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UDK   327::911.3(47+57)(4-627 EU)                                                            V. Kolosov 
 

SHIFTING GEOPOLITICAL CONCEPTS OF RUSSIA:  
RELATIONS WITH CIS COUNTRIES AND THE EU 

 
Introduction. The role, the perception and the use of space by the separate 

people and by social groups are constantly changing depending on social practice. 
In particular, it includes political discourse whose objective is the modification or 
the strengthening of certain social representations. It plays an important role in the 
shaping of human territoriality and of political map. R. Sack defined it as an 
attempt of an individual or of a social group to get an influence on other people, 
their relations and social processes by delimiting and controlling a territory1. Every 
social and regional group has its own image of territory. Sometimes they match but 
often are in sharp contradiction. The theory of social construction of space 
contributed to a deep transformation of methodological approaches in geopolitics 
and to the emergence of the so called critical geopolitics2. Critical approaches 
interpret geopolitics as a discourse dominated by statesmen and politicians 
interested in the creation of a specific simplified world geopolitical vision which 
could serve their needs.  

One of the key concepts of critical geopolitics is the world geopolitical vision. 
It can be defined as a normative mental political map of the world or of a region in 
combination with the representations about political actors, elements of political 
space, national security, the advantages and the shortcomings of different strategies 
in foreign policy3. The world geopolitical vision also includes the representations 
about the territory and the boundaries of the state and/or an ethnic group, the best 
political regimes and the models of the state, external and internal forces 
contributing to or hindering from their realization. These representations are 
diffused in the process of political discourse summarizing some information on 
international affairs or political situation attached to a territory. The world 
geopolitical vision is enrooted on geopolitical traditions – historically determined 
national political-philosophical schools developing a certain normative and 

                                                            
 1 Sack, R. (1986), Human Territoriality: Its Theory and History. Cambridge (England), 

Cambridge University Press.  
 2 Dalby S. and  Ó Tuathail G. Rethinking Geopolitics, London: Routledge, 1998; Ó Tuathail 

G. Geopolitical Structures and Geopolitical Cultures: Towards Conceptual Clarity in the 
Critical Study of Geopolitics. In: Geopolitical Perspectives on World Politics, 
Tchantouridze, L. (ed.), Bison Paper 4, Winnipeg, Centre for Defence and Security Studies, 
2003; Ó Tuathail, G. Thinking Critically about Geopolitics. In: Ó Tuathail, G., Dalby, S. 
and Routledge, P., eds. The Geopolitics Reader, 2nd edition, London: Routledge, 2006; 
Mamadouh V. and Dijkink G. Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography. 
The Politics of Geopolitical Discourse, Geopolitics, 2006, 11: 349-366.  
3 Dijkink G.-J. Geopolitical codes and popular representations, Geojournal, 1998, 46: 293-
299. 
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formalized set of views on national identity, interests and political priorities4. 
Foreign policy is obviously shaped not only by material factors but also by the 
dominant political discourse, social representations about national interests and 
partners’ images in the national consciousness.    

Critical geopolitics combines the methods of human geography, sociology, 
political science and other disciplines, functional and constructivist approaches5. 
The main task is to compare political discourse and social representations revealed 
by sociological polls with “objective” indicators of the state and interactions 
between different territories.   

This paper is focused on the evolution of Russian political discourse during 
about 20 years - since the turbulent 1990s till almost nowadays. Its objective is to 
better understand changing priorities of political elite and different parts of public 
opinion, and their relations with the economic and political situation in the country 
and in the world.  The paper results from the work on the Euborderscapes project 
supported by the 7th European Framework Programme (2012-2016). It summarizes 
the conclusions of the team from the Institute of Geography of Russian Academy 
of Sciences (Moscow) 6  under the leadership of the author. 

     
Data and method. Russian political discourse was analyzed through the 

screening of “Nezavisimaya Gazeta” (“The Independent”) - a “quality” daily 
newspaper widely covering international events and foreign policy issues, and 
destined mainly to experts and well educated audience in the capitals (Moscow and 
Saint Petersburg) and few other large cities. Its editorial policy was mostly liberal 
but the newspaper regularly offered its pages to the authors of different political 
orientations - however, not the most radical ones, and particularly to those who 
expressed the official position.  

In addition to “Nezavisimaya Gazeta”, four other newspapers were screened. 
The daily “Rossiiskaya Gazeta” is the official governmental newspaper, “Zavtra” 
(“Tomorrow”) represents the “national-patriotic” (right) part of the political 
spectrum. “Novaya Gazeta” is the liberal-“occidentalist” newspaper and 
“Sovetskaya Rossia” (“Soviet Russia”) has the reputation of a non-official 
publication of the Communist party. Comparisons of different discourses give an 
idea about the views of the main political forces on the most relevant issues. 

                                                            
4 O’Tuathail 2006 
5 Kolosov V. Critical geopolitics: the main elements of the concept and an experience of its 
application in Russia. – Political Science, 2011, 4: 31-52; Konrad V. and Nicol H.N.  
Border Culture, the Boundary Between Canada and the United States of America, and the 
Advancement of Borderlands Theory, Geopolitics, 2011, 16: 70–90; Parker N., Vaughan-
Williams C. Critical Border Studies: Broadening and deepening the “lines in the sand” 
agenda, Geopolitics, 2012, 17: 727-733.  
6 The teams’ members were Drs. Olga Vendina, Tamara Galkina, Anton Gritsenko, Maria 
Zotova, Fedor Popov, and Alexander Sebentsov . All of them participated in the collection 
of materials and their analysis.   
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The database covers, firstly, the beginning of the post-Soviet period (1994 and 
1995) - the period when the country was still in search of its new place of the 
world, looking for new allies and identifying external threats. Most borders 
dividing the post-Soviet space were still “transparent” as it was not clear yet what 
geopolitical codes would determine the relations of Russia with former Soviet 
republics. 

Secondly, the database includes the materials of 2000-2014. A special 
attention was paid to the period 2000-2003 – the first years of Putin’s presidency 
when the relations with the “far” and the “near” abroad were reconsidered and 
when the principle of national sovereignty has definitely become a cornerstone of 
Russian foreign policy and the world geopolitical vision. It was the period when 
the general design of integration processes in Central-Eastern Europe and in the 
post-Soviet space has been shaped.  

Thirdly, the database comprises the articles appeared in 2008-2012 – the end 
of D. Medvedev presidency and the beginning of the third Putin’s mandate. These 
years were marked by the attempts of Russia to reassert itself as the main power in 
the post-Soviet space and by the rising conflict between “European” and 
“Eurasian” integration – the determinant factors of bordering.  

Finally, the database covers the most recent period 2013-2014 which was 
marked by the growing controversies between the Putin’s administration and the 
collective “West”, including the EU, but especially the rise of the most important 
international conflict between Russia and the West since the end of the cold war 
provoked by the coup in Ukraine, the following annexation of Crimea and the civil 
war in South-East Ukraine. 

 
 
Two vectors in Russian world geopolitical vision and the relations  
with the West  
 
An analysis of the database shows that the process of bordering in Russia was 

determined by the relation between two groups of geopolitical vectors in foreign 
policy: the Western and the Eastern, or the Eurasian ones. They are closely related 
with the balance between the processes of integration and fragmentation, re-
integration of the post-Soviet space and European integration. The Western vector 
means the establishment of good neighbourhood with Western countries on the 
bilateral basis, the gradual rapprochement with the EU and the creation with it of 
the so called four common spaces which supposes a relative liberalisation of cross-
border movement, especially the visa regime, the development of infrastructure and 
the institualisation of long-term cross-border cooperation funded by both sides. The 
Eastern orientation is a manifestation of the fundamental orientation of Russia’s 
political elite to the creation of a multi-polar world, the transformation of the 
country into an autonomous centre of power, the unwillingness to delegate 
competences to any supra-national authority or an external force, the leadership in 
the post-Soviet space (except for Baltic countries) and the emphasized value of 
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national sovereignty. These two vectors appeared almost immediately after the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union, though is the eastern vector now clearly 
dominates. 

During the first period, in the 1990s, the discussions on the “East-West” 
dilemma were marked by the first attempts of the post-Soviet space’s re-integration 
and debates on the attitude to the EU and NATO. The political elite at power partly 
shared “romantic” illusions that Russia could soon join the Western community 
and at the same time keep former Soviet boundaries as common boundaries of the 
open post-Soviet space. In June 1994 Russia and EU signed the Agreement on 
Partnership and Cooperation (ratified in December 1997) which defined the format 
of their relations and settled the mechanisms of political and economic interaction. 
Liberal rhetoric was widely used in official media. It assigned to the West the role 
of the driver of Russia’s development. The 1994 Agreement was considered as 
“the most important step on the way of Russia to Europe”. However, observers 
expressed disappointment with the EU deafness to Russia’ requests and obstinacy. 
Nezavisimaya Gazeta emphasized a double character of Russia-EU relations. Since 
approximately the mid-1990s European policy toward Russia is perceived as 
unequal and pursuing only EU interests. It was noticed that the EU kept Russia at 
distance. It provoked a new round of debates about the place of the country in the 
world and the “eternal” question of Russian geopolitics: where does Europe end 
and whether Russia is its part. ”Russia did not find yet its stable place in Europe 
and is facing a condescend-polite attitude. In all European institutions into which 
it was succeeded to squeeze it is courteously asked to wait a little; the conditions 
close to the intervention in internal affairs are laid down”7.  

The discussion about the relations between Russia and EU has been almost 
always combined with the debates on the US and NATO within a single theme of 
Euro-Atlantic integration. It was stressed that the way to the EU was open only to 
NATO members. As a result, the problem of EU enlargement to the east was 
interpreted also as the expansion of NATO perceived as unacceptable threat. It 
gave rise to a vicious circle: “It is hardly possible that Russia joins NATO in a 
foreseeable perspective, but at the same time the enlargement of NATO without 
Russia will mean their free or involuntary opposition”8.  

Two factors seriously saddened the relations of Russia with EU. Firstly, the 
war in Chechnya “revived in European public opinion old fears of Russian 
imperial expansionism and use of power in the solution of emerging problems”9. 
The Chechenian conflict accelerated NATO enlargement and nullified Russia’s 
chance to prevent this process. Secondly, the actions of NATO in Kosovo without 
the UN consent were considered as “the actions against peace, against the norms 
                                                            
7 Katin V. The relations between Europe and Russian can be described by one word: 
duality. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 8 June 1994. 
8 NATO plus Russia? New problems of European security. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 16 
November 1994.  
9 Lukin V., Chair of the State Duma Committee on Foreign Affairs:  We turned to be in a 
very bad geopolitical situation.  Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 14 March 1995. 
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of international community”, “a massive, rude violation of national and 
geopolitical interests of Russia” and an attempt “to cut off Russia from Europe”. 
These actions were condemned by all Russian political parties and led to a major 
crisis in relations with the West. It returned to political discourse the notions like 
inviolability of boundaries, peoples’ self-determination, Russian unity, 
identification through search and reproduction of values, national idea. Unlike the 
early 1990s, Russia began to be positioned “another civilization which in contrast 
to East-Central Europe have never been part of the West and was perceived by the 
West as an alien, expansionist Asian power”10.  

In the second period (2001-2004) the discourses about European and 
Eurasian integration were closely interrelated, and the EU first has been considered 
as the best example of economic and political integration: after his arrival to power 
President Putin first opted for the establishment of good relations with the West 
and especially with Europe. So, in the dominant discourse about post-Soviet 
integration they used the terms like integration of the European type, a community 
on the example of the EU, a union on the example of the EU, an association of two 
countries on the principles of the EU, the EU model, etc.  

At the same time, already in this period it was possible to notice that the need 
in Eurasian integration was justified by the opposition to the expanding NATO, 
though still in a mild form (“a union with Russia is a counterbalance to NATO”). 
The 1994 Agreement with the EU did not match Russia’s expectations and has 
been never fully implemented.  

Debates about the conditions of the EU enlargement in 2002 and particularly 
the negotiations between Moscow and Brussels on the problem of communications 
with Kaliningrad through the territory of future EU members were a new turning 
point. Russian authorities blamed the EU in refusing to take into account their 
legitimate interests and rejecting all proposals of the Russian side. The problem of 
Kaliningrad became a litmus paper for Russia-EU relations. As Russian proposals 
about the establishment of visa-free corridors for communications with Kaliningrad 
were declined, the creation of the so called simplified document for transit by train 
via Lithuania was often interpreted as trampling of Russia’s sovereignty.   

The negotiations about a visa-free regime, symbolically and practically 
important for Russia, did not inspire any optimism. In 2003, on the eve of the EU 
enlargement, Nezavisimaya Gazeta used the image of a wall in describing the 
Schengen regime11. The EU was accused of erecting customs and border barriers 
insuperable for Russia: “the proclamation of the united Europe lays politically and 
psychologically new dividing lines”12. Failures and limitations in the relations with 
the West were explained by fundamental differences in mentality and behavior. It 

                                                            
10 Samuilov S. Inter-civilizational approach. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 29 April 1994. 
11 Yanov A. It makes no sense cutting the window on Europe. It is necessary to break the 
wall. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 25 June 2002. 
12 Grigoriev E. Copenhagen is only the beginning. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 16 December 
2002.  
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was stressed that “the European choice was for us more likely a moral and 
conceptual, and not an institutional notion”. 

On its turn, the reconsideration of relations with the EU estimated as a zero-
sum game stimulated the debates about geopolitical orientations of former Soviet 
republics, especially Moldova and Ukraine, the perspective either of their 
integration to common economic and political institutions with Russia, or the 
association with the EU (and NATO).    

The 2007 speech of Vladimir Putin in Munich became a harbinger of a new 
stage in Russian politics. He stressed that cooperation between Russia and the West 
must be equal and condemned the attempts to create the unipolar world dominated 
by the US as the only superpower. Putin believes that it is not only unacceptable 
but impossible. He also condemned the enlargement of NATO and the installation 
of American missiles in Central Europe and stated that a reorganization of the post-
Soviet space could not be realized without Russia.  

On the third period (2008-2012) the perspectives of relations with the EU 
were considered through the lenses of the Eastern partnership project promoted by 
the European side. As it directly concerned the place of Russian borders’ different 
sections in the system of national economic and military security, it stimulated 
discussions on Eurasian integration and strengthening the regime of the boundaries 
with the post-Soviet countries which opposed this idea. Thus, the relations and the 
borders’ regime was determined by the “type” of country:  it remains relatively 
open with those countries which joined integration projects initiated by Russia, was 
strengthened with the countries which refused to accept these projects or 
proclaimed their pro-European and pro-Western orientation like Georgia, and was 
not stable with the countries which tried to keep a balance between the relations 
with Russia and the West.   

The Eastern Partnership is evaluated as a new challenge to Russian interests in 
the region. Its objective is viewed as the definitive disintegration of the post-Soviet 
space and the withdrawal of CIS countries from Russia’s influence. Russian 
leadership believed that Russia could not be treated by the EU in the same way as 
its small neighbours: “Russia is not simply a neighbour but represents something 
more important”. In the official discourse the attempts to implement European 
values and norms in neighbouring states are covered in negative tones.  However, 
despite of the critical attitude to the project, the authors of most editorials in 
Nezavisimaya Gazeta realize that “Russia’s chances to keep our former (republics) 
on its orbit are limited”.  

Discussions about the Eastern Partnership and the relations with the West 
were combined at this stage with the theme about Russia’s geopolitical self-
assertion and the sphere of its international responsibility in relation with the five 
days war with Georgia provoked by its attack against South Ossetia and the 
recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states soon after it. This 
theme was in the focus of political debates in August-October 2008.             

The dominant “statist” discourse was based on the suggestion that Russia 
“could avoid the involvement in the next Caucasian slaughter” but only if it 
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accepts to limit its role in Caucasus at the expense of the increasing Western 
influence. Experts often stressed that Russia was tired of unequal cooperation and 
double standards applied by the West, including the question of Ossetia. The West 
blamed Russia in unleashing hostilities. It was painfully perceived by Russian 
public opinion which was from the very beginning sure that Georgia attacked 
South Ossetia first. When Moscow recognized in few days Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia as independent states, no authors saw the difference between the scenarios 
of Kosovo and of these Georgian break-away regions. The only real distinction, 
according to Russian observers, was the lack of any perspectives of Abkhazia’s and 
South Ossetia’s recognition, especially by the EU and NATO countries. However, 
many authors repeated that “Russia and the West would finally find common 
language” and “there will be no Third World War because of Georgia”, though the 
conflict has considerably complicated the relations with the West, made senseless 
the simplification of the visa regime and provoked the freezing of the negotiations 
about a new basic treaty with the EU. In the official discourse the attempts to 
implement European values and norms in neighbouring states are covered in 
negative tones.   

Debates about the crisis in Ukraine (the fourth period, since late 2013) were 
intertwined in all Russia media with the theme of the opposition of Russia and the 
West. About 80% of articles on the relations with the EU and NATO were 
presented in the language of dilemmas: Ukraine/Moldova/Georgia/Belorussia must 
make a choice between Russia and the West, the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian 
integration. Ukraine appears a battlefield between Russian and Western countries. 
In the dominant discourse responsibility for its unleashing is conferred on the West 
because it rejected the Russian initiative to hold trilateral negotiations in the format 
Ukraine – Russia – EU. In the official discourse, the integration of Ukraine either 
to the EU or to the Eurasian Economic Union reflects the strategic struggle of the 
West and Russia for Ukraine which has a crucial importance for both sides. But if 
in the previous period the EU and NATO were perceived as a single player, since 
2013 they are considered separately again. It is emphasized that some European 
countries like for instance Finland or Germany are in favour of the normalization 
of relations with Russia: “Finland appreciates good neighbourhood and 
partnership with Russia”, “the overwhelming majority of Germans do not want 
confrontation with Russia”, and “German public opinion pays a growing attention 
to dialogue as a tool to solve the Ukrainian problem by a political way”. At the 
same time, the most negative role is assigned to USA, the main opponent of Russia 
accused of an aggravation of political situation and supposedly guiding “passive” 
Europe: “Europe cannot afford a cardinal change of foreign policy without 
consultations with Washington which shows no will to down with Russia at the 
negotiations’ table”.  

The “national-patriotic” rhetoric unusual in the official discourse before 2012, 
reached its peak in 2014: it was stressed that “Russia is an independent, active 
actor of the international life which has national interests that should be taken in 
consideration and respected”. In this context the principle of the multi-polar world 
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gets new sounding: they repeatedly insist that Russia should be one of the major 
actors in such world. The new geo-economic situation provoked by its eastward 
turn is interpreted as the alternative to the mono-polar world dominated by the US 
in which the West could not anymore dictate its conditions and the rules of the 
game to other countries.    

           
Alternative discourses. The left discourse shaped by Sovetskaya Rossia 

looks the most integral and stable. It is based on the assumption that Europe’ 
attitude to Russia has always been prejudiced and unequal. The West and its 
initiatives are almost always demonized. It is presumed that the West imposes to 
Russia a deeply alien model of development, the ideology of class inequality, 
exploitation and consumerism. The “national-patroitic” discourse of Zavtra is 
similar. Both newspapers warn Russian authorities against too close cooperation 
and integration with the EU and especially with NATO. They emphasize that all 
Russian attempts to improve the relations with the West failed: “there were no 
tangible results in the past, there are no results at present”. The period of the 
1990s is particularly criticized and it is declared that Moscow went too far in 
supporting the West without any pay-off.     

In the left discourse Eastern Partnership is represented as exclusively anti-
Russian project, as its main objective is to tear away the countries, which have 
been closely related with Russia, from its influence. The model at the basis of this 
project is described as neocolonial; they stress that the policy of developed 
countries is based on the principle “take our standards and we will take your 
resources and destroy everything which is able to compete with us”. Sovetskaya 
Rossia calls the EU “the Trojan Horse of NATO”.      

The 2008 conflict in South Ossetia is interpreted as a Western complot, “a 
carefully thought over operation prepared since a long time with the objective to 
oust Russia from Caucasus and Central Asia in creating thus the ground for a 
further enlargement of NATO and for building a sanitary cordon of hostile states 
around Russia”13.  The actions of the authorities are fully approved: “For the first 
time in its recent history Russia took a courageous and independent decision 
accepting the whole responsibility for its consequences”. The authors of 
Sovetskaya Rossia believe that only the recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
“gives some guarantees of peace” and that the presence of Russian military on 
their territory is a condition for it.14 

The 2014 events (the annexation of Crimea and the conflict in Donbass) are 
pictured as a result of the illegitimate coup in Ukraine backed by the West and of 
the activity of Ukrainian ultranationalists. The annexation (the return) of Crimea is 
considered as a step to Russia’s self-assertion as a great power which can restore 
historical justice. Sovetskaya Rossia and Zavtra usually separate Ukraine as a state 

                                                            
13 http://sovross.ru/articles/1171/20274 
14 http://www.sovross.ru/modules.php?file=article&name=News&sid=3712 
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and its “illegitimate” authorities from the “unfairly suffering and misled” Ukrainian 
people.  

In the 1990s and the early 2000s the liberal discourse in Novaya Gazeta has 
been close to the discourse in Nezavisimaya Gazeta. But since the mid-2000s the 
distinctions between them became more visible. Nezavisimaya Gazeta was 
approaching the centrist positions and sometimes even published the materials 
which could appear in “national-patriotic” newspapers. At the same time, Novaya 
Gazeta seems more irreconcilable and sharp.  

In the early 1990s the Agreement on Partnership and Cooperation with the EU 
was represented there as a tool for positive reforms and transformations in Russia. 
It was noticed that it formulated “common objectives of Russia and the EU”. The 
firm position of Novaya Gazeta from the very beginning is that “the future and the 
civilizational choice of Russia are without any doubt European”15. In the absence 
of a constructive dialogue with the EU the newspaper laid blame in it only on 
Russian authorities which do not pay enough attention to economic reforms and 
took the way of “managed democracy”. “Russia is changing in a wrong direction, 
it chooses the ideology of a nation-state, of a messianic state, of great Russia, and 
it cannot be inserted in the European project”.16 The relations between Russia and 
Europe are called a dialogue between deaf-mutes: “Both Russia and the EU say 
“democracy”, “human rights”, “market economy” but understand under these 
notions quite different things”17. 

