
surface in Moscow and
Yaroslavl' regions
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Density of roads with hard surface in
Russian regions and other countries
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Vehicular communication in
Kostroma region
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The framework of
agricultural development
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Depressed areas in countryside:
"Black holes" and Problem areas




The specifics and dimensions of Russian periphery
linkes with the huge Russian space and relatively
rare network of large cities.

The concept of suburb and periphery rests not only
on remoteness from the centre, but on socio-
economic contrasts which becames stronger as a
result of recent crisis and reforming and the
processes of urban and rural socio-demographic and
economic polarization

We can indicate:

outer periphery — rural and urban areas remote from
the capital of Russia,

iInner periphery — countryside and small towns
remote from the large cities,

local periphery - countryside remote from town or
local centre



Zone 1

outer periphery
The share of area — 47%
The share of rural
population — 1,5%

Zone 2

\ outer periphery

s The share of area — 22%
" The share of rural
population - 3%




Zone 3

The share in area — 13%

The share in rural population
- 30%

The share in urban population
— 58%

enormous contrasns
between suburb and
depressed inner periphery
(60-80%)




one 5

outer periphery
The share of area — 6%
The share of rural
population - 18%

Outer periphery > 70% of Russia's area
Inner periphery > 15% of Russia's area

Russia's Periphery is a Socio-Economic
Phenomenon






The end
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Trends of migration in 1980s, 1990s 2000s

and dynamic of rural population
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Agricultural production per 1 ha
cultivated area in 1000 rubles

Moscow Oblast Ryazan’ Oblast
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