In the liberal discourse the attitude to the Eastern Partnership was the most 
positive. Its experts saw in it a support to European aspirations of some post-Soviet 
states and a compensation for the impossibility of their admission to the EU. They 
call Russia official reaction “contradictory, convulsive and inefficient”. Liberal 
observers believed the models of the Eurasian Economic Community and the 
Single Economic Space unattractive for post-Soviet states: “the foreign policy 
vector will be directed to the EU unless Russia becomes as interesting for its 
neighbours and partners in the CIS as Europe”. Liberals are sure that Russia 
should be transformed from a great empire into a “normal country”, reconcile itself 
with this status and insert itself into its traditional European political environment. 
Otherwise “the country is condemned to opposition to Europe in which Russia can 
suffer even a more sensitive defeat than in Ukraine”.18 

The position of liberals in the South Ossetian conflict is the most oppositional 
and the most different as compared with other newspapers. Novaya Gazeta stated 
that “the Russian invasion to Georgia was planned in advance”. Russian actions in 
August 2008 were interpreted as “the use of any means to prevent Georgia’s 
accession to NATO”.19 The operation in South Ossetia was compared with “the 
1999 invasion in Chechnya” and called “a showdown” based on “the idea of the 
                                                            
15 http://www.ng.ru/courier/2002-10-07/12_buxelles.html 
16 http://www.novayagazeta.ru/society/24023.html 
17 http://www.novayagazeta.ru/society/24987.html 
18 http://www.ng.ru/politics/2005-02-09/2_choise.html 
19 http://www.novayagazeta.ru/politics/39058.html 
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Russian world’s protection beyond Russian boundaries”20. The growth of Russian 
leaderships’ imperial ambitions in the fight for traditional spheres of influence was 
noticed.  

For liberal observers, the 2014 crisis in Ukraine became Rubicon for the 
relations between Russia and the EU.  Crossing it means reaching a non-return 
point.21 They blame in it Russian authorities which choose a wrong way leading to 
the country’s isolation.22 According to them the right way remains in the 
rapprochement with the EU, and not in the creation of the Eurasian Economic 
Union. It is emphasized that the strengthening of the authoritarian regime, the 
toughening of police measures and the usual selective application of legislation 
deprive Russia of the hope to establish a constructive dialogue with the West, and 
the country is moving in the direction of “an endless stagnation”.  “If Russia is 
going to become part of the contemporary world, one need to realize… which place 
it is able to take”. Liberal rhetoric contradicts the official position to a growing 
extent, it is ousted to the periphery, condemned by centrist and left media and 
marginalized. 

 
 
The Eastern vector: Eurasian integration 
 
Post-Soviet boundaries only rarely match economic, social, ethno-cultural and 

mental borders. Particularly difficult was the situation of numerous Russian-
speaking minorities in new independent states. It explains the persistence in the 
political discourse of hopes in the restoration of the integrated space and of 
transparent boundaries. During the first period, in the 1990s, it gave rise to such 
concepts like the single civilization’s field, the historical space of Russia, the space 
of Russian sense, the territories of Russia’s historical responsibility, etc. The 
borders of the disappeared power were not erased at once from the mental maps of 
state officials and ordinary people. They discussed the separation of Russia’s 
boundaries into external ones dividing it from the outer world and internal 
boundaries with new independent states and tried to protect the country’s security 
at the old Soviet boundaries (for example, in Bielorussia, Armenia and Tajikistan). 
At the same time, southern borders with post-Soviet countries were to a growing 
extent associated with civil wars and instability, disturbing massive immigration, 
smuggling, the traffic of drugs and other soft security threats. It also contributed to 
the differentiation of borders in the mass consciousness: “good” borders with 
Slavic countries and to a lesser extent with Kazakhstan should remain open, while 
the borders with the countries of South Caucasus and especially of Central Asia 
should be transformed into real barriers with the visa regime, strict control, etc.          

The discourse on integration of the post-Soviet space and its bordering in this 
newspaper is clearly divided into three thematic blocs, which corresponds to three 
                                                            
20 http://www.novayagazeta.ru/columns/69485.html 
21 http://www.gazeta.ru/comments/column/lukyanov/6337589.shtml 
22 http://www.ng.ru/ideas/2013-01-18/5_opposition.html 
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scales of post-Soviet (re)integration: integration in the framework of the CIS as a 
whole; “selective” integration within the Eurasian Union, Customs’ Union and the 
Single Economic Space; integration within the Union State of Russia and 
Bielorussia23.      

Besides, a number of articles were devoted to the integration within other 
organizations: the Organization of the Treaty on Collective Security (ODKB), the 
Organization for Democracy and Economic Development (GUAM) created by few 
post-Soviet countries as an alternative to the integration under the auspices of 
Russia, and the Shanghai’s Organization of Cooperation (ShOS).  The discussion 
about the possible inclusion of Abkhazia and South Ossetia to Russian Federation 
can also be considered in the context of integration.  

The image of the CIS is two-fold: it is interpreted as the post-Soviet space and 
the “natural” area of Russia’s influence, and as the organization which should 
contribute to the integration of this space. With years the interest to the CIS was 
clearly and permanently falling down, with the exception of a short flash of 
enthusiasm soon after the arrival to power of Vladimir Putin in 2000.             

The main argument was inefficiency of this organization which has already 
played its role on the first years after the collapse of the Soviet Union enabling the 
“civilized divorce” between its republics. Moreover, many authors were 
developing the theme about “the loss” of the CIS by Russia: its member states were 
becoming more autonomous and were strengthening the regime of their boundaries 
with Russia. They were not its “friends” by definition; their leaders claimed 
important financial and material resources, political concessions and support in 
exchange of their “friendship”.     

At the same time, the CIS as a space provoked a lot of positive connotations: 
the authors justified the necessity of integration by plenty of arguments: common 
cultural values and historical past, Russian language as the natural mean of inter-
ethnic communication, family reasons and economic relations and the pattern of 
communications, etc.  

However, in the late 1990s and in the second period (2001-2004) a large 
group of experts were arguing that Russia’s could not afford to subsidize weak and 
collapsing economies of some CIS countries suffering from political instability and 
the consequences of civil wars and that the level of their economic development 
did not allow their full-fledged participation in the post-Soviet integration and 
criticized Yeltsin’s governments for wasting Russia’s scarce resources without a 
sufficient pay-off. It led to the elaboration of the concept of multi-speed and multi-
level integration: its rates and depth should vary depending on the readiness and 
the interest of partners.  

In the 2000s, after the arrival of Vladimir Putin to power, the situation began 
to change. The new Russian president tried to switch the relations with CIS 
countries to a more pragmatic basis, and bargaining with Belorussia becomes tense. 

                                                            
23 Popov F. The evolution of representations about integration processes in the post-Soviet 
space. Mir peremen, 2016, N 1. 
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The Kremlin was obviously not glad with the declaration of Lukashenka that 
Belorussia protected Russian borders, hosted Russian military and thus should not 
pay for gas.                     

So, the peak of the discourse about the CIS are observed in 2000 when Russia 
left the Bishkek agreement about the visa-free movement of people between the 
countries-members and unilaterally established the visa regime with Georgia when 
it declined Russia’s claim to allow its troops from the Russian military base in 
Vaziani near Tbilisi to cross its territory and to attack Chechenian separatists from 
the south. The official reason was the transparency of the Georgian boundary with 
Russia for “the diffusion of international terrorism”. Russian leadership also 
blamed Georgia in closing the eyes and even favouring the existence of 
Chechenian separatists’ field camps on its territory, in the valley of Pankisi 
bordering with Chechnya. Another reason of Russia’s step was the claim of 
Georgia to withdraw Russian military bases and the intensifying relations of Tbilisi 
with NATO.   

Another peak of the discourse on the CIS was observed in 2008-2009 after the 
five days war between Russia and Georgia provoked by the Georgian attempt to 
seize South Ossetia by military force and firing of Russian peacekeepers. It was 
reported that Georgian leaders stressed the total domination of Russia in the CIS, 
opposed it to NATO and called its partners in GUAM to increase its activity. 

In the third period (2008-2012) the relations with CIS countries depending 
on their readiness to foster integration processes under the auspices of Russia as the 
largest and economically the most powerful country in the post-Soviet space 
became even more selective and symbolized the efficiency of foreign policy. It is 
clearly manifested in bilateral relations of Russia with former republics, the 
composition of political and economic unions created in the post-Soviet space and 
in the regime of boundaries. Later the most advanced among them, the Customs’ 
Union of the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) founded by Russia, Bielorussia and 
Kazakhstan now comprises also Armenia and Kirgizia. These countries removed 
from their boundaries customs barriers (with some exceptions). On 29 May 2014 
the heads of three founding states signed the treaty about the formal creation of the 
EEU since 1 January 2015. This treaty guarantees according to the rules of WTO 
the free market of goods, services, capitals and labour force. They also engaged in 
coordinating their policy in the key branches of economy. Armenia and Kirgizia 
joined the EEU in 2015; Tajikistan declared its interest to follow them. All these 
countries are members of the Organization of the Treaty on Collective Security.  

At the same time, Georgia (since the “rose revolution” in Georgia in 2004) 
and Ukraine (under President Yushchenko and especially since the coup in 
February 2014) are considered as enemies, while Moldova, Azerbaijan and 
Uzbekistan are in an intermediate position. Despite of a certain warming of 
bilateral relations with Georgia after the departure of Mikhail Saakashvili from the 
post of President, Russia since 2008 does not have diplomatic relations with it. The 
most spectacular is the radical break of the relations with Ukraine after the 
annexation of Crimea and the beginning of the civil war in Donbass. In autumn 
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2015 Russia and Ukraine closed their air space for direct flights connecting their 
cities and for transit. In March 2015 Ukraine abolished the simplified border 
regime with Russia and in March 2017 forced out the branches of Russian banks. 
To avoid the infiltration of Russian military to the area of the hostilities in Donbass 
Ukrainian authorities forbidden to cross the country’s boundary to single Russian 
male citizens between 16 and 60. Exceptions can be made only to those who 
submit a paper about the illness or the death of relatives in Ukraine certified by a 
notary or official invitations. Both sides dislocated military units along the 
boundary. Cross-border cooperation is stopped. 

Before the political crisis of 2013-2014 energy issues remained a major 
problem in the relations of Russia with Ukraine. They practically always have been 
a part of agreements’ “packages”. Moscow blamed Ukraine in regular non-
payments for Russian supplies of gas and oil and in illegal withdrawal of has from 
transit pipelines, while Kiev believed that Russia cherished imperial ambitions and 
was interested in weakening Ukraine via unjustified prices for energy and stressed 
its intention to get rid from a unilateral dependence on Russian hydrocarbons. 
Export pipelines through the Ukrainian territory built in the Soviet time needed 
expensive works which Ukraine could not afford but it declined the suggestions of 
the Russian side to create an international consortium for running them because of 
its existential fears to loose national sovereignty. It rejected the projects of 
economic integration under Russian auspices and refused to remove border 
barriers. The main argument was that integration does not match the interests of the 
Ukrainian people because the country has a neutral status and has to communicate 
with both East and West. Ukrainian official and experts stated on the pages of 
Nezavisimaya Gazeta that tough policy of Russia pushed Ukraine to look for other 
economic and political partners.                        

Energy problems – oil and gas prices closely related with the tariffs for transit 
by pipelines crossing the territories of Ukraine, Belorussia and the countries of 
Central Europe - played an important role in the processes of bordering in the post-
Soviet and European space. Nezavisimaya Gazeta stressed that Russia was 
interested in diminishing the barriers along its borders via the creation of “the 
single energy space” with Ukraine, Belorussia, Kazakhstan and Turkmenia. It 
supposed the same level of transit fees, the simplification of customs procedures 
and the integrated balance of energy for all five states. Pipelines are an element of 
national security and a basis of integration. But it was noticed that the leaders of 
CIS countries considered quite cautiously even mutually beneficial ideas and 
projects which could limit their sovereignty in the economic field. 

One third of publications in Nezavisimaya Gazeta on energy issues is devoted 
to Belorussia. “Particular relations” with it in 1994-2000 were appreciated by the 
Russian side to a great extent because of its reputation as a reliable transit partner, 
unlike Ukraine. Moscow considered financial and technical possibilities to redirect 
transit flows via Belorussia. The Belorussian leadership widely exploited the 
interest of Russia in transit for getting financial assistance, profiting of Russian 
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domestic prices for energy resources despite of non-payments and of other 
privileges.    

In the fourth period (since late 2013) the discourse on post-Soviet 
integration has significantly changed. In the 1990s it was interpreted mainly as a 
natural regional process of re-integration of the countries which have been for 
decades and even for centuries part of the single state, it is more or more 
considered at the global scale, through the lenses of the opposition of Russia to the 
West and the creation in the post-Soviet space of a renewed geopolitical pole in the 
multi-polar world under the leadership of Russia, as an embodiment of the 
Eurasian civilization having a number of important specific features. This change is 
related with the gradual aggravation of the alternative faced by a number of CIS 
countries: either the participation in Eurasian integration or the association with the 
EU, the rapprochement and the membership in NATO24.  

 
Alternative discourses. The attitude to Eurasian integration of communist 

“Sovetskaya Rossia”, nationalist “Zavtra” and governmental “Rossiiskaya Gazeta” 
has always been very similar and rather positive. Communist and nationalist 
authors widely used the concept of Eurasianism, updated and considerably 
modified by a number of philosophers like Alexander Dugin or Alexander Panarin, 
as a historical and ideological basis of integration. Another theme concerned the 
priority of the CIS as a geographical area in Russian foreign policy.  

The difference between the left and the nationalist-imperial discourses was in 
the emotional accents and the dichotomy “us” and “them” which determined the 
opposition between “our” and “their” integration. For “Zavtra” and “Sovetskaya 
Rossia” the West is not simply a geopolitical rival but the incarnation of global 
Evil. Quite in the logic of the zero-sum game, in all newspapers the discourse on 
post-Soviet integration with time is more and more closely considered in the lenses 
of the opposition of Russia to the West and the creation in the post-Soviet space of 
a renewed geopolitical pole in the multi-polar world. “Sovetskaya Rossia” depicts 
post-Soviet integration as a partial restoration of the USSR and the disappearance 
of “artificial” borders separating “brother” republics. For “Zavtra”, the most 
important is Russian “greatpowerness”, the recreation of a power able to 
counterbalance the liberal West. “Rossiiskaya Gazeta” represents this integration as 
an intrinsic element of foreign policy and a reaction to similar processes in the 
West. As regards Novaya Gazeta, it considers Eurasian integration rather 
skeptically and often with irony.   
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
24 Popov F. The evolution of representations about integration processes in the post-Soviet 
space. Mir peremen, 2016, N 1. 
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Conclusion  
 
An analysis of Russian political discourse in the early 1990s-2014 showed, 

firstly, that its main issues remain the same. Russian world geopolitical vision is 
determined by the relations with post-Soviet countries and the interpretation of 
Soviet/imperial legacy, on the one hand, and the attitude to the collective “West” 
(NATO and the EU), on the other hand. These two major themes are divided into 
few topics which always are in the focus of political debates: sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, the creation of the multi-polar world, enlargement of NATO, 
politics toward compatriots and the “Russian world”, immigration, etc. Secondly, 
Russian political discourse underwent radical transformations because of the 
deterioration of relations with the West, progress in Eurasian integration and the re-
orientation to the east, i.e. the growing role of interactions with China and other 
countries of the Asian-Pacific realm. These shifts accelerated since the beginning 
of the political crisis in Ukraine and the annexation of Crimea and are a 
manifestation of a more general and fundamental geopolitical shifts: the changing 
balance between world major geopolitical actors and political alliances that they 
are leading, the destruction of the statehood in a number of the Middle East 
countries, international terrorism, the crisis of the EU and the very model of 
European democracy provoked in particular by the inflow of migrants from this 
region, a further fragmentation of the world geopolitical space, etc.  It is clear 
that the process of globalisation underpinning geopolitical shifts is far from being 
linear and becomes more unstable and turbulent. 
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Abstract. The historical context of the formation and development of 

"Eurasia" Geo-Concept is described; the socio-geographical aspect of the 
"Eurasianism" doctrine (which is considered as the dominant idea integrating and, 
simultaneously, structuring, organizing geospace) is highlighted. Its actualization is 
shown to be in conjugacy with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the further 
geopolitical and geo-economic changes. It is accented that the influence of 
integration and disintegration processes and the growing impact of foreign forces 
(including globalist ones) caused the replacement of dominating unified center-
periphery system in the Eurasian space with the actual variety of integration 
formats (often alternative) in the last two decades. It is shown that, having found its 
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multipolar structure, modern Eurasia continues to expand its geospatial contour, 
and the "Eurasian idea" it (originally conceived as a purely Russian intellectual 
project) is increasingly internationalizing. The article analyzes the opportunities 
and risks of the implementation of the "Greater Eurasia" concept. 

Key words. Eurasia, Eurasianism, Eurasian integration, "Greater Eurasia", 
geopolitics, geo-economics, Human geography. 
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Conclusion. The last decades were marked by large-scale changes across all 

the Eurasian space which is becoming more complex (multipolar) structure and 
"fuzzy" configuration. The dynamics of its components (countries and regions), 
demonstrating the increasing conjugation, simultaneously becomes less 
predictable, dependent on technical and technological, economic and institutional, 
geopolitical, socio-cultural and ethnodemographic factors, challenges and 
innovations. Against this background (in the intricacies of integration-
disintegration vectors) the past "centers of power" and geostrategic alliances 
degrade and new ones are to be formed. On the one hand, the geo-concept of 
"Eurasia" itself (proposed a century ago) performs its growing popularity. On the 
other hand, this concept changes substantially, evolving from the old principality of 
Russia in the polycentric, multidirectional development and diversity of cross-
border contact-barrier effects, as well as from the previously typical emphasis on 
ethno-cultural originality of its areas – to the highlighting of the area of intensive 
cross-border, transcontinental geo-cultural, geo-economic and geopolitical 
transformations and interactions. At the same time, in both conditions of the short-
lived absolute of PaxAmericana and the increasingly visible new multipolarity of 
the world order, the "Eurasianism" continues to produce sustainably its subsistent 
role of the dominant geo-cultural integrational idea, which at the same time 
structures and organizes the space. Also this idea increasingly embodies the 
geopolitical and geo-economic imperative of multi-vector development (so desired 
by many in Eurasia, but at the same time too complex to be implemented 
practically!). This imperative of multi-vector development could be the basis and 
the possibility for self-preservation and reproduction of ethnic, cultural, economic 
and political systems and jurisdictions. The same is for the imperative of 
equidistance from the dominant "power centers" ("neither the West nor the East, 
neither Europe – neither Asia"), providing the state sovereignty (even when it is 
implemented partial, fragmentary) in the expanding area of world economic 
"redistribution" and its attendant geo-cultural transformations. In this respect, the 
Eurasian discourse as it is, as well as its internationalization and increased tonality 
appear to be the strict symptoms of the growing geo-strategic uncertainty, the 
forerunner (and at the same time the consequence) of large-scale positional, 
structural and other changes not only for Russia, but for all of the Eurasian States 
without exception. 
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MILITARY NEUTRALITY IN GEOSTRATEGIC REALIGNMENT  

IN MODERN EURASIAN SPACE 
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Abstract: Place of bipolarity in international relations during the last decade 

has surprised the winners and losers „cold war”. Substitute a decade of fear of the 
Great War between East and West was found in a multitude of virtual challenges, 
risks and threats to security. Key disintegration processes that took place in the 
Eurasian space are the dissolution of the biggest countries in the world - the USSR 
and the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, and the smashing of the former SFR 
Yugoslavia. Countering this disintegration, set two key integration processes: the 
survival and expansion of NATO and the expansion of the European Union. 

State appeared in the territory of the former USSR, the former members of the 
Warsaw Pact, and the state formed on the screen of the former SFR Yugoslavia 
reacted differently to reconfiguration of Eurasian space. Most states opted for 
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membership in NATO and the EU. Part of the countries, including the Republic of 
Serbia, was proclaimed military neutrality. 

Standing and military neutrality, as they remembered the period of more than 
a century, disappeared in the practice of contemporary international relations, 
especially in the Eurasian space. What is the fate of military neutrality of the state 
of the area, is the subject of this paper. 

Key words: Integration processes, Disintegration processes, Geostrategy, 
Permanent neutrality, Military neutrality, The Eurasian space. 
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Conclusion 
 
Eurasia has been and remains a central region of the world. Geostrategic 

recomposition of the Eurasian space determine four key "players": Russia, China, 
the European Union and the United States. Basic levers in this recomposition 
remain "soft and hard power." It is not posibile to measure the total power of those 
international players, but the fact that unipolarizam gives way multipolarism.  

Security and defense aspects of the general situation of each country in the 
territory of Eurasia is one of the key issues of their geostrategy. The fact is that 
most countries in terms of geo-strategic point of view, turning to one of 
bezbednsno-defense integration. A small number of countries in the Eurasian 
space, declarative and / or essentially resorting to (military) neutralnsoti. 
Neutrality and military neutrality in the post-Cold War era differ significantly from 
the previous period. There are two aspects of this neutrality: (1) historical legacy 
(Switzerland, Ireland, Austria, Finland and Sweden), and (2) novoproklamovani 
(Turkmenistan, Moldova and Serbia). Historical and inherited neutrality is 
reviewed in countries which advocate, with tendency to leave, according to the 
"something in between". Novoproklamovani form of military neutrality, in essence, 
is a set of circumstances and move extorted by those countries that have the de jure 
and de facto proclaimed.  

I inherited historical and novoprolamovana neutrality have pure form and it is 
almost impossible to identify the principles on which they are based. Although, 
pricipiely speaking, military neutrality should not be a problem in international 
relations, the trend of world processes, particularly in the area of Eurasia, as well as 
the relationship between the key 'players' will critically affect the relationship with 
the military neutrality of those countries that neutrality, for now, apply. 
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UDK  327:314.15(438+430)                                                              T. Stryjakiewicz 
 

CONTEMPORARY POLISH-GERMAN MIGRATION SPACES AND 
INTEGRATION PROCESSES 

 
Abstract. The aim of this study is to analyze two interconnected elements of 

contemporary Polish-German relationships: (1) migrations and (2) socio-economic 
integration. The scale and dynamic of both processes is very large, especially after 
Poland’s accession to the European Union in 2004 and full opening of the German 
labor market to Polish citizens in 2011. The paper focuses on a spatial dimension 
of migration and integration processes, using unique statistical data and 
cartographic presentations. 

Key words: migration spaces, integration processes, Poland, Germany. 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In the debate on geopolitical and socio-economic processes in modern 

European space, the Polish-German relationships are particularly important. This is 
connected, among other things, to a geographical location of both countries in the 
centre of Europe and with historical legacy. This study aims at analysing two 
interconnected elements of mutual relationships: (1) migrations and (2) socio-
economic integration processes1. 

Using the terminology of the path dependence concept (J. Mahoney 2000, K. 
Gwosdz 2004), we can distinguish four ‘critical junctures’ which shape the 
conditions and new development paths of those relationships after WWII: 
a) the change of boundaries in 1945; 
b) signing the Polish-German political treaties: Treaty of Warsaw (Warschauer 

Vertrag) in 1970 (ratified in 1972) and Treaty of Good Neighbourhood and 
Friendly Cooperation in 1991; 

c) Poland’s accession to the European Union in 2004; 
d) full opening of the German labour market to Polish citizens in 2011. 

Each of the above-mentioned critical junctures affected migration movements 
as well as economic and social (dis)integration. Since both these processes are well 
described in scientific literature from the historical perspective (see e.g. T. 
Stryjakiewicz and Chung-Tong Wu 1998, G. Stöber 2002, S. Ciok 2004, M. 
Wi ckowski 2008), the present study focuses on their contemporary dimension, i. 
e. the 21st century, and in particular on the period following Poland’s accession to 
the EU.  
 
 
 

                                                            
1 The study does not deal directly with the issue of political integration. 
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Main research problems and sources of data 
 
The analysis is divided into two problem groups: 
a) contemporary Polish-German migration spaces, and 
b) contemporary processes of Polish-German economic and social integration. 
 As far as the issue of migration is concerned, three research questions have 
been formulated: 
1. What are the scale and dynamics of migration movements from Poland to 

Germany after the enlargement of the EU in 2004? 
2. Which parts of Germany are preferred by Poles as a place to settle down and 

why? 
3. What are the specific features of migration movements between Poland and 

Germany as well as the similarities and differences of this process comparing to 
the migration of other nations to Germany? 

 The data have been collected by one of the Institute’s PhD students, Piotr 
Sosi ski (during his stay in Germany under the ERASMUS programme) in the 
following institutions: 
 Federal Statistical Office in Wiesbaden, 
 16 statistical offices of the German states (Bundesländer), 
 Federal Office for Migration and Refugees. 

Moreover, the statistics of the Regional Data Bank of the Polish Central Statistical 
Office (GUS) were used as well as the information received from 16 interviewees, 
i.e. migration officers. 
 The problem of integration processes is analysed in a different, more 
deductive way. The study tries to answer the question to what extent the concepts 
and models of integration formulated at the beginning of the 21st century have 
been proved. Such verification is carried out at two spatial levels: national and 
local, and it is even easier due to the fact that the author of the present paper could 
witness the process of post-socialist transformation in Poland and the former GDR 
from the very beginning and participated in several Polish-German integrating 
activities in many different fields: from common Polish-German research projects 
through expert reports (e. g. for the Hamburg Institute of International Economics – 
HWWA) to education2. 
 The author is convinced that the presentation and deeper analysis of 
various aspects of integration as well as its stimulants and barriers on the example 
of Poland and Germany  can be a good starting point for a wider discussion about 
this process in the context of the Balkan states. 
 
                                                            
2 The example of integrating actions in geographical education are: 

a) the organisation of joint student workshops and fieldworks (for details see T. 
Kaczmarek and T. Stryjakiewicz 1996, T. Stryjakiewicz and T. Kaczmarek 2000); 

b) participation in the Polish-German Schoolbooks Commission of Historians and 
Geographers. 
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Contemporary Polish-German migration spaces 
 
At the beginning of this section the following question is worth answering: 

why has the present migration of Poles to Germany become a topical issue in the 
analysis of Polish external migration movements and an important geographical 
problem? There seem to be at least four reasons: 
a) the large scale and dynamics of the process; 
b) destination: Germany has been the main inflow area for Polish migrants since 

2011; 
c) as a result of this migration movement, Poles have become the fastest growing 

national minority group in Germany (see Table 1); 
d) the settlement choices of Poles on the German territory show considerable 

differences (the same refers to the spatial pattern of emigration areas in Poland). 
  

Table 1. Main national minorities in Germany 
 

   Turks Italians Poles Russians* 

2006 1 738 831 534 657 361 696 693 138 
2007 1 713 551 528 318 384 808 688 503 
2008 1 688 370 523 162 393 848 686 004 
2009 1 658 083 517 474 398 513 688 869 
2010 1 629 480 517 546 419 435 693 849 
2011 1 607 161 520 159 468 481 709 621 
2012 1 575 717 529 417 532 375 733 173 
2013 1 549 808 552 943 609 855 773 565 

Change  
2006-2013 

-10,87% 3,42% 68,61% 11,60% 

Mean annual 
change 

-1,52% 0,41% 5,09% 1,30% 
 

*together with people born in the former Soviet Union 
Source: own elaboration based on the data of the German Federal Statistical Office 

 
The scale and dynamics of the migration process are shown in Fig. 1 and its 

spatial distribution in Fig. 2. Four types of regions with the greatest influx of Poles 
can be distinguished: 
a) traditional migration regions (dating back to the 19th century), such as 

Nirdrhein-Westfalen (the Ruhr district); 
b) quickly developing federal lands of Hessen and Baden – Württemberg 

(particularly the area between Frankfurt am Main and Stuttgart); 
c) metropolitan regions of Berlin, Munich, Hamburg and Hannover; and 
d) the regions bordering Poland, especially in Mecklenburg – Vorpommern and 

Brandenburg. 
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It is worth mentioning that from the geographical point of view the 
distribution range of Polish population in Germany stands in contrast to other 
German neighbours. Fig. 3 displays that the distribution of Austrian, Czech or 
Dutch minorities is restricted to the narrow border zones, whereas Poles are the 
most numerous minority in as many as four out of six federal lands of the former 
GDR. In some East German spatial units (Kreise), such as Uckermark, the 
proportion of Poles exceeds 50% of the total immigrant population (see Fig. 4). 
Such a large proportion of Polish population exerts further influence e.g. on 
housing and education markets (it is discussed in the next section).  

Border twin cities as well as Berlin, which is located only about 90 km from 
the Polish-German border, are among the most interesting objects of geographical 
studies on migration and integration processes. A study conducted by I. 
Ko cielniak and R. Matykowski (2015) in the capital of Germany shows that the 
recent Polish immigrants ‘replace’ the Turkish ones to some extent (Fig. 5). What 
is worth particularly noting is the results of the research of the above authors on co-
occurrence of different national groups in Berlin (Table 2). They prove that Polish 
immigrants prefer to settle down in this city in the same areas as Serbs (!). 

 
Fig. 1. Polish immigrants in Germany in 2004-2014 

 

 
 

Source: own elaboration based on the data of the German Federal Statistical Office 
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Fig. 2. Increase in the number of Polish immigrants in 2004-2014 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration based on the data of the German Federal Statistical Office 
 

Fig. 3. Most numerous national minorities in the spatial units of Germany 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration based on the data of the German Federal Statistical Office 
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Fig. 4. Share of Poles in the immigrant population 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration based on the data of the German Federal Statistical Office 
 

Fig. 5. Dynamics of the Polish vs. Turkish population in Berlin in 2002-2012 
 

 
 

Source: I. Ko cielniak, R. Matykowski (2015: 75) 
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients between national groups in Berlin, 2012 
 

National 
groups 

Bulgar
ians French Greeks Italians Poles Russia

ns Serbs Turks Germans 

Bulgarians 1,00         

French 0,43 1,00        

Greeks 0,75 0,71 1,00       

Italians 0,50 0,96 0,79 1,00      

Poles 0,79 0,46 0,81 0,58 1,00     

Russians 0,37 0,35 0,49 0,41 0,51 1,00    

Serbs 0,83 0,45 0,79 0,59 0,87 0,44 1,00   

Turks 0,78 0,48 0,76 0,59 0,74 0,33 0,79 1,00  

Germans 0,28 0,40 0,51 0,45 0,57 0,45 0,45 0,34 1,00 
 

Source: I. Ko cielniak, R. Matykowski (2015: 78) 
  

The analysis of the Polish-German migration from the point of view of the 
emigration country is the last issue to be discussed in this section. Here arises a 
typically geographical question: what are the main outflow regions in Poland? As 
many as 60% of Poles emigrating to Germany originate from three out of sixteen 
voivodeships (see Fig. 6). They are all located in south-western Poland, in the 
historical region of Silesia ( l skie, Dolno l skie and Opolskie voivodeships) and 
had strong connections with Germany in the past. The role of Polish eastern 
regions is considerably smaller. Hence, one can conclude that the main factors 
determining contemporary Polish-German migration movements are (1) 
geographical proximity and (2) historical legacy together with previous cultural 
and economic links. 
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Fig. 6. Intensity of Polish emigration to Germany by region (voivodeship) 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration based on the data of the  
Polish Statistical Office (GUS), 2013 

 
 

Contemporary processes of Polish-German economic and social 
integration in their spatial dimension 

 
The character, scale and dynamics of integration processes are determined by 
several factors, such as: 
• natural conditions;  
• demographic potential;  
• structure of the settlement system; 
• level and structure of the economy, degree of economic disparities;  
• technical infrastructure;  
• heritage of the past (continuous/common or ‘broken’ history); 
• language similarity;  
• ethnic and cultural relations, social capital; and 
• institutional regulations (on the local, national and supranational level).  
As far as the Polish-German relationships are concerned, three factors are of 

particular importance: 
a) substantial differences in the levels of economic development, capital resources, 

as well as prices and wages on the two sides of the boundary3; 
b) the clash of two legal systems and legal practices, in spite of unification trends, 

following the UE regulations; and 
c) an intertwining of economic, political and social elements, including the 

heritage of the past and cultural differences. 
                                                            
3 This factor is responsible, among other things, for the large scale of migration movements. 



67 
 

In the extensive scientific literature on the Polish-German integration one can 
find many attempts at generalising and classifying this process from different 
points of view. For instance, T. Kaczmarek and T. Stryjakiewicz (2006), using 
ecological approach, distinguish the following forms of integration: mutualism, 
commensalism, synergism and parasitism. S. Krätke (1996) adopts a more 
geographical criterion: spatial range of mutual interconnections and distinguishes 
three types of the spatial range of relationships: 
a) far reaching (in the Polish-German context they are connected mainly with 

metropolitan regions); 
b) supra-regional; and 
c) regionally integrated (they are connected with integration processes in border 

regions). 
In turn, at the beginning of the 21st century, the author of the present paper 
formulated a model of dynamics of the integration process, presented in Fig. 7 (cf. 
T. Stryjakiewicz, T. Kaczmarek, 2000; T. Stryjakiewicz 2002). Now, it is high time 
to confront the above-mentioned models with the course of real processes. Such an 
analysis is, due to the limited volume of the article, very general and refers to two 
spatial levels: national and local. 
 

Fig. 7. Dynamics of transborder relationships ine the conditions of great 
 socio-economic disparities. 

 

 
 

Source: T. Stryjakiewicz, T. Kaczmarek (2000: 52) 
 

At the national level the process of economic integration can be characterised  
by the following facts: 
1. Germany is the biggest trade partner of Poland (its share in Polish exports 

amounts to 27.3% and in imports – to 23.4%). 
2. The inflow of foreign direct investment is very asymmetric, not only from the 

point of view of its volume, but also with regard to its structure: large industrial 
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corporations are predominant among the German investments in Poland (e.g. 
Volkswagen Group) whereas the emerging Polish firms in Germany are small 
and engaged mainly in construction works and services. 

3. The predictions from 1990s (cf. G. W c awowicz et al. 2006, K. Lammers et al. 
2006) that the Polish-German border area would become a zone of accelerated 
development and diffusion of innovation turned out to be wrong. 

4. The neighbourhood with Germany, and more precisely – its proximity, have a 
significant impact on social awareness of Poles, which can be seen in the 
election results or in the level of the acceptance for Poland’s membership in the 
EU (the western regions of Poland are more open to European integration – see 
Fig. 8). 

5. Using Krätke’s typology of the spatial range of relationships, two types seem 
most intensive in the Polish-German case4: 

a) far reaching, i.e. between the largest metropolitan regions or between the areas 
of traditional historical links (e.g. Upper Silesia – Ruhr district); and 

b) regionally or locally integrated (they refer to the border region and twin cities). 
 

Fig. 8. Support of Polish citizens for the accession to the EU expressed in the 
referendum in 2003 (in per cent) 

 

 
 

Source: T. Stryjakiewicz (2012: 56)          
Moreover, as far as the level of economic integration is concerned, one can 

observe that the ‘zones of export surpluses to Germany’ develop alongside the 

                                                            
4 They are relevant to both migration movements and economic links. 
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main Polish transportation corridors (such as the motorway A2). Whereas the 
processes of integration at the macro-level are well described in scientific 
literature, their knowledge at the local level is neglected. Some crucial aspects of 
this integration will be discussed below, using the example of the twin city 
Frankfurt (Oder) and S ubice where the author of this paper has been carrying out 
his research since the beginning of 1990s. Such a long time perspective enables the 
verification of the model presented in Fig. 7. 

The processes integrating the cities mentioned above began with private 
commercial trips and the development of a ‘bazar-type’ economy, followed by 
initiatives of local self-governments and institutions (e.g. schools or churches). 
Over time, especially after the association of Poland with the EU, the integration 
process started to take more and more institutionalised forms, such as the creation 
of Euroregion, common cultural and business-supporting organisations or the 
cross-border European University Viadrina in Frankfurt (Oder) with the Collegium 
Polonicum located at S ubice, on the Polish side of the border. The mutual 
integration progresses also quite well in the domains of (1) infrastructural 
development (which is evidenced by launching a city bus line from the Frankfurt 
railway station to S ubice)5, (2) commuting of the local inhabitants to schools or 
other services provision and (3) bottom-up social initiatives. The results of a 
fieldwork carried out in three communes (sample n=1785, which is 5% of total 
population)6 show that more than 75% local people assess everyday Polish-German 
contacts as good or very good.  

In the whole border area there are many integrating activities aiming at 
environmental protection. They are exemplified by revitalisation of famous 
Pückler’s landscape park at Bad Muskau (devastated after WWII), which was 
included in UNESCO’s World Cultural and Natural Heritage List in 2004. More 
and more Poles are buying out abandoned flats and real estates on the German side, 
while Berlin residents are purchasing flats at the Polish seaside where they like to 
spend their free time.  

The issue of establishing joint ventures together with technology and 
innovation flows presents a bigger problem. The process of de-industrialisation 
which takes place on both sides of the border as a consequence of post-socialist 
transformation appears to be responsible for a slow progress in this domain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
5 One more example is a common sewage purification plant operating in Gubin-Guben, 
another twin city. 
6 For details see T. Stryjakiewicz and T. Kaczmarek (2000), T. Stryjakiewicz (2002) and T. 
Kaczmarek, T. Stryjakiewicz (2006). 
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Conclusion 
 
Theoretically, both migration movements and integration processes between 

Poland and Germany might seem more difficult than those between Poland and the 
Czech Republic or Slovakia (i.e. other neighbouring EU countries) due to a 
language barrier, initial negative social stereotypes or the burden of the past. The 
reality, however, does not support this assumption. In spite of the fact that the 
analysed processes show clear asymmetry, slow equalisation of ‘integration 
potentials’ as well as reciprocal compensation of different forms of this asymmetry 
are still progressing (e.g. on one hand Poles go to Germany to look for better 
working conditions, and on the other hand more and more Germans come to 
Poland to work in German companies or to spend vacation there). 

In the author’s opinion, the Polish-German example may be an ‘integration 
incentive’ for the Balkan countries. The main threat for the population movements 
and integration processes presented in this paper poses the future development of 
the political situation which is hard to predict. 
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UDK 327::911.3(470:5)                                                                      V.A. Shuper 
 

RUSSIA'S RE-ORIENTATION TO THE ASIA: INTERNAL AND 
EXTERNAL AFTEREFFECTS 

 
 

Abstract. Russia needs to fit into the international geopolitical and geo-
economic landscape. The formation of this landscape is largely determined by 
alternating integration and disintegration cycles in the development of the world 
economy. The second global disintegration cycle that started in 2008 is expected to 
last 15-20 years. It will be followed by a new integration cycle, largely dependent 
on China (Pax Sinensis instead of Pax Americana). This change necessitates a 
number of steps: a significant strengthening of the Eastern vector in the 
development of Russia, the formation of the Moscow-Beijing-New Delhi triangle 
(as proposed by Evgeny Primakov) as well as providing access of energy-intensive 
and water-intensive goods from East Siberia by railway to the Chinese and Indian 
markets. Russia should express its interest in the construction of a railway from 
China to India. The integration in the Silk Road project allow Russia to reduce 
transportation costs and use a potentially heavy transit traffic for the modernization 
of the Trans-Siberian railway. These steps could radically change the role of the 
Baltic exclave of Russia: from being a ‘window to Europe’ the region is to turn 
into the westernmost point of an infrastructure axis extending from east to west. 
The creation of such an axis, combined with a sharp fall in transportation costs will 
facilitate the access of energy-intensive and water-intensive goods from the Urals 
and Siberia not only to the Asian but to the European markets also. The 
Kaliningrad region is increasingly taking on business facilitating functions, which 
used to be performed by the Soviet Baltic republics in the past. The region can play 
a more important role in the formation of Eurasia stretching from Shanghai to St. 
Petersburg (according to Dmitry Trenin), instead of the Europe from Lisbon to 
Vladivostok. The proliferation of Big Eurasia to the West starts with areas of 
instability, which can be attributed to the Balkans. Where are no pronounced 
regional leader, shaping the rules of the game for himself, there is a freedom to 
choose the integration project. 

Key words: integration and disintegration cycles, Moscow-Beijing-New Delhi 
triangle, the railway from China to India, transportation costs, Trans-Siberian 
railway, "Continental curse" of Siberia, Big Eurasia, Balkans.  

 
 

Introduction: cyclical development of the world economy 
 
Unlike the USSR, Russia is not a superpower. As T.V. Bordachev stresses, the 

country does not have discretion to choose geopolitical priorities and it has to fit 
into the geopolitical and geoeconomic landscape, whose development it no longer 
controls. The landscape configuration is strongly affected by the alteration of 
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integration and disintegration cycles in the world economy. These cycles were 
studied since the end of 1970s by B.N. Zimin (1929-1995) and later by L.M. 
Sintserov [8]. According to Zimin, any integration has a leader at its centre and 
leaders shape integration to suit their needs. The first global integration cycle – Pax 
Britannica – lasted from the mid-19th century when Britain was the "workshop of 
the world" to 1914. It was followed by the first disintegration cycle, which 
embraced the two world wars and the two decades between them. 

The second global integration cycle – Pax Americana – began in 1945, when 
the economy of the USA accounted for half of the world economy. The crisis of 
2008 can be considered as its end. It is logical to suppose that two decades of an 
extremely turbulent ‘multipolar world’ will be followed by the advent of Pax 
Sinensis. The transition will be neither peaceful nor painless – the decline of Pax 
Britannica led to World War I and World War II is considered to be its 
continuation and conclusion. Today, relations between the current and future 
leaders of the world development are becoming increasingly strained. There are 
numerous signs of this process, for instance, the aspirations to replace the WTO – 
as the position of the US is weakening – with regional economic blocks inspired by 
American patterns. 

 
 
Shift to the east: Maergoiz’s and Vardomsky’s concepts 
 
The first block of this kind was the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). The 

project of the Silk Road Economic Belt (SREB) can be considered as China’s 
ambition to refocus economic ties to the West as a response to the pressure from 
the East. Donald Trump’s victory in the US presidential election will most 
probably result in that the TPP will be abandoned and the efforts to finalise TIPP – 
an irritating factor for the residents of many EU countries, including the largest 
ones – suspended. However, one should not expect a dramatic change in the US 
policy. With China being the major benefactor of globalisation, following the rules 
imposed by the US, the rules will be changed soon. Moreover, Trump’s incoming 
administration will have a clearer idea of China as a major geopolitical rival of the 
US than Obama’s administration did. Thus, one can expect that Russia will be 
subject to increased pressure aimed at impeding its rapprochement with China. As 
a result, China and Russia may find themselves sandwiched between various 
economic partnerships in the East and the West. The anamorphical map (fig. 1) 
demonstrates enormous differences between the economic masses of the two 
countries. These differences explain the fact that Russia has stronger dependence 
on China than China on Russia.  
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Fig. 1. Anamorphical map showing countries’ 2020 GDP [10]. 
 

The danger of such unilateral dependence brings to mind the fundamental idea 
formulated by E.M. Primakov (1929-2015). He emphasised the need to form the 
Moscow-Beijing-New Delhi triangle. Among other things, the concept for Russia’s 
territorial development should be analysed in the context of such a triangle. 

As early as the 1970s, I.M. Maergoiz (1908-1975) – a scholar of phenomenal 
geographical intuition – put forward the concept of accelerated development of the 
Soviet Far East based on its unique geographical position [6]. A brilliant scientist, 
he was decades ahead of his time. He assumed that the axis of world development 
was moving from the Atlantic to the Pacific macroregion. Moreover, he believed 
that the accelerated development of the Far East would turn the region into a 
second development base for the Siberia and that this process would be boosted by 
two powerful surges coming from the West and the East. 

Unfortunately, the opportunities for the industrial development of the Soviet 
Far East were missed, although the economic and demographical situation was 
much more favourable at the time. However, doubts were voiced as to whether the 
expensive and poorly qualified workforce of the Russian Far East could compete 
with the labour pool of East and Southeast Asia. A.N. Pilyasov proposed an 
audacious concept of post-industrial development of Siberia and the Russian Far 
East. He abandoned the idea of industrial development that the time had passed and 
argued that the extractive industry could be innovative in both production and 
social and environmental aspects [7]. Unfortunately, even the author of the concept 
does not overestimate its feasibility in the current political situation and he 
continues to develop the concept as a theoretical possibility. 
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L.B. Vardomsky – primarily in his oral presentations – emphasises that East 
Siberia has more favourable conditions for development than the Far East does. He 
believes that Russia has missed yet its chance on the rim of the Pacific and the 
country will be faced with increasing competition in the region. Eastern Siberia is 
in a more advantageous position, since it can act as a supplier of in-demand 
resources and their derivatives. Vardomsky often stresses the exceptional 
importance of strengthening economic ties with India for the development of 
Russia’s eastern regions. 

The existing transport corridor opens opportunities for European Russia to 
secure land connections with India but there are no such opportunities for Eastern 
Siberia. In 2014, a railway link was built to connect Uzen (Kazakhstan), Bereket 
(Turkmenistan), and Gorgan (Iran). Before that, cargo would be delivered via 
Sarakhs (Iran), making a huge detour. From Gorgan, trains can reach Iran’s 
southwestern city of Zahedan, which is historically linked with the Pakistani 
railway network and servers as the starting point for the Pakistani gauge. Further, 
trains can run to India, if this is not impeded by the complicated relations between 
the countries. Cargo is carried from Gorgan to Bandar Abbas – a rapidly 
developing port with reliable logistics approximately 1100 nautical miles away 
from Bombay. A more convenient link via Azerbaijan will be built in the near 
future. A two-track electrified railway from Astara to Resht will be finished in the 
next few years and the Resht-Qazvin link will be inaugurated at the end of 2016. 

 
 
"Continental curse" of Siberia: ways of overcoming 
 
 Even the authors of the Valdai club report who do not specialise in 

geography, and most notably S.A. Karaganov, insist on the development of sub-
meridional thoroughfares – railways and motorways running from Siberia to 
overcome the region’s ‘continental curse’ [3]. This goal assumes particular 
significance with the need for stronger economic ties with India. There is a project 
for the construction of a railway to link China and India, although it is still at its 
initial stage. 

The Qinghai-Tibet railway (Golmud-Lhasa, 1143 km) was inaugurated in 
2006. In 2014, it was extended to reach Shigatse. This is 253 additional kilometres, 
half of which are bridges and tunnels. An extension to Kathmandu is being 
discussed alongside a connection to India’s railway network via Sikkim (fig. 2) – 
the distance from Shigatse to Darjeeling being approximately 400 km. Stretching to 
Kathmandu, such a railway will have both tourist and strategic significance much 
more than economic one. The Qinghai-Tibet railway – the most elevated railway in 
the world (it overcomes the Tanggula Pass, 5072 m above sea level) – is an 
impressive feat of engineering. It rests on embankments and driven-pile 
foundations, which excludes singe-level intersections with motorways and rural 
roads. Thus, the construction of a second track required for large-scale cargo traffic 
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will involve the erection of a similar structure. This is next to impossible over the 
most challenging section between Lhasa and Shigatse.   

 

 
 

Fig. 2. The Qinghai-Tibet railway and its possible extensions 
 

Another obstacle to heavy-duty traffic is that locomotives have to operate in 
the conditions of extremely thin air. Even passenger trains are hauled by three 
General Electric locomotives from Golmud to Lhasa and by two in the opposite 
direction (the pressure and oxygen content in the cars is maintained at the level that 
prevent passengers from developing mountain sickness). Electrification can solve 
this problem but it will also bring new issues relating to power generation. 
Obviously, large exports of energy and water-intensive produce from Eastern 
Siberia to India require constructing a railway of a larger capacity. 

When searching for a possible route, it is important to address the recent 
history, in particular, the famous Stilwell or Ledo Road – a grandiose structure 
dating back to the times of World War II. Until 1942, supplies were delivered to 
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the Chinese army, then fighting against the Japanese, via Rangoon. Further, cargo 
was carried by railway to Lashio in Burma’s North-East and by motor vehicles to 
Kunming along the so-called Burma Road. After the fall of Rangoon and 
occupation of Lower Burma, supplies could be delivered only by air. Cargo was 
transported from Calcutta and even Karachi to Ledo in India’s North-East (where 
the railway used to terminate and an airfield system was created) and further by 
cargo aircraft to Kunming. 

The decision to construct a motorway to connect India and China was also 
made in 1942. The first convoy consisting of 113 vehicles travelled the 1736 km 
road (fig. 3) only in January-February 1945, which took three weeks. The gigantic 
structure included not only the road itself but also a petrol pipe for supplying 
Chinese allies and fuelling passing convoys. The capacity of the Stilwell road did 
not increase until the end of the war. Nevertheless, even limited operation of the 
road made it possible to transfer hundreds of lorries to the Kuomintang.   
 

 
 

Fig. 3. The Ledo (Stilwell) road (a wartime map). 
 

Plans to construct a railway from India to Burma were first conceived of as 
early as the end of 19th century. Naturally, the more recent case of the Stilwell road 
should contribute to their implementation. Russia’s leadership must develop a 
strategic vision and use friendly relations with its Chinese partners to develop 
transport corridors that will open up the way to India for Siberian goods. This will 
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require mechanisms for interest reconciliation, which are being developed in the 
framework of a large-scale SREB project. 

 
 

The idea of the Ural-Kuznetsk plant in the twenty-first century 
 
 L.A. Bezrukov stresses in his recent article [1] the need to develop the Trans-

Siberian railway in the framework of the SREB to reduce cargo transportation costs 
to the level of sea transport. He argues that it is important to draw on the 
unprecedented experience of the Ural-Kuznetsk Plant (UKP) construction, when 
materials were shipped by land that earlier had been transported over comparable 
distances (2000 km) only by sea [5]. By the mid-1930s, 2 million tons of iron ore 
were transported from Ural deposits to the Kuznetsk Iron and Steel Plant and over 
5 million tons of coal were carried from the Kuznetsk basin to the Ural region 
annually [9]. Heavy cargo traffic was a result of organising counter traffic and 
reconstructing the Trans-Siberian railway. Today, we should not only honour the 
memory of N.N. Kolosovsky (1891-1954) – the man behind the UKP construction, 
Trans-Siberian railway reconstruction, and the creation of the Angarsk industrial 
park – but also make a considerable reduction in the cost of cargo traffic along the 
Trans-Siberian railway and alternate routes a top national priority. 

Russian reformers proclaimed the end of the railway historical mission much 
too early. For instance, V.L. Inozemtsev believes that the development of the 
Siberian economy requires developing air rather than railway transport [2]. While 
supporting the reconstruction of the existing Siberian airports and the construction 
of new ones, one could not but admit that the population of Siberia is too small for 
creating large airline hubs to significantly reduce transportation costs. Meanwhile 
the transit cargo traffic from China, Japan, and South Korea creates necessary 
preconditions for the construction of super-railways with heavy cargo traffic and 
unprecedentedly low land transportation costs.  

The Qinghai-Tibet railway is not only a great victory in engineering and 
technology won by a great people but it is also a manifestation of the Chinese 
genius and exceptional endurance of their national character. However, it should 
not be considered an exceptional achievement, a record that is not to be beaten. 
Since 2013, a 1200 km railway from Kashgar (its old name is Kashi), the Xinjiang 
Uyghur Autonomous Region, to Gwadar – a Pakistani port located 70 km away 
from the Iranian border – has been underway. To grasp the true scale of this 
massive project, one should take into account that the construction of a railway will 
be accompanied by upgrading the Karakoram Highway, which runs through the 
Khunjerab Pass at an altitude of 4693 m (some sources claim that the height of the 
pass is over 4800 m), and constructing an oil pipeline. 

Expands or contracts the space? Perhaps it is premature to interpret 
economic space contraction as a long-term trend. Expansion and contraction cycles 
alternate and they may turn out to be shorter than expected due to the acceleration 
of historical processes. Moreover, these processes can have different directions at 
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different scales. Ongoing contraction in many – although not all – regions of the 
Federation can occur amid country-wide expansion with economic potential is 
gradually migrating eastward. Solving problems faced by a country that strives to 
secure or improve its global standing requires not only structural reforms but also 
massive infrastructure projects spanning a territory from the Baltic Sea to the 
Pacific Ocean. While the Chinese astound the world with their triumphs over the 
highest mountain systems, the major challenge for Russia is its enormous territory. 
The struggle against it’s resistance has lasted for centuries and it has become part 
of the national identity. These traditions should not be uprooted and ridiculed as an 
outdated conquest ideology chaining the country to a path of extensively 
development. On the contrary, they should be used to the benefit of the country. If 
the country is not ready to relinquish control over its territory, it should actively 
seek for ways to effective use of its vast space. 

An American political scientist, who does not express tremendous admiration 
for Russia, could not understand how a nation that colonised such a vast territory 
east of the Urals can have an inferiority complex when facing the West instead of 
being proud of its achievements [4]. The railway imperialism (accelerated railway 
construction in Siberia, in the Far East, and Central Asia), which astonished 
Europeans in the late 19th - early 20th century was a significant contribution to the 
global civilisation, comparable to the discovery of the Antarctic. A reconstruction 
of the country is impossible without a reconstruction of national character based on 
enlightened patriotism bequeathed by the great ancestors. Not only do the Russians 
need to know their territory but also they need to have a correct idea of its role in 
the country’s development. One cannot overestimate the scale of the challenge 
faced by the geographical science in this context.  

 
 
Conclusion: the Big Eurasia formation 
 
 The formation of a Big Eurasian will have a variety of geopolitical 

implications, including for the Balkans. Russia is doomed to the long lasting 
rearguard action on the Ukrainian front, quite aware of their purely local 
importance in times of the re-orientation towards the East. At the same time, the 
proliferation of Big Eurasia to the West is unlikely to be uniform and subsequent. 
Apparently, it starts with areas of instability, which can be attributed to the 
Balkans. Where are no pronounced regional leader, shaping the rules of the game 
for himself, there is a freedom to choose the integration project. If Russia has no 
choice – shift to East has become a matter of self-preservation, Serbia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina are having such a choice. These countries will be able to choose 
between Eurasian and European integrations, depending on which of them will be 
the most attractive. Of course, the most preferred option – not to participate in only 
one large-scale project, but in both. 
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THE POSITION ON THE EURASIAN GREAT CHESSBOARD TWENTY 

YEARS LATER 
 

Abstract: In his The Great chessboard from 1997, Brzezinski conceptually 
defines the way by which the United States should retain control of Eurasia as a 
precondition for global hegemony. However, over the next twenty years the 
situation has radically changed. The author states that the majority of “geostrategic 
players” and “geopolitic pivots”, as identified by Brzezinski, have strengthened and 
began to oppose US domination. Moreover, what the “Empire” feared the most, 
has followed – “barbarians” began to unite in order to terminate its command of 
Eurasia. This paper comes forward with argumentation that with the advent of 
multipolarism, the telurocratic-thalassocratic antagonism is transformed, and with 
it also the (neo)classical Heartland-Rimland form and  most of the other 
geopolitical paradigms. These changes have an epochal and fundamental character, 
and they project themselves on the Balkans region, whose importance, even in the 
new circumstances, is not reduced. 

Keywords: “big spaces”, “geostrategic players”, “geopolitical pivots”, 
multipolarism, Eurasia, the Balkans 
 
 

1.    „  “   
  

 
          
 1   ,   -
 ,       

  ,  ,      .   

                                                            
1      1912.      1914. , 

         .   
  1917. ,    ,   „   “,  
   1918.   .   („ -  

“)   1922. ,     ,   
 ,   1923. . : Oswald Spengler, Der 

Untergang des Abendlandes. Umrisse einer Morphologie der Weltgeschichte (Band 1: 
Gestalt und Wirklichkeit), Braumüller, Wien, Leipzig, 1918.  Oswald Spengler, Der 
Untergang des Abendlandes. Umrisse einer Morphologie der Weltgeschichte (Band 2: 
Welthistorische Perspektiven), C. H. Beck, München, 1922. 



84 
 

    1918.   ,   
-     , ,  

     ,   
    ,     , 

      .  
    ,      

  „      “,     
    ,    
          

. 
     ,      

     ,  ,    
        .  

        ,   
 , ,   – . 

         
„  “  „  “,    , , 

       
.  ,       20.  

,   ,    ,  
  ,   „ “, , 

 .        „  “, 
   „  “  „  “.  Pax 

Americana      „  
“,         

. ,      . 
„ “        ,     

 „ “.  , ,   –    „  
“ . 

          ,  
     ,     

    20.       
      „  “,  

„  “2. „ “    ,  
     ,    

,        
–      ,  1997. 

.       
,            500 , „  

      “3,  
                                                            
2 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Ameri ki izbor: globalna dominacija ili globalno vodstvo, Politi ka 
kultura, Zagreb; CID, Podgorica, 2004. 
3 Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and its Geostrategic 
Imperatives, Basic Books, New York, 1997, c . XII. 



85 
 

   .        
      ,    

 „     “4,    
    . ,     

,         , 
,   ,    .   

    ,   : „   
          “.5 (  1) 

 
 1:    „   “  

.  
 

 

: Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika šahovska tabla, CID, Podgorica; Romanov, 
Banja Luka, 2001, . 37. 

 
 „   “,        

  (!)  „  “   
   ,        

 Heartland-Rimland    . 
 „  “   ,   

-      
 j „  “ (Heartland- ), . .  

                                                            
4 , c . XII 
5 Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika šahovska tabla, CID, Podgorica; Romanov, Banja Luka, 2001, 

. 36. 



86 
 

,      ,    
,         

   Rimland- .       
–   ( )        , 

   „ “   ( ),   
    ,    . 

       , . 
 „ “    „ “      

„  “,       
 ,        

        ,   
   , , ,  (  , -  

    ,   , 
, , ...). ,     

  „  “   „ “   
    ( , , ),     

 ( ,  ,   ,  ).   
   „  “      20.  

         
„  “,      „  “  
„  “    „ “ –   

     ;    ,  
 ;        . 

 
 
2.   „ “     

  
 

     
  ,          

     .   
 (      1997. )   

        
 .   (   , 

.   2017. )       
         

.     (     20 ) 
        ,   

        .6   
   ,     

     ( )   : , 

                                                            
6 Zbigniew Brzezinski, „A Geostrategy for Eurasia“, Foreign Affairs, Council on Foreign 
Relations Inc, New York, 1997, Vol. 76,  5, September/October 1997,  . 58. 



87 
 

, .     (  
,  ...)    (   

)  ,    (  )  
      . 

  ,        
 „ “   Rimland-     „ “ 

(bridgehead),   „  “ (springboard),     
   (hinterland).7     

    (  ),      
,         ,   

  ,     
 Heartland- .         

 „ “    „   “, 
         – .  

 „  “, . „  “ –   , 
   :

   (geostrategic players)  „ “  
            

    ,      
 .       20.   

     ,       
   (  „ “),    

    („  “). 
     : 

1.  2.       „   
    “8; 

3. ,         ,   
„ “   ( .  ),    

  „  “9; 
4. , „   “10,      

     ; 
5. ,       „  ‚  

‘    “11,  ,  „   
“12,        

                                                            
7  ,  – , , ,    

, , 2016, . 472. 
8 Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika šahovska tabl , . , . 57. 
9 , . 143. 
10 , . 47. 
11 , . 85. 
12 , . 45. 



88 
 

 ,      „ “,     
 13.

(          
       – ,  
  ,      ,   
         

      „ “ .) 
   (geopolitical pivots)      

           
 . ,     „ “  
         ,    
     status quo.   
         , 

 ,  ,   , -
     ,    

   .  ,     
        ,    
       ,    

   : 
1. ,        ,  

      –       
 ,     ( )  ,     

 ,      ,   
 14; 

2. ,  „   “15    
 ,       

     ; 
3.  ,  „ “     „ “   

 ,       „    
‚  ‘        

,   “16; 

                                                            
13           

             
   (1997.).  : Zbigniew Brzezinski, “A Geostrategy for 

Eurasia”, . , . 60. 
14          
„        “   
„      ,        

    “.  : Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika 
šahovska tabl , . , . 89. 
15 Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika šahovska tabl , . , . 47. 
16  ,  – , , ,   

 , , 2016, . 478. 



89 
 

4.  5.   ,          
 ,     ,  

         
  ,    , 
,      ,  , 

     . 
      – 

  –      
 .      ,    

       ,   
  ,  ,  „  “   „  

 “.   ,   ,   
     ‚ ‘     –   
   ( ,   )     

  (   )17 –        
        

.         ! 
 1996.       18, 

       (   1/4  -
).   ( )    „ “  

 ( )   ( ) 
„ “ –       (15%  - ),  
.   (1,9%),   „  /  “ ( , 

, .   )  , ,    
,    -   21,7%. ,    

    2/3  - ,      
     / . (  1 )    

 „  “ –   –   1996.    
   .         

  38,3%      .   
 „ “  ( . , ,   

                                                            
17    „   “   :  

, „         
“,  :      ( :  ), 

 ,  112;   ,  26;  
   , , 2006, . 259-281. (    . 269) 

18  1996.      ,     
„   “    1997. ,      

  1997. .  , „ “   1996.    
       (   
) : „  ,  1996.      

-     .“  :  , „  
   :        “, 

http://fakti.org/globotpor/quo-vadis-orbi/unutar-elite-sad-postoji-konsenzus-kinu-po-svaku-
cenu-odseci-od-americkog-trzista 24/02/2017. 



90 
 

)    , ,    ,   
        19%.   

    „  “ (   . ) 
            6,3%.19    

 
 1:   „  “:      

1996-2016.  
 

  ) 
1996.  

 
 

% 
 

-  
   1.   8.100 25,8 
  2.  4.706 15,0 
  3.  2.504 8,0 
  4.  1.614 5,1 
   5. .  1.393 4,4 
  6.  1.309 4,2 
  7.     864 2,8 
  8.     850 2,7 
  9.     641 2,0 
10.     629 2,0 
11. .     603 1,9 

    
14.     400 1,3 

    
16.     392 1,2 

    31.401    100,0 
  ) 
2016.  

 
 

% 
 

-  
  1.  18.562 24,7 
  2.  11.392 15,1 
  3.   4.730 6,3 
  4.   3.495 4,6 

                                                            
19      ,     

         : 
http://books.sipri.org/files/FS/SIPRIFS1604.pdf, 08/03/2017. 
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/Milex-constant-USD.pdf, 08/03/2017.  
https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/Milex-world-regional-totals.pdf, 08/03/2017. 
 



91 
 

  5. . 
 

 2.650 3,5 

  6.   2.488 3,3 
  7.   2.251 3,0 
  8.   1.852 2,5 
  9.   1.770 2,4 
10.   1.532 2,0 
 11. .   1.404 1,9 
12.   1.268 1,7 

    75.213    100,0 
: https://knoema.com/tlcnrcg/gdp-by-country-
world-largest-economies, 31/01/2017. 

 
  ,          
.      -      

  (7. ),      .     1996. 
      ,       

   .      14.  (1,3% 
 - )      .  

    ,    
   ,   „ “ -  

.   ,  „   “ ( ),  
     .     

 (1992.)    9.  ,     
  „  “ – , , 

, , , ...  1996. (   
  )      16.   ,  1999. 
,        (!)    – 

 22. .20             „  
“,      .   

 1996. .         
      2,8% (  7. ),      

  2,6% (8. )    1,8% (11. ). ,   
           
      . !    

         
            

     .   
         

,         .     
„    “      

    10%,      . 
                                                            
20 https://knoema.com/tlcnrcg/gdp-by-country-world-largest-economies, 31/01/2017. 



92 
 

 2010.        ,   
 .        

  2012.  (21,9%),     2013. .21  
    2015.       ,  

        ,   
    ,  .22    1996. 

,    2016.   2,3 ,    
13 .      2016.      

    1996.  (      1/4),    
 15,1% (   1996. )    2016.   

 61,4% .23 (  1 )       
     .   SIPRI 

(Stockholm International Peace Research Institute),      
 ,          

       (       
).24 ,       
      38,3%  35,6% (2010.     

43%).25  
   „ “      

  .      1996.  
  2016.   5,5         

   - .      2020.  
   ,   2030.     ,  

    .        
  (        

                                                            
21   ,       

 :  ,  , „    
    “,  :    

  ( :  ,  ),   
 , , 2013, . 178-181. 

22  , „      “, ,  
„  “, ,  . 456, 3.  2017, . 15. 
23    ,       . 

    ( )     2020.  
      75%,    2030.    4 

 . 
24     2016.     146  $, 

  SIPRI-     215  $.      
      ,     

   .  
25      ,   .    

  2017.       „ “  
   9% (  54  $)  2018. . : 

http://www.newsweek.rs/svet/81697-opasna-megalomanija-trampov-vojni-budzet-najveci-
u-poslednjih-15-godina.html, 08/03/2017.  



93 
 

   ,         
 - ).         
       . ,  

   „  “   ,  
     2016.     

 „ “ ,      
,      

( ) .          
 ( ) ,      „ “ 

          
 ,        

      . 
      ,   
         

 . ,           
 .   ,   ,  „  

“  „ “ ,       
   –     -     8,0%  4,6%,  

  5,1%  3,3%.        
   ,       

(     ,       ). 
     ,         

„   “ –  .     – 
    ,       

 . 
  ,      ,   

 ,      ,   ,  
 ,    . ,  2008. 

           
  1992. ,          
  .  -   2008.  
         .    

     (8. ,  -  2.232 . $ 2013. 
),  ,   „ “  .   

  „ “    (12. ,  -  1.268 
. $ 2016. ).26  ,  ,     

   ,         
   ,    . 

 , ,   .       
    ,        

      2,8%  4% (   7.  3-4. ),   

                                                            
26 https://knoema.com/mhrzolg/gdp-statistics-from-the-world-bank?country=Russia, 
31/01/2017. 



94 
 

     .   , 
  „  “27    

 (   ),     
 -    

,       .   
     .      

 
        
3.  „   “ vs.   
pax eurasiatica 
 

 21.          
   „ “    , .   

    ,    
   .     

    „       
“28,      „  

“    29,    
.      „ “   

,  ,  (  de iure  )  ,   
    „ “ .      

     ,   
         , 
   ,      
 „ “  .   (    

 ,      !30) –   
.   „  “    (   
) –  ,     „  “ – 

        „ “,  
             

      . 
,    ( )  

  ,       
  ,   , 

„  “,     ( )  
„  “. ,     , 

                                                            
27  ,  ,   „ “; 

 „  “, , 2009, . 113. 
28 Zbignjev Bž žinski, Druga šansa Amerike – tri predsednika i kriza ameri ke supersile, 
JP Službeni glasnik; Fakultet bezbednosti, Beograd, 2009. (    . 108) 
29  , „      “, 

,      
  . . . , ,  /2011, . 32. 

30 Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika šahovska tabl , . . (    . 158) 



95 
 

        ,  ,  
        , 
   ,      

        –   
 . „      –   

  –   !“31 ,  
      „ “,  

       ,  
    .   

Pax Americana  „ “   „   
“, .     Heartland-Rimland  

   ,    Pax Eurasiatica    
     .    

 ,      20.   
 . ,     21.     

  . ,    .  
       – - , 

- , -   - . (  2) 
 

 2:       
 

 

 
 

:      . 
http://www.geopolitica.ru/sites/default/files/map-1.jpg 

                                                            
31  , „     :     

   “, http://fakti.org/globotpor/quo-vadis-orbi/unutar-elite-
sad-postoji-konsenzus-kinu-po-svaku-cenu-odseci-od-americkog-trzista 24/02/2017. 



96 
 

  ,      
 :   - ,      

   ,    
     /     

;  „ “       
,      

+ / +  , .   
 + + ;      

 ,         
       

     .32   
             ,  

    33,     
  .        : 

  „ “    ,  , 
  -         

,          
 „ “      

  . 
      , 

          
-  .   .      

„ “      34,        
       

( ) -  .35 
       

         , 
  „ “, heartland-  ,  

-        ,  
    .  

                                                            
32  ,  – , , , . , . 569-
570. 
33          

  ,      . 
 ,    2001. ,   ,  

  -  . ( :   –  
   ,  , , 2001, 

. 44) ,     2002.       
   -  . ( :     

 . http://www.geopolitica.ru/sites/default/files/map-1.jpg) 
34   , ,  ; , 

, 2011, . 466. 
35  ,  ,   „ “; 

 „  “, , 2009, . 78, 288. 



97 
 

       „  “  
     .  ,  

„  “,      -
,     -      

  „   “36. 
    „ “   

    .  „ “  
          
  – .       

       „  ,  
        ,   
     ...“37,        
  .       

    „     [ ]  
 –       –  “38,   

       (    
)39    .  ( )  

  .  ,        
  ,      ,     
      ,    

 / .   ,   
    „  “,       

   „ “  ,     Pax Americana. 
(  3)        

           
,    ,  ,  .    

     
( )  - -    

  - -  .    
          

 ( , ),    (  , 
),     „        

 ‚ ‘   “,    „     
 “,  „   “40   

                                                            
36  ,  „ “, ; , , 2004. (  

: „  “;   : 
http://www.evrazia.org/modules.php?name=News&file=article&sid=543, 27/02/2017.) 
37 Zbignjev Bžežinski, Velika šahovska tabl , . , . 143. 
38 , . 153. 
39 , . 154-158. 
40  , „       

 “, :      (  
    ),    , , 2013, 

. 200. 



98 
 

           
 –     ,     

     . 
 

 3: „  “ –  , , 
    

 

 
 

:  ,  , „   
:    “,   

 , (  , .),   
     . . . 

;  , , 2012, . 1081. 
 

            
    .     
    ,   (The One Belt, One 

Road; OBOR),       2015. ,    
 ( )          21. 
,  2013. . 

   „ “     
, „         

,  ,        
   ‚ ‘      – 
,    “41.    „ “ , 

. „   ,   ,  ( ) 

                                                            
41 Milomir Stepi , Ivan Zari , „Serbia and Geopolitical (non) Complementarity of the 
Danube strategy and the New silk road“, in: Danube and the New Silk Road (Duško 
Dimitrijevi , ed.), Institute of International Politics and Economics, Belgrade, 2016, . 
451. 



99 
 

“42. , ,   ,     ,  
„ “ ,          

         -  
   ,   „  “.   

  ,    , 
       
  , .     –      

   . 
       ( ),   
          

  .      
        

 –     Rimland-      
 „  “ („  “),    Heartland  

   „  “ („  “),   
      „  “,  

 ( )        (  
,  ),    „ “ 

          
, „  ( ) Heartland- “.43      

 -      , 
           
 –     ,    

 , .     
„   “ – „  “ – „  

 “.              
 

 
4. Conclusion 
 
The USA have capitalised their victory in the Cold War by enlarging their 

sphere of influence, consolidating world hegemony and establishing unipolar order. 
In the book The Great Chessboard from 1997, Z. Brzezinski proposed a concept on 
which the continuance of American global dominance in the postmodern era would 
be based. A prerequisite is that the United States keep controling Eurasia. For this 
reason (Because of this), Brzezinski proposes the formation of four geopolitical 
“big spaces” – three along the perimeter of Eurasia – the West, South and East – 
whose role would be to surround the Central space in the continental interior 
(Russia). Also, the key countries of Eurasia would be subordinate to the United 
States. They are divided into actors of a higher order (“geostrategic players”) and 
                                                            
42 , . 452. 
43           

 : Milomir Stepi , Ivan Zari , „Serbia and Geopolitical (non)Complementarity of 
the Danube strategy and the New silk road“, . , . 452-455. 
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the lower order “geopolitical pivots”). Twenty years later, most of the Eurasian 
“chess players” are strengthened, so they individually and jointly oppose the US 
configuration of Eurasia and the world. Russia, which nearly collapsed in the late 
20th century, is now stabilized and becomes an energy, military and diplomatic 
power. It seeks to geopolitically structure Eurasia and the world in accordance with 
its own multi-polar Neoeurasian conception. Therefore, the US treat it as a 
recovered and (again) hazardous opponent. However, an objectively greater threat 
to the US globalist geopolitics is a rapidly rising power – China. It has, by many 
indicators already overcome the power of the United States and directly threatens 
the American positions in the Far East.The Chinese (mainland)  the Silk Road 
Economic belt and the 21st Century Maritime Silk Road of the are an integral part 
of the Silk conception, upon which this country is building integral geopolitical 
power, suppresses the interests of other powers and the leading role of the USA in 
Eurasia and the world. A new Eurasian actor – the Islamic world shall significantly 
affect the future geopolitical processes. Thanks to its central geographic location, 
numerous and moveable population, religious and civilizational expansiveness, oil 
and gas wealth, fighting spirit and other properties, the Islamic world has the 
capacity to become the new Global Heartland. 
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RUSSIA BETWEEN WEST AND EAST: GEOHISTORICAL TRENDS  
AND SPATIAL STRUCTURESIN CULTURAL DYNAMICS 
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Summary: Different patterns of historical evolution of Russian civilization 

area are compared; they are considered in the framework of four historical 
concepts: “Russia as a part of the global West”: “Russia as a part of the global East 
(Orient)”; “Russia as a cultural bridge between West and East”; “Russia as an 
organic Eurasian cultural landscape”. Various arguments “pro et contra” are 
discussed and compared in favor of and against each of those concepts, from the 
standpoint of historical and cultural geography. The basic geo-historical trends are 
characterized in the evolution overview of Russian cultural area and transformation 
of spatial structures of the country.  

Key words: Russia, Eurasia, Local Civilizations, Geo-historical Trends, 
Cultural Space, Cultural Regionalism, Regional Identity 
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Conclusion 
 
Different patterns of historical evolution of Russian civilization area are 

compared; they are considered in the framework of four historical concepts: 
“Russia as a part of the global West”: “Russia as a part of the global East (Orient)”; 
“Russia as a cultural bridge between West and East”; “Russia as an organic 
Eurasian cultural landscape”. Various arguments “pro et contra” are discussed and 
compared in favor of and against each of those concepts, from the standpoint of 
historical and cultural geography. The basic geo-historical trends are characterized 
in the evolution overview of Russian cultural area and transformation of spatial 
structures of the country.  

To be considered as a whole, the geographical space of Russia is characterized 
in ethnic and cultural dimension by evident patterns of steadiness and 
sustainability. The inherited spatial patterns predominate both in ethnic settlement 
structures and in configurations of linguistic, confessional and regional cultural 
distinctions.  

Nevertheless, the cultural-geographic changes and shifts in Russia were also 
important at the end of 20th – beginning of 21st centuries. On the one hand, some 
spatial shifts and the newest trends are accounted for their demographic 
background. The deep differences in reproduction of population (and 
correspondingly in demographic dynamics) among various ethnic and confessional 
groups living in Russian Federation are becoming the more and more important 
factors of its ethnic and cultural transformation. On the other hand, the cultural-
geographic transformation of the country is caused by processes of modernization 
of society. The up-growth of social mobility of population entails erosion and 
destruction of ethnic and cultural barriers, formation of zones of cultural diffusion 
and ethnic contact areas, reveals focuses of heterogeneity of ethnic and 
confessional structure of society. 
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THE MAIN FEATURES OF TURKEY'S EURASIAN GEOPOLITICS 
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Abstract. Geographically, the `Turkish Republic is at the junction of the 

geopolitical interests of the global power centers. The country tries to balance, 
preserving the model and the remoteness of the prototypes that evolved among 
leading actors of the region. Being a transition zone in Eurasia, the region is as a 
knot of modern global problems. The Anatolian peninsula and the surrounding 
areas are an appealing force in the context or the emergence of conflict areas in the 
modern world. Turkey, connecting Europe and Asia, Iran and the Middle East, the 
Mediterranean and the Black Sea, with its Eastern provinces penetrating into the 
Caucasus, has an exceptional geopolitical and strategic position. 

Keywords: Turkey, Eurasia, Geopolitics, Russia, Civilization, Geopolitical 
Idea. 
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Conclusion. One could conclude that Turkey’s Eurasian geopolitics, after a 

significant evolution, became more and more pragmatic. The country suffered 
serious strategic losses due to a radical reorientation to the East. The awareness of 
the importance finding partners that might enable Turkey to achieve its potentials, 
is increasing. Subjectivity tends to shape the model of Turkey’s new geopolitics. 
The main problem in this respect is the wide range of views among political 
players on Turkey’s foreign policy. There is hardly any support for the policy of 
rapprochement between Turkey and the Arab countries. The islamic factor in 
Turkey’s foreign policy has a negative impact on domestic stability, although it is 
supported by a substantial part of society.  

Within this context, Russian-Turkish relations look quite prospective, 
notwithstanding their contradictory nature. They might even serve Turkey’s 
ambitions to strengthen its geopolitical and economic status. 
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T. Gerasimenko, B. Rodoman  
 

TERRITORIAL IDENTITY AS FACTOR AND RESULT OF RUSSIA’S 
GEOPOLITICAL PREFERENCES 
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 . 

Abstract. This article considers identity as a complex multi-component 
concept. We view the hierarchical character of Russian territorial identity as a 
product of many factors. We determine and describe the stages of its 
transformation. We have attempted to discover the mutual influence of territorial 
identity and Russia’s geopolitical preferences. 

Keywords: Identity, factors and transformation of territorial Identity. 
 
Introduction.  –  , 

   .   
( )     

    ( , , 
, ,   .)   , 

    ,     
.       
  : « »  « ».   

   ,  ,  
  ,  , , , , 

 , , , , , 
, ,  [2].  

       
 .       

    ( , [21, 23]  .).  
,   ,   ,      

« »  ( , [9, 20, 22]). . .  
      



128 
 

 ,    «  »,   
  [9].  

,     «  
»,   .      
.         : 1. 
 – «  » ( , , , , , 

) 2.  –  . :  
    (« », « »)   

 (« », « », « », « »).  3.  – 
   (« », «  »); 

4. -   (« », « », 
« », «  », «  »). 

         
.  ,     , 

  , , , 
 , ,     

  ,       
[10].  –        

  .      
,  « », « », «  », « ».    

    « », « »    
.         

   . « » —      
(  . .  [4]), ,      (  

  —  ).  
      

,       [5].  , 
     .   

  [18]    .    
  ,    

  – ,    
,     [15], . .       

     .     
,    (   )  

      .  
,   ,  ,   

     ( , 
 )  .    

 ,        – 
,    ( ) –  

   ,    
   ( )        

      . 



129 
 

 , ,   -  
      [1]). 

 
Theory and Methods.     X  – XXI .  

   (    
 ,   «  »). 

         
  .  

    -  (   :  
  ),    , . 

    .  
     

,    — 
, , .   
,    –   

  (        
 ,     

     ) —   
    .    (  

) ,       -
 .    
    .    

 , ,    , 
,  (   , 

  )   ,   
   ,  ,   

,      
.      

    .     
       

 .    ,  
,   «  » (  

. .  [9]).     ,    
  .  
    ,  

,     
   , ,  ,   .  

      ,    
« »,     . 

       ,    
  . 

1.      ( ) 
.    ,   
 «  » –  .   



130 
 

(  « » )  ,  
      ,   

 .     
    .  

2.      
 ,    

   .       
  .     
        . 

       
   –   ,    
   (   ,    

      ,    
).  

   .  
   .    

  ,    -
   ,    , 

     ( ,  , 
, ;     ).  

    :    
    . 
    «  »,   90-   

 1/3      ,  
1/5 –  ,   –    40 % 

     [11].     , 
     . 

3.  .   , 
   -  .   

  ,       (   
  :   –  

),        
   – «  ».  

   –        
  [15].       

  ( , ,   – ). 
     ( . .)     

      -
       

.         
 .    . 

      . 
 ,      

.     . 



131 
 

    .    
,  –       

– ,       
  ( ,      

 ,     ,   
   -  

,      ,  . .). 
 
Results. ,    2000-  , , 

 55,6%        
 , 25%    19,4%  ,  

     .    
,     ,  

 .   ,    «   
» (  ,        . . 

); 44,4%      ; 77,7% 
,     ; 66,7% ,  

 –  ;     
  .  ,     

,     , 
.    34%    
    .  

     2016 .    
     . 57%   

, 36% –   7% – .   
   .   

      
 . 48%        

   , 20% –  . 35%   
, 60%      

    , ,   . 
  7%        

 .  
       

    .       
      

 ,         
,    , ,   

« » .      , 
. .,   , ,  . 

       , 
  .    

         
.       



132 
 

     ,    
    ,    
  ,    

  ,   .   
    . 

       
 ,    ,    . 

 , ,  ,    ,   
        . 

   –    
,   .    
        

  ,    .   
    . ,  . .   

    –  (   
  ).    , 

   .  
       

, ,   ;     
  , , .     

  ,  .       
 ,     .    

,        –  
.  

        :  
 ,      

    .      
, , .     «  »   ,  
     .  ,   

   ,   ,    .  
     ,   

    , , .    –  
  .    , 

   -  ,   
 ,   « »      

,       !  
        , 

  ,      
.        

,        ,  
      . 

 –     ,    
  .   –   ,  ,   

,  ,   . .  , 



133 
 

,       
     ,    

,     , 
   .  

 ,   ,    , 
    :     

,  . .   . . ; ,  
. .   . . :  « » ,  
. .   . . ;   ,  
. .   . . ; ,  . .   
. . ; «  »,  . .   . . . 

 ,  , ,   
   ,  .      

   (  ),    – 
,    ,    .  

      -
    ,    

 .       , 
   ;     .   

         
 ( ., , [7]).      

   . 
      

.  ,     , 
   .     

.      ,    
   [14].  

         
   ,     

        . 
      

        
 ,    ( ,  

. . ,      ),   
    . ,    

, , ,       
 ,     .  

       
    .  

  - , , , 
  ,       

.     ,   
« » .     

    .   – 



134 
 

 .      
,          

 .   ,    
   ,  .  

    -  
,      .   

 ,    ,   
  .   –  ,  ,  

 ,   .  ,  
    ,   

     . 
       

 ,       
   .    

 ,      
   (  ,   ) [13].  

      , 
 .      

   ,    
( ),   ,     

 (   ,   ).   
 ,      ,   

 .  
 
Discussion.      

   -  -  , 
     ,      

      ,     
  .           

  .       
  .        

   ,    
 .    

       , 
    .  

      : « » [6], 
« »   c     

 [8]. 
      . 

       ,    ([17] 
 .).   ,   « » – 

,  -    
  ,   

 .      . 



135 
 

  – ,   ,   – 
      ,   

  .  
       

  ,     ,   , 
  .  ,       

       
  ,     

 .          
.   ,     ,  

      .   
,          , 

   , ,   
.  

  ,   ,    
 ,   .   -

:  - ,     
,    ,      

(      ).   
        

(  . .,  . .,  . .  ).  , 
. .  [8]      

 , ,  ( ), 
 -  ,   , 
.       .  

     ,    
 ,      

   , , , . 
1.         

 . 
2.        

 ,    «  ».   
   ,  ,   .  

3.        .  
         

    .  
4.      .  

       
 .     ,  

   200-     
.   , ,  

 ,       - .  
           

  .    



136 
 

      
  .   

      
 ,    .    

    ,      
 .        

 ,       
      .   

    ,    
   .  

     ,   
     .   

    .  
 
Conclusion.   –   

      .  
     «  », 

    «  », 
  .        

  : 1)  – «  » ( , , 
, , ); 2)  –   – 

          
; 3)  –   , ; 

4) -   (« », « », 
« », «  », «  »).  

    , –   
        

   .     
   .      , 

     , 
   (   ).   

 -        
   .  

   ,      
 .       

-  ,     
( , -   . .)    

 .  
    X  – XXI .   

  (     , 
  «  »).   

 ,    «  » – 
«  »,       



137 
 

         – 
«  ».  

  - , , , 
  ,       

.     ,   
« » .     

    .   – 
 .     , 

    .    
(  ,   ), 

      (   ,  
 ).        

    ,    . 
       

 -  -  ,    
  ,         

    ,       
.            

 .        
   ,    

 .       
 : « », « »   

c       .  
        

     ,    
   .  

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Territorial identity is an individual’s (or a group of individuals’) awareness of 

their belonging to a certain territory. The more common Russian academic term is 
regional identity though it should be more correct to talk of territorial identity due 
to its hierarchical character. The many hierarchical levels can be grouped into the 
following most general four: 
1) The microlevelwhich is the smaller home place like a village, town, city, 

neighborhood, street or a house. 
2) The mesolevel which is the regional identity implying one’s awareness of his/her 

being an inhabitant of a federal subject or any other equally large territory. 
3) The macrolevel which implies an individual’s belonging to a country. 
4) The cultural and civilizational level which deals with notions like Europeans, 

Asians, Eurasians, exclusive civilization, cosmopolitans etc. 
The multilevel identity correlates with multilevel patriotism which is 

essentially the love for and awareness of the many territorial units such as home 
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places and the pride of the local regional brands. This type of multilevel patriotism 
is not typicalfor Russia where no multilevel identity is distinctive as many people 
are self-conscious about their provincial origin especially if they come from a rural 
area because it is not socially prestigious. This situation is the result of center 
domination in Russia and overcentralized territorial structure of Russian’s 
geographical space. Territorial identity is most evident where it has its basis in 
territorial arrangement. In our country the administrative subdivision of territory is 
of utmost importance while the social awareness of other aspects such as natural, 
historical and cultural is not distinct. 

During the 20th and 21stcenturies the national identity has been predominant in 
Russia (excluding the period of the Soviet Union breakup when the so-called 
sovereignty parade was to be widely observed). That was the result of the 
governmental policy aimed at forming a unified community - the Soviet people At 
present there is a tendency to consider the old concept’s comeback to a renovated 
basis aiming to form a similar community - the all-Russian nation. Socially, 
economically, politically, academically and culturally the Russian territory is 
center-dominated which leads to a stronger unified identity. 

This type of arrangement serves the interests of the present day state due to its 
anti-secessionist functioning. Though it is not always possible to totallycontrol the 
regions. Regionalization is objective reality. The centralized administration is 
trying to hold the country together reinforcing the link between the capital and the 
periphery. Growing points are being formed such as federal universities and 
territories of priority development. The flights from Moscow to remote areas such 
as Far East or Kaliningrad region get subsidized though flights connecting regional 
centers with other regions (at least the neighboring areas) should get that kind of 
support as well.  

The geopolitical preferences underlie the identities among Russians at the 
macrolevelas well as cultural and civilizational level. They may change following 
the Europe-biased policy conducted by the country’s leaders or any other 
geopolitical and regional bias depending on how much stronger or weaker certain 
boundaries become. Due to which the problem of Russia’s cultural position in the 
world is of importance. How it is solved is crucial when geopolitical and geo-
economic preferences are chosen as well as the way regional policy should go.  

The many different parties here may be reduced to the three main types such 
as the Westernizers, the neo-Eurasians and those who believe the Russian 
civilization to be absolutely unique. At the present-day stage of mass consciousness 
the neo-Eurasian concept alongside with the theories of Russia’s uniqueness tend 
to be most wide-spread which finds its proof in our social research.   
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Abstract: This paper defines the role of regional geography in the study of 

political, economic and cultural processes in Eurasia. The importance of regional 
geography in the analysis of the processes in Eurasia in the global era is 
undeniable, because some problems such as political conflicts, a drastic increase in 
regional and inter-regional economic disparities, excessive use of natural resources, 
environmental disasters, urban explosion, ethnic conflicts, mass migration or 
intolerance towards other cultures are increasingly affecting the daily lives of a lot 
of people in many regions of Eurasia. 

Key words: regional geography, Eurasia, region, globalization. 
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Conclusion 
 
In the global age, and due to increasingly complex international relations, 

geographical idea of the world as a mosaic of static spatial units is unrealistic. The 
world is not structured in such a neat way, but on the contrary, the regions 
disappear and re-appear and transform under the influence of various economic, 
political and cultural factors (Levis and Wigen 1997). This is why there is a need to 
redefine relations among global - regional - national (Risti  2012, Risti  and 
Marinkovi  2014). 

The restructuring of the world greatly influenced the affirmation of the 
regional geography in the global era and its role in the study of political, economic 
and cultural processes in Eurasia. Modern regional geography under the influence 
of regional science and new economic geography is leaving the traditional concept 
of the regions as homogeneous spatial units, which are a reflection of human 
adaptation to the natural environment. Unlike traditional regional geography, 
where the regions are defined as separate entities, based on the internal integrity, 
modern regional geographers have considered region as an entity which was 
created through social interactions (Vresk 1997). Regions in modern regional 
geography are studied as a product of the interaction of individuals or of social 
groups in different economic, political and cultural contexts. Gilbert (Gilbert 1988) 
distinguishes three different approaches in modern regional geography: the region 
as a local response to the modern economic processes in the world, the region as a 
medium for social interactions, adjustment of people, nature and social relations in 
a particular time and place and the region as a centre / space of cultural 
identification. The first approach examines the region as the spatial organization of 
social processes and production (circulation of capital in social processes) with an 
emphasis on objective reality, the political and economic basis of the region and 
the role of economic factor in the shaping of space. According to another approach 
region is a subject of social interactions. Space, as well as time, and material basis 
(nature, economy) are accepted as social and cultural constructions. The third 
approach emphasizes the culture of the region, focusing on issues such as regional 
identification and regional identity. Region is seen as a set of cultural relations 
between certain social group and certain place or territory. Although they include 
various assumptions, all three approaches which define regional specificity have 
similarities that are in conflict with traditional regional geographic units. Although 
they emphasize different factors in the shaping of space, these three approaches are 
complementary in explaining the social structures of the space of Eurasia. 

Today most regional geographers consider the Eurasian regions, and also 
those around the world, as social constructions and expression of power relations, 
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but they are not always clearly defined in the practice (Allen et al., 1998; Paasi 
2010). Eurasian regions are not isolated islands, but their development is 
influenced by political, economic and cultural processes outside their borders 
(Paasi 1986, 2002a, 2002b, 2009a, 2009b, 2010, 2011). Region is not a closed 
system, and is not immune to external influences. Also, each region is open to 
challenges from inside and outside. Therefore, regions have unclear and more or 
less clear boundaries, but also a symbolic form which is manifested in social 
practice that produces or reproduces the region and is used to build regional 
identities. 

Regional geographic knowledge can contribute to a better understanding of 
the economic, political and cultural changes in the world. Thinking through the 
prism of regional geography is crucial for solving spatial problems in the world, 
because understanding the impacts of the structures, relationships and connections 
in the space on these problems contributes to solving them (de Blij 2005). 
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THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT OF THE FORMATION OF LARGE 
KTASNOYARSK AGGLOMERATION 
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. 
 
Abstract. Traditionally, the geopolitical context is used to analyze 

relationships between countries. But for Russia, with its vast heterogeneous spaces,  
geopolitical factors of territorial development go to the regional level. It is 
especially true for Siberia and the Far East. The article analyzes the geopolitical 
potential of Krasnoyarsk agglomeration in the context of existing and future trends 
of its socio-economic development. A conclusion was drawn about the prospects of 
geopolitical factor of region development . 

Key words: geopolitics, spatial analysis, agglomeration, peripherals. 
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Conclusion. Geopolitical "Krasnoyarsk project" focuses on the prospect of 

becoming a source of technological Renaissance not only for Siberia and the Far 
East, but the whole country , the "Gateway" to Asia, a territory for strengthen the 
real economy sector in contrast to Western, service-oriented regions, growth pole 
of competitiveness of Russia in the innovative production sphere, the mechanism 
of disproportions elimination in the socio-economic development of Russian 
regions. There is geographical resource: it means a time difference between 
European and Far Eastern parts of Russia, Western and Eastern Europe. It gives to 
Krasnoyarsk agglomeration the opportunity to organize a continuous work cycle 
for Russian, European and Asian business centers organizations. The Krasnoyarsk 
agglomeration in its claims to the role of geopolitical sub-centre in the Russian 
East has strong competitors, especially its closest neighbors – Novosibirsk on the 
West and a Large Irkutsk in the East, which also applying for a similar role. 
However, one of them is too Western, other  is too Eastern. In addition, only 
Krasnoyarsk has access to the Arctic, the future main arena of geopolitical 
competition. Big Krasnoyarsk agglomeration may become a geopolitical 
continental rear in this future battle between civilizations. There are obvious 
advantages of its position for the southern neighbors. Novosibirsk is located too 
close and "open" for the Islamic civilization, Irkutsk - for the Chinese (Confucian). 
Krasnoyarsk is located in the geopolitical rear, it is covered by chains of  southern 
Siberia mountains and the endless empty spaces of Mongolia, which at the same 
time can be relatively quick and low-cost overcome by geopolitical communication 
corridor, controlled from Krasnoyarsk (in case of geopolitical necessity). 
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DE FACTO STATES AND SUB-STATES POLITICAL ENTITES IN POST 
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Abstract: Post Cold War disintegration of federal socialist states brought highly 

enlarged number of new states in Euro-Asian space – members of international 
organizations. This process imposed significant changes in international order after the 
Cold War. Neo-liberal approach in international relation in the beginning of the third 
millennium is known as “liberal institutionalism”. It is reflected through changes in 
power-relations, a mode of governance and role if international organizations as well as 
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increasing a number of regional initiatives and institutions. Key features of neoliberal 
institutionalism are liberalization in economy and changed security paradigm. One of 
characteristics of transition in post-socialist countries is impact of ethno-national 
mobilization and setting questions of sovereignty, independence, territoriality, borders 
and self-determination on statehood agenda. No one of these “weberian state-shaped 
appearances” is established by democratic consensus with metropolitan states but 
ultimately insist on international recognition as a sovereign state. Lack of mechanisms 
for recognition of self-declared independency of members of former socialist 
federations is parallel process of recognition imposed by European Economy 
Community countries through ‘Badentaire rules’ as a certain standard for independency 
recognition. On the other side these rules did not propose recognition of equally 
motivated sub-state political entities. As established due to principle “de facto states’, 
“states within states”, “states in shadow” or similar as the non-recognized states in 
international order they exist symbiotically with internationally recognized states. 
Although such states had existed for a long time in recent history bipolar balance of 
power had been keeping them far away from any impact on international order. Two 
decades after the Cold War and dissolution of three socialist federal countries a similar 
process has been opened up in some European Union and other Western countries 
setting in the focus a principle of self-determination and international recognition of 
sovereignty and independence. The intention of this work is to examine an influence of 
non-recognized states on international order and vice versa. 

Key words:  state, sovereignty, territory, independence, self-determination, 
ethnos, nation, order 
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Conclusion 
 

A process of forming of de facto states in the area of post-socialist integrations 
can be described by few important characteristics:  

First, essentially there is a process of separation of still existing metropolitan 
states. That is political process of defining national self-determination. A final goal is 
constructing and functioning of institutions that characterized independent 
internationally recognized states. They call themselves “states” in order to demonstrate 
that they have ability to survive and function as states. Recognition limited on very few 
of United Nations member should be a clear sign of possibility to be a state. 
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Second, self-declaration of independence and introducing of sense of statehood 
influenced on conflict sparkling but with much less direct enmities that it would be 
expected. De facto states do not have intentions to master of metropolitan states in 
which territorial frame they are established. Their exclusive intention is to leave 
metropolitan states and to confirm themselves as independent states building 
international relations as with former state on an equal basis like as with any other 
country. 

Third, in international relations de facto states do not accept any other type of 
relations with former country except relations of equal sovereign countries. 

Fourth, intending to realize international recognition de facto states force any type 
of international relationships. They prefer as close as possible ties with great and 
regional powers. They also intend to enhance relationships between themselves as non-
recognized countries in order to increase common strength. Finally, they join to 
associations of regions and unrecognized states that assemble majority of those who do 
have similar interests and actively pose requests for international recognition. 

The wave of changes after disintegration of two big socialist federations such are 
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia brought in geopolitical re-composition both early 
compact spaces but changes of social values as well. It was supposed that socialist 
values should be replaced by values of liberal democracy. All post-socialist countries, 
including de facto states, declared that change as a primary goal. 

Direct implementation of liberal values considers a necessity of legal 
legitimization of national identities and ethnic territorial self-definition and defining 
limits of self-determination. In future it can take three developing directions: first is 
full or part recognition of sovereignty and independency of unrecognized de facto 
states which has to recognize the most important subject of international relations. 
Second is ignorance by great subject of international politics and orientation on 
cooperation with neighbors in order to contribute to regional security and stability 
based exclusively on networks of regional and local actors. Third is acceptance of their 
specificities, defining their position in international relations and international law, 
active communication with them and international recognition inside borders of 
existing already recognized states and without recognition by United Nations. 

Disintegration of socialist federations was supported by European Economy 
Community 1991 by imposing of co called Baddentaire Rules as legal base and 
political criteria for recognition of new self-declared countries. Some of actual de facto 
states  fulfill conditions posed for independency and they even could be accepted as 
independent countries. “Some of criteria are: a) expression of free will of interested 
population based on a referendum or plebiscite; b) firm determination to respect rule of 
law, human rights and freedoms and rights of groups and minorities. This is the basic 
condition for respect of internal self-determination and respect of minority rights. Both 
raise recognition on a level of condition without which is impossible to talk about 
external sovereignty”. (Kaseze, 312) 

 
 

 
 
 



186 
 

 
 

1. Berg, Eiki (2009), „Re-Examining Sovereignty Claims in Changing 
Territorialities: Reflections from Kosovo Syndrome“, Geopolitics, No 14, 219 – 
234,Routlage, London 

2. Caspersen, Nina (2008) The Politics of Unrecognized States: Democratisation, 
Self-determination amd Contested Identities: NOn-Technical Summarz (Research 
Sumarry) ESRC End of Award Report, RES-000-22-2728 

3. Ivekovi , Ivan (2001) Ethnic and Regional Conflicts in Yugoslavia and Trans-
caucasia: A Political Economy of Ethnonational Mobilisation, Longo Editore 
Ravenna. 

4. ,  (2008) De facto stes u Crnomorskom Regionu,  -
   , .  ,    

  , , . 337 – 343. 
5. Lynch, Dov (2004) Engaging Eurasia's Separatost States: Unrespvled Conflicts 

and De Facto states, United States Institute for Peace. 
6. Lynch, Dov (2007) „De Facto 'States' around the Black Sea: The Importance of 

Fear“ South East and Black Sea Studies, Routlage London, Vol. 7. No. 3 
September 2007 pp. 483-496. 

7. Kaseze, Antonio (2011), Samoodre enje naroda, Beograd, Službeni glasnik. 
8. ,  (2008)  , .  
9.   (2006),  , ,  

 
10. Pavkovi , aleksanar: Radan, Petar (2008), Stvaranje novih država – Teorija i 

praksa otcjepljenja, Beograd, Službeni glasnik  
11. Pegg, Scot (1998) De Facto States in the International System, Institute for 

International Relations, The University of Columbia, Working Paper 21, Feb-
ruary. 

12. Pegg, Scot (2008) the Impact of De Facto States on Intenrational law and the 
International Communiity 15. maj 2008. 

13.   „ ”, , 29.  2007. 
14.  www.e-f-a.org 
15. www.unpo.org 
 

 
  



187 
 

 323.1:341.76(477)(4-672 )                                                           . .   
 

     
  

I.G. Savchuk 
 

UKRAINE IN THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC FIELD 
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Annotation. Export of goods and services for the years of Ukraine's 

independence became the basis of its economic development. For the volume of 
export production per employee, the country occupies the third place in Europe 
from the end, which directly indicates insufficient use of the existing potential for 
economic development. Therefore, Ukraine does not play a significant role in the 
import of European countries. In fact, half of the Ukrainian GDP is formed by 
export. Therefore, there is a direct link between annual fluctuations in the value of 
GDP and exports of the country. At the same time, we discovered a linear 
relationship between Ukraine's exports and imports and a degree of dependence 
between exports of goods and foreign direct investment. Since 2010, there has been 
a clear trend towards an increase in the share of raw materials in the output and 
export of Ukraine. This indicates the establishment of the peripheral type of the 
export-oriented model of economic development in the country. 

 Keywords: Ukraine, Europe, GDP, foreign trade. 
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Conclusion. Export of goods and services for the years of Ukraine's 

independence became the basis of its economic development. At the beginning of 
the XXI century such a development model is typical for small countries and the 
population of Europe, which develop their economies on the basis of export 
activities. The volume of export production per employee in Ukraine still remains 
smaller than the corresponding indicators of neighboring countries (with the 
exception of Moldova). Behind this indicator the country occupies the third place 
in Europe from the end, which directly indicates the insufficient use of the existing 
potential for economic development. Therefore, Ukraine does not play a significant 
role in the import of European countries, with the exception of supplies to Albania, 
Belarus. Moldova. Ukrainian goods are mainly supplied to countries with a large 
domestic market and to neighboring countries. 

The export orientation of the Ukrainian economy determines its high 
dependence on the conjuncture in the world markets for the sale of the main goods 
of its exports and directly affects the volumes of not only production but also the 
formation of the country's GDP. 
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In fact, half of the Ukrainian GDP is formed by export. Therefore, there is a 
direct link between annual fluctuations in the value of GDP and exports of the 
country. At the same time, we discovered a linear relationship between Ukraine's 
exports and imports and a degree of dependence between exports of goods and 
foreign direct investment. 

Abroad are mainly supplied with semi-finished products and raw materials. 
Since 2010, there has been a clear trend towards an increase in the share of raw 
materials in the output and export of Ukraine. For the period between 2010 and 
2013 The cost of corresponding supplies increased 1.8 times, which indicates the 
approval of a peripheral type of export-oriented model of economic development in 
the country. 
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Summary. Arctic - one of the two polar regions of the planet, interest 

geographers which is traditionally high. In political terms, the Arctic is divided into 
sectors related to the States with access to the coast of the Arctic Ocean. The 
signing and ratification of the Russia of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea 
in 1982 did not change the legal status of the Russian sector of the Arctic. None 
Arctic state is not interested in the transfer of Arctic issues relating to the 
international level. The widely discussed issue in recent years has become a 
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problem of the delimitation of the exclusive economic zone and continental shelf in 
the Arctic Ocean. In the 90-ies. the volume of traffic on the Northern Sea Route is 
sharply reduced by more than 10 times in comparison with the Soviet period. In the 
first years of the XXI century is very slow growing. In general, the huge 
investment in the Arctic, Implemented in Soviet times, largely proved groundless. 

Military development of the Arctic for the purpose of applying in the half of 
XX century  the United States began to establish a system of air bases in Alaska, 
Greenland, Iceland and Norway. On the Soviet side of the formation of the system 
of air and naval defense in the Arctic began in the mid 50s. Along the coast of the 
Arctic Ocean and its islands unfolding of the Air Defense Forces, which included 
in its membership radio, air defense and air units. Since the beginning of the 90s. 
XX century. military activity in the Arctic is sharply reduced. In recent years there 
has been an increase of military activity in the Arctic, which occurs simultaneously 
with the growth of economic activity. 

Keywords: Arctic border, the Northern Sea Route, the continental shelf, 
military development, strategic aviation, air defense troops, border zone. 
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onclusion. The political and military geography of the Arctic is peculiar. 

Along with the existence of a peculiar worldwide international borders, there are 
specific "border sectors", such as "the Russian sector of the Arctic boundary" 
marked on all maps, including school and in everyday perception seemingly 
analogue of the state border. In fact, this is not the case. The boundaries of states, 
sectors, exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf around the Arctic within 
combined in a most peculiar way. 

The peculiarity of the political geography of the Arctic is the fact that prior to 
the beginning of XX century. it was the development of an international character. 
The first person who was able to go across the Northern Sea Route, the Swede was 
N.A.E. Nordenskiöld - born in the Russian Empire was subject to the Grand Duchy 
of Finland, but the subject of the Kingdom of Sweden. The virtual absence of 
boundaries in the Arctic Ocean has not always been good - so, in the late XIX - 
early XX century. Russia had to defend its polar possession of Norwegians, on the 
one hand, Canadians and Americans - on the other. The first internationally 
recognized island possessions in the Arctic Ocean has acquired Norway, Svalbard 
received by the Paris Treaty of 1920, the official inclusion of Spitsbergen in the 
Norwegian kingdoms led to the fact that other Arctic nations, including the Soviet 
Union, began to "post" their polar ownership between the coast of Eurasia and the 
North pole. This section has generally been completed by the 30th years of XX 
century. The non-Arctic states on this section were relegated. The Arctic Ocean 
was the only ocean Earth is divided into parts to its shores facing countries. In this 
section carried out by national laws of the States concerned. 

In the second half of the XX century. all Arctic states have tried in any way to 
develop their sector of the Arctic. Objectives and methods of such a development 
were different as different and the results achieved. Similarly, there was only one 
direction of development of the Arctic - the military. The Soviet Union on the one 
hand, NATO countries - on the other hand, created in the Arctic area military 
installations with a view as attacks on a potential enemy, and protection from him. 
In addition, the Soviet Union used the islands of the Arctic Ocean for the testing of 
nuclear weapons. With the end of Cold War levels of military confrontation in the 
Arctic has decreased significantly, but increased slightly in recent years. 
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REGIONAL IMPACT OF BORDER CITIES. THE CASE OF SLOVENIA 
 

Abstract: Border cities have a few specifics in its development. Border 
position have on them important, even decisive influence. The article deals with 
border cities in Slovenia in terms of spatial planning and regional development. 
Here, the city is defined as a generator of regional development of the rural area. 
The most of border areas have predominantly a peripheral character as a result of 
lower economic attractiveness and efficiency in the near past. But, the border 
position may be a stimulator of regional development, too. Political boundaries 
generate structural differences between the bordering areas, which allows them 
(particularly the cities) the exercise of complementarity and competition. 
Therefore, border cities can develops a comparative advantages. The structural 
differences trigger the need for cooperation. The supplement can be the key 
priority (or advantage, prom planning point of view) of border cities. Spatial 
planning should take into account the structural symmetry / asymmetry of the 
border areas and adjust the developmental concept of border cities with their key 
advantages: complementarity. 

Keywords: border cities, regional development, political geography, Slovenia. 
 
 
 Introduction 
 
The border cities represent a particular part of border landscapes. They are a 

result of political competition between internal and external economic and political 
forces.  Political boundaries generate structural differences between the border 
areas. The most of border areas have predominantly a peripheral character as a 
result of lower economic attractiveness and efficiency during the past periods 
(Bufon, Minghi, Paasi, 2014). The border cities are urban spaces positioned 
directly along the border lines or close to them. Border position have on them 
various, even decisive impacts. Supposing that the cities generate the regional 
development of the surrounding rural area, the border cities play the role of local 
centers for one or –under some particular conditions – both sides of border.  

Slovenia is a small Central European country. Positioned in southern part of 
Central Europe, Slovenia is a true „border country“. Due to its relativelly small size 
(20,273 km2), a good half of state territory lies inside of 25km – frontier. Slovenia 
is bordering to four neighbour countries: Italy, Austria, Hungary and Croatia. The 
total border length is 1,334 km; 17% with Italy, 25 % with Austria and 8% with 
Hungary, while the rest almost exactely half of Slovenia's land border is with 
Croatia: 670 km (National Atlas of Slovenia, 2001,14). By another criteria, the 
borderness can be measured by share of km of international border-line per 
100km2 of state surface: Slovenia is the second country in Europe with 5,7 km of 
border/ 100km2 (Bufon, 2004, 23). The Slovenian maritime border (towards Italian 
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and Croatian territorial water in Upper Adriaic shelf sea) is still (in 2017) disputing 
about (Zupan i , 2017). The decision, done by International Arbitrary Court, is 
expected during next years.1  

None of Slovene border cities is a result of political division (divided cities). 
Some (Ormož, Metlika, Brežice, Rogaška Slatina and Rogatec) have their 
historical roots deep into the past centuries: they have been errected to defend the 
frontier and later remain small due to low economic opportunities. Another group 
of border cities became as such thank to creation of political boundaries after WW1 
– like Lendava (close to Slovene-Hungarian border (and a bit later with Croatia, 
too)), Dravograd and Ravne – Prevalje as well as Kranjska gora, Jesenice and even 
Trži  (and could also Bled and Radovljica, located close to Jesenice, be counted in 
frame of these border cities). Ankaran in Slovene Coastland has also a similar 
character. The third group is represented by local centres, developed deliberately 
during the socialist period under the industrial paradigma. They “replaced” in some 
regards the “lost centers”2 in Italy and Austria, according to new needs for 
industrial- and administrative functions. Sežana (towards Triest in Italy), Gornja 
Radgona (towards Radgona (germ. Bad Radkersburg) in Austria and the biggest 
and closest Slovenian border city – Nova Gorica (towards the “old” Gorica – 
Gorizia in Italy) are the examples in this group. All together 18 smaller border 
cities with some particular geographic features, but with quite common issues 
regarding their spatial development and regional influence.       

The contribution deals with border cities in Slovenia in terms of spatial 
planning and regional development and is divided into two parts. In first one the 
genesis of borders and border landscapes is explained, while in second part follows 
the analysis of border cities, their common geographical features and particular 
local issues.  

  
 
The genesis and typology of slovenian borders: a brief overview  
 
It was after the First and Second World Wars and the collapse of Yugoslavia 

in 1991 when the Slovenian political boundaries were formed. The border with 
Italy has been drawn between 1945 and 1954 and fully accepted in 1975 by the 
Treaty of Osimo (Klemen i , 1987, 59). The border with Austria was agreed upon 
with the St. Germaine Peace Treaty in 1920, and a year later the border with 
Hungary with the Treaty of Trianon (Celar, 2002, 88-90). Subsequently, there has 

                                                            
1 Both diplomatic representatives, slovenian and croatian, agreed in 2012 to abjure the 
boundary decision (maritime and terestical in whole) to International Arbitrary Court.  
There were some problems and even shortages during the process (in 2015 and 2016), but 
the court continued his deal.  
2 According to the international peace agreements after WW1 and WW2, some towns lost 
their hinterland and hinterlands remained without the urban cores. The situation demand 
new regional organization and the creation of new urban centers is probably tho most 
expanded part of these strategies. 
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been no alternation thereof. The border with Croatia was established by 
proclamation of independence and mutual recognition of the two countries in June 
1991. However, there are still some outstanding border issues on land and at sea 
between the two countries. A significant milestone as regards the border issue is 
the Slovenia's and Hungary's accession to the EU (2004) and further into the 
Schengen area (2007); namely when direct military, police and customs control of 
the boundary have been abolished (Klemen i , Zupan i , 2016). 

The border area structure dynamically reflected the general modernisation 
processes and at the same time was adjusted to the influence of national centres. 
The border areas examined belong to three different types of border areas, namely 
isolated, passive, cooperative, cohesive type and as particular case the developing 
border landscape.  

The shortest and probably the most structurally homogeneous Slovene border 
is with Hungary. The border was drawn across entirely peripheral agrarian area in 
the western arc of Pannonia Basin. The northern part follows the watershed and the 
eastern part, however, goes through some settlements. Decades of separate 
development accelerated depopulation and peripheralisation of the area. As, due to 
the specific policy of separation, the border was extensively fortified (military 
infrastructure of the Iron Curtain) and controlled, cross-border contacts were 
practically abolished. Even though the structure of the areas on both side of the 
border is quite similar (agriculture and industry) and represent the periphery of 
Slovenia or Hungary, their development was entirely separate. This border 
represents the type of isolated border (from the past). This type of border 
landscape has – due to the political relations and spatial politics, adopted to the 
close borders – any cooperation between local communities in the past, despite 
there were potentials for it. Even after the accession of both countries to the EU 
and the "Schengen area" the features of separation are preserved; on both sides the 
passivity is canned with the designation of protected areas; National Park rszeg in 
Hungary and Regional Park Gori ko in Slovenia, and Regional park Raab in 
Austria as well.    

The Slovenian–Austrian border, particularly in the section Radgona–Gornja 
Radgona, is an example of passive border. The geographical structure of areas on 
both side of the border is relatively similar. The broad plains along the Mura River 
represent the central part thereof, and dense, but highly dispersed populated hills 
dominate in the background. The area has quite agrarian character and there are 
two smaller cities, it means Radgona and Gornja Radgona, the latter nestled 
directly along the border. As the areas are self-sufficient, the cross-border 
communication was limited for decades. The border was drawn exclusively with 
respect to watercourses; one part along the Mura river, which was due to its role 
fortified with embankment in order to maintain the flow, and then on the stream 
Ku nica, flow of which was adjusted to the agreed border-line. Similarly, there was 
a negative attitude to minority by both sides. While the German population of the 
Apaško polje was mostly banished, the Slovenian minority remained for decades 
practically ignored (Zupan i , 1999, 96). In the main western sector the 
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cooperation between both parts (countries) use to be much closer. A various forms 
of collaboration has been processed during the past periods, despite the 
predominant mountainous character. The high mountain ridges od Karavanke (over 
2000 m!) doesn t represent a serious barrier; the circulation between the Carinthia 
in north an Carniola in the south was frequent in the past periods as well. The 
Karavanke were and remain common space in many regards. It seems to be more a 
spine than a wall. There were probably two main reasons for that. First: the mining 
in the area and manufactures and industry on the southern and northern edges.  The 
second reason represent common demographic structure: there are Slovenes who 
lives on both sides. The western section of Slovene-Austrian border represent a 
form of cooperative type of border, with many forms of local cooperation and 
many ties among people (Zupan i , 2002).    

 The Slovenian–Italian border stretches between the foothills, the Karst 
plateau and the Friuli plain, whereas one part is drawn in a way the natural 
obstacles taken into account (mountain crest and reef) and the other crosses the 
densely populated and economically active area. Longitudinally, it goes through 
densely populated area of the Friuli plain in Italy and the Vipavska valley in 
Slovenia. Old political boundaries (between the Habsburg Monarchy and the 
Venetian Republic and its successor, the Kingdom of Italy) were held slightly to 
the west. Therefore, the area was for centuries characterised by intensive cultural 
and economic contact. Urban centres are in the middle of the So a river valley. 
While the northern section represent mostly his passive character (mainly due to its 
mountainous surface and low population density), the southern part count to more 
vital and dynamic regions. A regional centre of Nova Gorica was established, 
directly on the border, demonstrating the defiant nature of these decisions, directly 
after WW2. As regards the structure, the areas are complementary as certain forms 
of cross-border cooperation are required that results in the dependence thereon. 
Thus, the area represents a type of cohesive border. In this respect, the Slovenian 
minority is an essential factor in increasing the cohesiveness as a result of many 
familial ties and friendships local population has a lot of personal motives for 
cross-border cooperation (Zupan i , Pipan, 2012). Moreover, the 10th European 
transport corridor crosses the Gorica region (Zupan i , 2008). 

Last but far to be the least is the Slovene-Croatian border. Almost exactely 
half of slovenian border line is with Croatia. Commonly observed these border 
landscapes could be named as developing type of the border, due to rapid 
changes of border regimes and border situations during last 25 years. The border is 
mainly drawn along the old line of the administrative border,3 which was formed 
between the 16th and 18th centuries. In spite of somewhat different competences, 
the conditions had been provided for the formation of a settlement structure, traffic 

                                                            
3 The perception, that political borders between yugoslav federal units (republics) have 
»only« administrative character, is completely wrong. The federal repuplics have large 
autonomy and competences and were, first among all, political entities and were 
structuralized like states (countries). But they were not securized trough army, police and 
custom.  
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order, property law and other public and private regulations, forming the cultural 
region. Life was different, but due to relatively close languages and the same 
(catholic) cultural provenience, there were many contacts, as well as many mixed 
marriages. The regions lived in intense contact. Towards the end of the 18th 
century, the cadastre measurement began to form, which differed in details 
(technique as well as surveying starting points). In region of Žumberak (today 
Gorjanci mountain) the border line was drawn according to the possession of land-
owners residence (Zajc, 2006, 29-36) and adopted the line “meandering” a lot, 
making in the area some enclaves (or exclaves) (Celar, 2002, 103), perhaps 
because of special right of the settlers there, a real “frontiersmen”  - s.c. Uskoki4. 
Once the double monarchy was formed according to the Austro - Hungarian 
agreement (1866), the introduction of the internal economical control between 
Hungarian and Austrian lands saw the implementation of partial harmonisation and 
straightening out of the border line: legal heritage of today's "cadastre" border, 
which later, in the Yugoslav era, went through several redrawing’s; those are where 
most of the non-harmonised cases of the cadastre route of the border line of the 
current Slovenian - Croatian border stem from. The border on the Mura river was 
drawn inside one common cadastral measurement (Hungarian part of double 
monarchy), so that the contemporary differences were done later during Yugoslav 
period. In the sector of Istria, the border is entirely new and was formed with 
agreements after World War II. This part is still a subject of debate and dispute due 
to a series of unclear aspects within the border line drawing process itself (Kristen, 
2006, 24-35). Beside this, the area of Istria was long under Republic of Venice and 
has therefore, a Venetian juridical tradition. Austrian authorities just adopted them 
after conquering the area in 18th century (Zgodovina Slovencev, 1979, 234). 
Another source of border issues stems from mainly erosion - accumulation 
processes by Drava, Mura and Sotla, which changed the subject characteristics and 
access to property. The third source of issues is the layout of the infrastructure, 
especially traffic related one, since it crosses the border line several times and there 
is no clear competence regarding maintenance and control. A series of open 
question relates to energy facilities (hydroelectric power plants, nuclear power 
plant Krško) directly at the border or close to it. The fourth group of problems 
includes interventions, which were formed after the establishment of the countries. 
There were several shortages because of border. All these circumstances 
significantly influenced the considerable dynamic of changes of the border cultural 
landscape.   

 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
4 Uskoki – people mainly serbian ethnic origin, who were refugees from areas under 
ottoman rule, and settled the frontier of Habsburg empire. They have special competences 
and rights for compensation of military border service.    
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Geographical profile of the border cities  
 
Due to natural conditions (predominantly hilly- and mountainous surface of 

greater part of Slovene border regions) and historical development, the settlements 
very close or directly to the border are relatively common spatial phenomenon. 
This is probably reflecting strong ties of every-day life between the countries and 
allow to the local people to develops some particular life-styles by using the 
advantages from both sides of border. Their border position is much more 
noticeable trough the important regional and international traffic corridors, what 
reflects the importance of whole Slovenia as a gateway-country. These cities are 
generally well connected by roads and by rail and can improve the international 
transit locally. But in opposite, the socio-economic structure of all these border 
cities was strongly oriented to the industry and local, rarely to the regional services. 
Of course, there are important differences between them and there were changes in 
the last two decades, but generally, the border cities are oriented inside (to the 
central areas in the country) and to a lesser extend to the neighbor region and 
country.  

Local centers have developed in the smaller towns mainly in the period after 
1958. In this year, the administrative reform introduced a system of large 
municipalities. Municipal centers have obtained many jobs in public 
administration, education, trade, and particularly in industrial sector. The industry 
remain the dominant developmental force almost during the whole socialist era. 
The development of services has been delayed and relatively modest under the 
socialist system. The only exceptions were tourist resorts and tourism as an 
important economic branch in Slovenia. Industrial development and modest 
tertiarisation directed mainly inwards. Most of border cities developed any 
significant gravitational hinterland on the other side of political borders. So that 
they have rather poor regional impacts across the border, even though the borders 
with Italy and Austria were open and the cross border cooperation an often 
practice. The border cities developed quite intense ties to the local surrounding area 
in the country. Cross-border gravitational effects were and are the exception rather 
than the rule (Zupan i , 2008, 89). However, this does not apply to a small but 
locally influent cities along the border with Croatia. Industrial plants in Slovenia 
were very attractive to the workforce from Croatia, so they were quite intense 
cross-border ties. This was during the period of common Yugoslav Federation 
simply because political borders did not represent really any formal obstacles. 
After proclaiming the independence the situation has been changed. Many 
industrial enterprises collapsed gradually and only the gravitational power of 
border cities maintain services to a lesser extent.  

The case of Nova Gorica – Gorica (it. Gorizia) is another exceptional case. A 
decade after World War II was characterised by the beginning of geopolitical 
polarisation and the creation of the concept of closed borders. In the Gorica region, 
as an act of defiance, a parallel regional centre was established, directly on the 
border line with the street system, facing towards "old" Gorizia, as if it was a single 
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location. In the pic of geopolitical competition, a border became a cut-off point; the 
term “Iron Curtain” developed as a concept of strongly secured cumbersome 
border. In our case, the concept did not long persist. In the seventies, the border 
regimes experienced major changes. According to the Yugoslav Constitution of 
1974 the republics of former Yugoslav federation had greater autonomy, which 
enabled Slovenia to focus primarily on the markets of the European Economic 
Community (EEC). Border regimes became more liberal, the frequency of 
transitions increased. Italy and Austria were among the most Slovenia’s important 
partners. As a result, there was a great increase in cross-border traffic of goods. 
The Treaty of Osimo in 1975 enabled the concept of open borders (Bufon, 2008). 
Only in the Gorica region there were 28 crossings of different grades or one to 2.3 
km, which is an exceptional density in the world! They need additional “proof” to 
demonstrate new spirit of liberalisation, so they create a unique border feature: the 
exterritorial road between the city (Nova Gorica) and its most dense settled 
surrounding region Goriška Brda. The region was close to the city, but the 
transport connections were rather long and insufficient. With the active 
participation of the Slovenian minority in Italy, cross-border activity rapidly 
increased, in particular in the fields of education, agriculture and trade as well as 
providing services to companies. Investment and innovation entered in the border 
area. In contrast to industry, a tertiary paradigm of economic development evolved. 
Close aftermath the city and commune authorities made another radical change and 
turn the industrial paradigm over. Still in late 1980s Nova Gorica became one of 
the hughest gambling city in this part of Europe. A perfect case of new liberalism 
in many aspects and economically more than successful. The tourism (and 
gambling as a core-service) became the “winning horse” in the region between 
Alps and Adriatic, and there were enough places for agro tourism and perfection in 
wine-production. The Gorica region became an elite winemaking, culinary, tourism 
and gambling region, although Slovenia was then in the culmination of agrarian-
industrial paradigm of development. The liberal way of border crossings and the 
spirit to do this was probably most crucial issue in this development. Nova Gorica 
became influent regional center (Zupan i , 2017). The story continued into 1990s, 
after Slovenia became independent and run to euro Atlantic associations (EU, 
NATO) quite soon. In 2004 Slovenia entered into EU, and three years later (2007) 
to NATO, Eurozone and Schengen-zone. Many things in local life of both cities 
became (seems to be so) closer, and some comments from this period assumed that 
“thy cities can be united functionally soon”. This last really never happened due to 
many differences in public administration, education system, system of planning, 
city management and governing the communal infrastructure. Today, both cities 
communicate well and have various forms of cross border cooperation’s, projects 
etc.   

Sežana was still in 1960 a village in Kras region. By creating large 
municipalities (administrative reform of 1958) has become one of the largest 
Slovenian municipalities. Industrialization was more modest than elsewhere. 
However, Sežana developed into a typical rural urban center almost next to the 
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border with Italy, close to the largest urban core in the region, in Triest. After 
Ossimo Agreements (1975 and 1976) has established a vibrant transboundary 
transport. Transportation options at highway corridor have become the main force 
behind the development site. Thus is still today.  

Along Slovene-Austrian border only one (Gornja Radgona) is located directly 
at the border; all another are distanced several kilometres. But this one is 
practically the only with direct cross border impacts. The city took place of the 
local or small regional centre after the delimitation in 1920 (St. Germain Treaty). 
There was just a political vision to create a local centre instead of “older” Radgona 
(now Bad Radkersburg) which remain in Austria. There were barely any changes 
until the mid-1960s. The city developed by the substantial industrialization. It has 
developed a completely adequate local infrastructure. Today it represent the small-
sized regional center with some industrial enterprises and services for 
predominantly hilly agrarian hinterland, well known by wine yards and fruit-
production. Oppositely, the Austrian Bad Radkersburg (with well preserved 
medieval city walls and architecture from 19th century in older part of the city) has 
only the local importance, too. The city became known by its spa. Similarly, in 
Radenci, small town nearby Gornja Radgona, tourism has more than 100-years-old 
tradition, thanks to famous mineral water springs and sources. The cross border 
cooperation between two small border cities has an extended list of wishes an 
plans, but only some symbolic common tourist roads have been really installed. 
About common inter-city communal network were never discussed. 

All another border cities along Slovene-Austrian border were industrially 
oriented and – more or less – self-sufficient. Cross border connections has been 
developed additionally and relatively modest-sized. Jesenice (around 13.000 
residents), located in western border section, represent a typical industrial town. 
The iron- and steel- production has deep historical roots and a long tradition (since 
18th century) and has never been developed as a really regional center, even though 
the city took some regional functions occasionally (secondary schools, regional 
hospital). The border position was important; the railway and in 1990s the highway 
border crossing certain put some regional marks to the scene. During the industrial 
era the city came to his culmination in size and importance. Still in late 1980s the 
city alone has more than 20.000 inhabitants. During transition period the 
population decreased due to reduction of steel-mill. It still works with several 
hundreds of employees (in his “golden” period the factory offered around 6,000 
jobs!) (Zupan i , 1998). Trži , located at the southern piedmont of Karavanke-
Kamniške Alps, has industrial roots to (mainly textile- and shoes production). The 
industry is reduced to minimum and the economic base depends on small 
enterprises and shops only. The population decreased from close to 7.000 (1991) to 
less than 4,000 (2014) (Zupan i , 2015). Also a third border city – Prevalje and 
Ravne (the cities are very close together, practically united, together around 13,000 
residents) in the central sector of Slovene-Austrian border area, have a common 
industrial and mining tradition. Together with some industrial plants and mines 
(they are out of mine production for more than two decades!) in the mountain 
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surrounding areas in Mežica valley ( rna, Žerjav, Mežica) known by lead-mines 
and metallurgy. The industry was probably the only developmental factor for 
decades in the near past. The industrial production is now strongly reduced and 
many industrial plants have been closed or even removed. Seeking for new 
opportunities many people found jobs in Austria (Zupan i , 2002). The cross 
border communication is relatively strong also thanks to human factor: strong 
Slovene minority in Austria. Dravograd is a small local center in Drava valley.  

Almost exactly half of Slovenian border is with Croatia. The border cities 
have here another position due to different political history. Both countries were a 
part of former Yugoslav federation as separate republics. The border cities 
developed through industrial socialist era similar as communal centers explained 
before. The industrial plants in the cities like Ormož (sugar factory), Lendava 
(petrochemical enterprise), Rogatec and Rogaška Slatina (glass factory) or textile 
production in Metlika). These enterprises attracts the workers from neighbor 
Croatia once and now. The cross border employment served the local needs, 
despite the reduction of industrial plants. The cross border cooperation is relatively 
modest due to the periphery of these border areas.  

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Slovenian borderlands reflects the long and rich history, where the dominant 

factors influenced from their centres: Austrian, Venetian, later Italian, Hungarian 
(and strong Russian-soviet influence during socialist period, either) and, of course, 
the Yugoslavian. The minorities settled there have been important “inner” factor: 
sometimes understood as “bridge-maker” and quickly thereafter a non-wish able 
menace. But they survived.  The borders were places of contact and confrontation, 
memories, demonstration of power and violence still some decades ago, became 
then a good reasons for cooperation and stimulated by new European friendship-
spirit, a real cross border co-operators. The cities grown beside the border, despite 
it and against it. Now, they are close to some common spatial decisions, but still far 
away from common management. They remain spaces of double-interests: inner 
(or local) and central – ones.  

Slovenian borderlands are quite different in this regard. Their geographical 
position, tradition of crossborder cooperation and even the bilateral relations 
between neighbour countries diferentiates the regional structures in general. The 
slovene-italian border developed, thanks to some regulations in border regime 
alredy during 1970s, the cooperative type of border. The same was principally in 
the northern sector too, but the mountainous region gave lesser opportunities for 
crossborder cooperation. The situation along slovene-austrian border was 
comparable, incalculating here the predominant montaneous landscape in the west 
and pretty lower in the east. The hungarian-slovenian border remain closed until 
the break of socialist regime. Despite many changes, there are many spatial 
consequences in the region. The croatian-slovenian borderland is a special case: it 
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was under common political unit for a long time and represent a young, developing 
typ of borderland.  

Last, but not least: are specific principles for spatial planning meaningful for 
the sensible border cities? 

Border cities have emerged from the tradition of self-sufficiency and faces 
nowadays competition from cities in neighboring countries. Especially in areas 
with pronounced structural asymmetry of border areas (these are: area of Trieste in 
Italy vs. the Sežana with Kras region in Slovenia, the Zagreb agglomeration vs. 
Brežice and Krško as well as Varaždin region (both with Zagreb in Croatia) vs. 
border areas near Ormož and Lendava on the east) must be calculated on the 
gravitational strength of neighboring urban centers. This gives residents of the 
Slovenian border areas some benefits and usable opportunities (jobs, better supply), 
but also creates regional competition. Structural adjustments and integration of 
local centers with the goal of providing adequate services are just as of the same 
importance as taking care and improving of cross-border cooperation. This 
strengthens the supply and economic efficiency of the border (which are mostly 
peripheral) areas. Beside some weaknesses, Slovenia has a good experiences with 
cross border communication and collaboration on many fields. Deperipherization is 
a strategic objective of spatial and economic development and the border cities are 
probably the best places to do it. 
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 323::911.3(47+57)                                                                      A.N. Fartyshev  
 

GEOPOLITICAL PROCESSES IN SIBERIA: PROBLEMS, CONCEPTION, 
ESTIMATIONS 

 
Annotation. The article gives the represent of Russian geopolitical and 

geoeconomical researches and Irkutsk science school of political geography. It 
emphasizes the general issues researched in Russian geopolitics. Especial attention 
is paid to geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions and strategies of 
development. It is emphasized among them three general vectors of development in 
Siberia (industrial vector, non-industrial and non-developing) and 5 sub-vectors 
(raw material export, manufacturing, transport corridor, touristic and non-
development. For analyzing these conceptions author worked out quantitative 
method of estimation of geopolitical position of a subject looked as ratio of 
geopolitical strength of the subject to geopolitical strength of outward subjects 
considering influence of every subject and level of political relation. An estimation 
of profitable of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions for a subject have to 
described on prognosis of changing parameters of geopolitical position of outward 
subjects. The analysis of estimation shows the most advantageous conceptions are 
industrial-oriented such as Trans-Eurasian Project “RAZVITIE” and conception of 
intercontinental development. At the opposite conceptions of compression the 
space takes damage how Siberia and whole Russia. 

Keywords: geopolitical position,geoeconomical position, quantitative 
methods on geography, Siberian science, shift to the east, limnology, Siberia, 
Russia, RAZVITIE, Asian superring, diversification of oil flows,  

 
Geopolitics as a geographical science branch in Russia develops due to 

president of Russian Geographical Society S.B. Lavrov in the 90s.  He published 
several articles in 1993-2000, where substantiated actuality of geopolitics and it 
was put on geographical rails (Lavrov, 1993, 1997). Then geopolitical publications 
was written by many Russian geographers, such as T.I. Pototskaya (1997), V.A. 
KolosovamdR.F. Turovskiy(2000), B.M. Ishmuratov (2003), T.P. Gerasimenko 
(2005), A.I. Treivish (2005), Y.N. Gladkiy (2006), P.Y. Baklanov and M.T. 
Romanov (2009), A.G. Druzhinin (2009), S.B. Pisarenko (2014),A.B. Elatskov 
(2017), and the others. In the end of 90s and the beginning of 2000s there was 
started Russian scientific school of geoeconomics, that is related geopolitics. It’s 
such works as by N.V. Alisov (1999), M.G. Nikitina (2002), D.N. Zamyatin 
(2007), L.A. Bezrukov (2008), A.F.Nikolskiy (2012), S.S. Lachininskiy and I.V. 
Semenova (2015), and the others. 

In Irkutsk in instituteof Geography V.B. Sochava there is incipient school of 
political geography and geopolitics. Y.N. Mihailov took an attention on disparity of 
real and desired role of Siberia in international division of labor (Mikhailov, 2002). 
B.M. Ishmuratov revealed conceptions of development of Siberia according to 
supposing geopolitical role and criticized it through geographical argumentation 
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(Ishmuratov, 2003). L.A. Bezrukov proves that Siberia has an exclusive 
geographical (and geopolitical) possession concludes in the most remoteness from 
world marine trade ways. And its possession influences on freeness of base market 
principles through the transport costs (Bezrukov, 2008). A.F. Nikolskiy argued 
necessity returning to soviet industrial development theory for Siberia (Nikolskii, 
2012). The author continues the tradition of “geographisation” geopolitics. 

Geopolitics for Siberia first of all is issue of position in the world economic 
area. Siberia saves from war conflicts more than one hundred years. There weren’t 
ethnic problemsdespite the ethnic diversity, nor in the times of join to Russian 
Empire, nor in the world parade of sovereignties and age of self-determination of 
nations, nor the vague 1990s for Russia and the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
Geopolitical researches in Siberia connected with three main problems: 

- Demographical pressure of overcrowding North China to fair-crowding 
underborder regions of Siberia and Far East. 

- Fair exploration and transport connectivity of Siberian territoties. 
- Prevailing role of Siberia as a raw material supplier in international 

division of labor 
From these three main issues is flow out the next problems of economic (fair 

development of private management, total dependence on subsidies of all-level 
budgets), social (archaism of mode of life in remote places, low standart of 
siberian’s living), demographical (migration flow to european part of Russia), 
transport (fair transitability for transcontinental cargo) and the others.  

Several members of Russian power and science consider Siberia as a lagging 
periphery which is overburden for Russian economy. Towards this, Siberian 
richness of natural resources keeps evny of world powers to buy Siberia and turn 
into international property. Seeing wide and at times diametrically opposite 
opinions spread, these conceptual constructions must being critically analyzed by 
politic and economic geographical positions. The aim of my works is elaboration 
of estimation methods of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions of 
development and positioning Siberia (understood as Asian part of Russia). 

At the first we’ll conduct a review of main vectors of geopolitical and 
geoeconomical conceptions and development strategies for Siberia on the post-
soviet period as the most actual today. It’s emphasized three general vectors: 
industrial, non-industrial and non-developing – of which more divided on 5 sub-
vectors (pic. 1). 

 
Industrial vector is a sum of conceptions where Siberia supposed as a 

manufacturer of goods in international division of labor. Among its there is two 
sub-vectors – raw material exporting and manufacturing. The first is conceptions 
where the main export product is natural recourses or primary treatment products 
(in the fact it repeats the present situation), and the second is conceptions there the 
world specialization of region is some high level treatment produce. 
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Pic.1 Scheme of main vectors of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions and 
strategies of development of Siberia 

 

 
 

 
In non-industrial vector it is suggested to develop services sector of the 

economy as a world specialization. Here also two sub-vectors are showing up. 
Group “transport corridor” is conceptions where Siberia performs role of a transit 
region uniting Europe and Asia. Touristic sub-vector includes the conceptions 
where Siberia represents a one of the important recreation region free of pollution. 

The last vector is non-developing which based on the consideration 
unprofitability to economy activity or reserving natural resources in reasons of 
future growth of value because of exhaustion the biggest active world resource 
deposits. 

It should be noted the conceptions, programs, strategies of development 
combines often several mentioned interrelated vectors. So programs by raw 
materials export vector can be correlated with transport corridor vector and on the 
other side conception of non-development contains features of touristic vector etc. 
Similar interrelations marked as double arrows in the picture. 

For an example let’s select the most typical and influential conceptions for 
every category. 

- Conception of diversification of oil flows by S.Vainshtok (raw material 
export vector). It’s reveal redirect some oil and gas export from European to Asian 
route and build magisterial pipelines in Siberia. (Baikal…, Stroitelstvo…) 

- “Asian superring” (raw material export vector and manufacturing vector) is 
project of integration and unification energy systems of Russia, China, Japan and 
Resp. Korea and function of Siberia in this union is the main producer of energy by 
hydro-electric stations. (Sibirskaia…) 

- Trans-Eurasian Project “RAZVITIE” (manufacturing vector and transport 
corridor vector) based on idea of building two bearing high-speed railway 
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magistrals (Trans-Siberian and magistral China-Amerika through the tunnel under 
Bering strait) and creating on this base science-towns nets and modern industry. 
(Yakunin 2012, 2014) 

- Governmental strategies of development Siberia and Far East (raw material 
export vector and manufacturing vector) stays on principles of free market and 
moderate developing.It consist of projects exploitation of new natural resource 
reserves, building new transport ways for this and restructure existing industries. 
(Strategiia…, Federalnaia…) 

- Conception of innercontinental development (manufacturing vector) 
proposes to help high-value product industries on the theory of territorial-industrial 
complexes, and priority directions of export should be nearest neighbours. 
(Bezrukov, 2008) 

- “The North Hoop” (transport corridor vector) assumes reanimating the idea 
of North Marine Way as a Suez Canal marine way rival. (Moiseev, 1993, 1999) 

- “The great sneakers way” (transport corridor vector) assumes building 
highway road through Siberia from China to East Europe and support service its 
private businesses. (Rozov, 1998) 

- Ecological conception of B. Rodoman (touristic vector) defense the 
mention of transformation Siberia to the main recreation region and zone of 
ecological tourism. (Rodoman, 2006) 

- Compression the space (non-developing vector) is the conception of 
reduction the active economy zones for intensification in the most perspective 
south territories. (Pivovarov, 2002) 

- Reservation the space (non-developing vector) is project of reserving 
natural resources in reasons of future growth of value because of exhaustion the 
biggest active world resource deposits (Shchedrovitskii…) 

Modern development in Siberia is efficiency going on three scenarios: 
diversification of oil flows, compression the space and, sure, on the governmental 
strategies. 

B.M. Ishmuratov refers a conception (or hypothesis or future supposion) is an 
attempt to formulate a desired politic strategy which can be able to realize it or it 
can be constructive version of national idea based on wide world outlook 
foundation, consciousness of society or some it segments. Conceptions can be 
expounded in governmental programs, science works, mass media articles etc. 
(Ishmuratov, 2003) 

For an estimation of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions it would be 
needed to introduce an estimation geopolitical position of territory as a special 
geographical category. Geopolitical position is a relation of a place, city, region or 
country to different outer givennesses to have a geopolitical significance 
considering their political orientation. These givennesses includes on the author’s 
view geopolitical subjects with their geographical, political, economic, 
demographic, military featureswhat faces a power, strength and might of a subject 
on the global world map. 
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Geopolitical position is metered by degree of advantage. What are 
characteristic would be hadterritory with advantageous geopolitical position?The 
simple example of these territories is the giant countries USA, Russia and China, 
little country Singapore, island country the Great Britain and the others. If these 
examples of advantageous geopolitical position are generally recognized, can we 
find examples of territories with disadvantageous geopolitical position? It can be 
Israel, because almost all perimeter of political borders is military dangerous, but 
Israel at most of conflicts is to be an aggressor (in example, towards Syria, 
occupied Gollan heights). We can say that Armenia is a country with 
disadvantageous geopolitical position, because it haven’t access to the sea and 
surrounded by three opposed state, but almost all borders lies on the ridges that is 
well-defensive natural barriers. As well it can be Cuba, placed in the island not just 
180 kilometers away the coast of the one of powerful state on the world USA what 
did an unfriendly acts to Cuba at the last time such as embargo. But if the embargo 
will be lifted, this circumstance would be turned into great advantage, which makes 
open the one of the biggest market on the world for Cuban goods. Thereby 
geopolitical position looked as non-uniform and there is no universal criterion for 
its estimation. All that can be helpful to defense the territory would be obstacle to 
expansion or economic interaction with neighbours. That means it’s needed to 
divide geopolitical position in conformity with aims of the subject’s policy: 
expansion, defense and economic development. According to this aims we can 
name the next three type of geopolitical position: 

- Active geopolitical position as a sum of geopolitical factors to expansion 
and widening zones of influence 

- Passive geopolitical position as a sum of geopolitical factors for defense 
the territory 

- Geoeconomical position as a sum of geopolitical factors for economic 
development of subject 

Three types of geopolitical position fit into the logic of world-system analysis 
of I. Wallerstein. Active and passive geopolitical position is an attribute of world-
empires and geoeconomical position is an attribute of world-economies. If we 
imagines the present international relations as a world-economy that geopolitical 
position equals geoeconomical one. 

Basing on the works of leading Russian political geographers V.A. Kolosov 
(2000), Y.N. Gladkiy (2006), P.Y. Baklanov and M.T. Romanov (2009), A.B. 
Elatskov (2017), T.I. Gerasimenko, (2015) we built a formula showing degree of 
advantage of geopolitical position of a subjects. It is determined ratio geopolitical 
strength of a subject ato sum geopolitical strengths of outward subjects (b, , d, e, f, 
g, h), where strength of every outward subject has a coefficient of degree of 
influence on the subject a and the level of bilateral political relations (see pic.2). 
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Pic. 2. Abstractive model of geopolitical relations within subjects 
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GP – geopolitical strength of a subject expressed in inner geographical, 
economical and demographical parameters of a subject. It is shown by size of 
cone.There are synonymic terms that are geopolitical status and complex power, 
but this is not a geopolitical potential what have to include realize and unrealized 
parts. Strength is only realized part of geopolitical potential.  

IN – influence of some subject on the subject a. It is includes dividing degree 
of borders between two subjects, spatial gravity of economy and population, 
geographical remoteness. Influence of sea neighbours on the one side and land 
neighbours are different in fact and it will be needed to distinguish sea influence 
(shown in the pic by solid lines) and land influence (shown by dotted line). In 
example, influence of group of subjectsfghon the subject a stronger, than influence 
of subjects b and e.In the fact it’s applying of Tobler’s first law of geography that 
is "everything is related to everything else, but near things are more related than 
distant things." (Tobler, 1970). In the other author’s publications it is expanded in 
detail. (Fartyshev 2016a, 2016b, 2016c) 

PR – level of bilateral political relation on the scale “friendly-hostility”. It is 
shown by color of cone. In example, dark color of cones c and e means hostility 
and light color of b and d means friendship and b more friendly, than d. We have 
taken on the base the modifying scale of Wolfers(Wolfers, 1962). 

Advantageous geopolitical position (in logic of world-economy) is situation 
where maximum IN has subjects with more GS and friendly PR, but minimum IN 
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has subjects with a few GS and/or hostile PR.  This theoretical construction gives 
an opportunity of quantitative estimation of geopolitical position and it changes in 
consequence of realization of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions and 
strategies of development of regions. 

 
The estimation of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions and strategies 

of development of Siberia is built on the prognosis of changes of every parameter 
of geopolitical position (GS, IN, PS) the most significant outward subject till 
supposed realization the same conception. For Siberia (understood as Asian part of 
Russia).emphasized the next most significant outward subject: the world 
geopolitical powers - USA, EU and China; first order neighbours – European part 
of Russia, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, North Korea; no more 1000 km sea remoteness 
states – Japan, South Korea. The table 1 shows expected change of every parameter 
for Siberia. Rise the parameter noted by plus and fall the same marked by minus. 
Rising IN of the subject occurs in the case of changing of transparency of political 
borders, visa and custom facilitation or drifting demoeconomical center of the 
subject to the same center of considered subject. Rising of PR means changing 
bilateral political relations on the scale “friendly-hostility” to the stable-friendly 
status. Rising GS of the subject is to be in case of significant increase of economic, 
demographical and military attributes of the subject. (see table 1) 

For example of conception of diversification of oil flows let is analyze 
estimated marks in detail. It is assumed to build east-oriented pipelines through the 
territory of Siberia and mining new oil and gas fields that will give an impulse for 
local economy and will increase the flow of population to Siberia on account of 
creating high-salary jobs. That’s raise GS of Siberia. S.M.Vainshtok the author of 
this conception claims the European states are overfeed by cheap Russian oil and 
Asian-Pacific Region is potential alternative big sales market for the main export 
product of Russia a counterweight Europa. At the first sight it means damage for 
GS of European Unionand PRof Russia-EU, but on the other sight it doesn’t expect 
to reduce export of oil products to the West. Therefore turn to the East can bring 
political image changes for the worse because of possible inability to control the 
taxes on the Russian oil. GS of European part of Russia will be raise according to 
rising income of main performer companies based at most in Moscow and Saint-
Petersburg (“Transneft”, “Gasprom”, “NK Rosneft”, etc.). The conception attacks 
the attention two big neighbours of Siberia: Mongolia and Kazakhstan, and its 
parameters will be not change. Countries of East Asia (China, South Korea, Japan) 
pursuant to the conception will raise GS and PR because it is an aim of export of 
oil. In a less degree it is fit for North Korea, which doesn’t the main commercial 
partner but can get a profit too through owing to nearness and transit position to 
South Korea. Geographical convergence doesn’t evidence here and parameterIN 
for these subjectswillbenotchange. USA isn’t being considering, but rising Russian 
trading in the Asian market will be perceived as a rival and it can decline Russian-
USA PR. 
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The something data of the table 1 are disputing, but now we can say the 
general trends. At the most conceptions oriented to interrelation with China. The 
most pluses are marked Trans-Eurasian Project “RAZVITIE” that means the better 
conception for realization in Siberia. The worst conceptions in order to geopolitical 
position are “compression the space” and “reservation the space”. 

This estimation is not an all-sufficient. Realizing of conceptions depends on at 
least two unconsidering problems in the upper described methods: how geographic 
species of Siberia can obstruct to realize this and is there local, governmental or 
international interest for this or that positioning of Siberia?  

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Modern geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions and strategies of 

development of Siberia have significant differentiation. It is emphasized among 
them three general vectors (industrial vector, non-industrial and non-developing) 
and 5 sub-vectors (raw material export, manufacturing, transport corridor, touristic 
and non-development. Someconceptions can combine features of several vectors.  

Geopolitical position as a geographic categorycan bea quantitative and looked 
as ratio of geopolitical strength of the subject to geopolitical strength of outward 
subjects considering influence of every subject and level of political relation. 
Geopolitical position depend on aims of subject’s policy and it is emphasized three 
types: passive geopolitical position, active geopolitical position and geoeconomical 
position. Applying world system analysis at the present situation geoeconomical 
position has the most significance and equals geopolitical position. 

An estimation of profitable of geopolitical and geoeconomical conceptions for 
a subject have to described on prognosis of changing parameters of geopolitical 
position of outward subjects (geopolitical strength, geographical influence and 
political relations). The analysis of estimation shows the most advantageous 
conceptions are industrial-oriented such asTrans-Eurasian Project “RAZVITIE” 
and conception of innercontinental development. At the opposite conceptions of 
compression the space takes damage how Siberia and whole Russia.It reveals 
disparity with modern development vector of Siberia and the most beneficial 
conceptions. 
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Abstract.The article examines the role of the religious factor in formation the 
geopolitical situation in West Asia and the peculiarities of the development of the 
subregionconfessional space. The authors havecome to the conclusion that 
escalation of the geopolitical situation in West Asiais significantly associated with 
activities of Islamist organizations. The expulsion of non-Muslim population, 
destruction of material evidence of non-Muslim existence by Islamists raises the 
situation in the subregion at the level of global geopolitical problem. 

Key words: West Asia, confessional geospace, geopolitical situation, radical 
Islamic groups. 
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Conclusion 
 
Current escalation of the geopolitical situation in West Asiais largely 

associated with activitiesof Islamist organizations, rivalry for leadership in the 
region between Sunni and Shiite regimes, an escalation of the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict and the struggle of the Kurds for the creation of their national state.The 
expulsion of non-Muslim population, destruction of material evidence of non-
Muslim existence by Islamists raises the situation in the subregion at the level of 
global geopolitical problem. 

At the beginning of the 21st century the countries of Western Asia were 
covered by complex transformation processes, the major directions, in our mind, 
are: 

–actualization of the role of the religious factor as one of the leading in the 
geopolitical rivalry in West Asia; 

–increasing role of Islam in political life of the region, the aggravation of the 
contradictions between traditionally religious societies of Western Asia with the 
post-secular West [14]; 

– growing demand for the modernization in the Islamic society, which is 
revealed, on the one hand, as the increasing influence of extreme Islamist currents 
and groups, on the other hand, as attempts to reconcile the Islamic norms and 
Western values; 

–strengthening of the positions of the Shiites in the region and their desire to 
take revenge in the confrontation with the Sunnis; 

– weakening influence of the Christian community in West Asia and reducing 
its strength [15]; 

– promoting the role of ethno-religious groups in the political life of the 
region. 
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Abstract. The Crimean geopolitical space is analyzed depending on the 

physiographic factors of its development: position, combination factors of land and 
sea, geological and geomorphologic, climatic, biological and landscape factors. 
Conditions for the process of creating common space for cooperation and dialogue 
between local and regional authorities in the Black Sea region concerning the 
problem of conservation of landscape diversity, formation of an ecological 
network, coastal management, sustainable development of the Black Sea, 
promotion of tourism and the use of non-traditional energy resources are 
determined. 

Key words: transboundary region; geopolitical space; physiographic factors 
and criteria for estimation of geopolitical space; landscape diversity, ecological 
network, national landscape.   
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Conclusion 
 
The Crimea occupies a central position in the Black Sea transboundary region.  

The characteristics of the Crimea in the system of relations of the Black Sea 
transboundary region from the point of view of physiographical factors are 
manifested in the relationships conditioned by the common maritime space, general 
geological and tectonic structures, similar climatic conditions, soil cover, 
landscapes and biological relations.  

The conditions for the process of creating a common space for cooperation 
and dialogue between local and regional authorities in the Black Sea region are 
defined concerning the problem of conservation of landscape and biological 
diversity: the formation of the Pan Black Sea ecological network; use of non-
traditional energy resources; development of recreation and tourism; management 
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of maritime zones and sustainable development of the Black Sea; scientific 
cooperation.  

Every Black Sea region is distinguished from the other one with not only 
transboundary relations but with special features of nature and cultural heritage as 
well and, therefore, their own national landscape. 
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Conclusion. In the conditions of confrontation through sanctions and overall 

geopolitical and geo-economic uncertainties after 2014, the Russian regions are 
experiencing a difficult period of adaptation and reformatting of existing external 
relations and development scenarios. The St. Petersburg coastal region is a unique 
region, whose competitive advantage is determined by its spatial characteristics – 
the border, the capital and seaside position. In our country, there are no more such 
territories, which makes it unique.  

Currently in Saint-Petersburg and Leningrad region is the formation of 
national transport and logistics and distribution centers of the European part of 
Russia due to the development of sea ports and approaches thereto, creating a 
network of terminal and logistics centers and the port and industrial zones 
development of clusters of high-tech industries, providing services with higher 
added value.  

In the new geopolitical context, which arose after 2014, we can say that the 
successful development of such coastal regions depends on the stability of the 
Russian economy and its further progressive development. 
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POLITICAL ASSOCIATIONS OF MUNICIPALITIES IN EUROPE 
 

Abstract: The article endeavours to identify and characterise selected political 
associations of municipalities across Europe, as well as to provide typical models 
of municipalities being associated into large groups representing their interests in 
relations with central government. A study that addressed 26 European countries 
has helped identify four principal organisational models of associations of local 
structures. These are as follows: (1) the consolidated model (existing in Bulgaria, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, 
Norway, Sweden), (2) the bipolar model (in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Estonia, Italy, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Switzerland), (3) the federative model (in 
Austria, Belgium, Germany, Spain), and (4) the fragmented model (to be found in 
France, United Kingdom, Poland, Hungary, and Romania). 

Keywords: inter-municipal cooperation, associations of municipalities, local 
government, Europe 

 
 
Introduction 
 
Inter-municipal cooperation is currently one of the increasingly popular 

questions addressed in scientific research (Hulst, Van Motfort 2007). Studies to 
date have focused on a wide array of substantive manifestations of this 
cooperation. The most frequent have been analyses of cooperation in the provision 
and production of public services, e.g. in municipal waste management, water and 
sewage economy and public transport (Bel Fageda 2006; Warner 2006; Sørensen 
2007; Wollmann, 2010; Bel et al. 2013; Mäeltsemees et al. 2013; Bel, Warner 
2015; Grešová 2016; Ko sut 2015). Such studies concentrate primarily on the 
economic side of cooperation and seek efficient and profitable institutional 
solutions for the implementation of the municipalities’ statutory objectives (most 
often as an alternative to privatisation). Studies have also frequently focused on 
cooperation in the coordination of developmental and spatial planning policies in 
metropolitan areas as opposed to territorial reforms (Ostrom et al. 1961; 
Kaczmarek, Miku a 2007; Lackowska 2009; Rayle, Zegras 2012; Miku a 2014; 
Krukowska, Lackowska 2016). Moreover, studies aim to analyse public 
management and territorial organisation with a view to seeking optimum legal 
solutions for urban agglomerations and metropolitan areas.  

Far less frequent are analyses of inter-municipal cooperation which present the 
creation of joint representation of municipalities in their relations with the 
government (at the central or federal state level). This is a unique cooperation 
which most commonly takes the form of large interest groups gathering from a few 
dozen up to a few dozen thousand members. Mechanisms of operation of such 
organisations are most often addressed by political sciences and sociology, which 
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make use of the findings of the interest group theory, collective action theory and 
public choice theory (Olson 1965; Nownes 2014). Relevant literature very rarely 
addresses the question of political associations of municipalities, which is most 
often discussed as part of an analysis of other issues. Kettunen and Kull (2009), for 
instance, touch upon the role played by associations of municipalities in three 
European countries (Estonia, Finland and Germany) in the development of the 
European Union policy via their offices in Brussels. Moreover, the question of 
political associations of municipalities often appears in the context of more 
comprehensive analyses of local-national relations (Blom-Hansen 1999; Cigler 
1994; Entwistle, Laffin 2003; CCRE 2007; Stoney, Graham 2008; Chenier 2009; 
Agranoff 2014; Shot 2015). There is then a clear research gap concerning this 
question, which this publication aims to bridge to some extent, especially in the 
European context. 

The objective of this publication is to identify and characterise selected 
political associations of municipalities in Europe as well as to indicate the typical 
models of municipalities being associated in large groups representing their 
interests in relations with the central authority. Analysis of relevant literature 
demonstrates an evident deficit of European research on this topic. The objective 
adopted in this study is first of all idiographic, i.e. addresses mainly the seemingly 
simple individual solutions, their description and assignment to distinct categories. 
The typology of models of associations of municipalities proposed here is, 
however, an attempt to come up with unprecedented generalisations in the field. 
The following research questions will facilitate reaching the stated objective: 
 How do municipalities create associations in various European countries? 
 Is there only one association representing the interests of municipalities in a 

given country or are there more of them? 
 What are the models of municipalities gathering into political organisations? 
 What is the level of participation of municipalities in national political 

associations and what does it depend on? 
The present analysis has covered 26 European countries, member states of the 

Council of Europe. The study leaves out a few countries. The reason is three-fold. 
First, this analysis excludes countries which are very small in terms of size and 
their local self-government organisation is of incomparable smaller significance 
(Andorra, Liechtenstein, San Marino, Monaco, Luxembourg, Malta). Secondly, 
excluded are also those member states of the Council of Europe which are in fact 
located outside Europe (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia). Thirdly, the analysis does 
not include counties for which data concerning their political associations of 
municipalities are unavailable (Albania, Belarus, Cyprus, Ireland). The data 
factored in the analysis are taken from the official publications of the Council of 
Europe and the websites of the associations. 
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Political associations of municipalities in Europe 
 

Political associations of local self-government entities are in fact created in 
every country with self-government of municipalities. They can be defined as 
organisations gathering municipalities and representing their interests in relations 
with the central government. The prime characteristics of such associations are, 
then: (1) participation of municipalities as direct or indirect members (via regional 
organisations), (2) national scale (in exceptional cases, a scale of an internal region 
and substantial autonomy), (3) status of a representative of the local community in 
relations with the government. The operative criterion of including a given 
association in the analysis was its membership in the Congress of Local and 
Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe.  

Associations of municipalities take active part in many initiatives and play a 
plethora of roles. These are as follows: 
 contribution to the legislation process via providing opinions on draft laws, 

negotiations and meetings with parliament and government, public relations, 
 promotion of modern and innovative, citizen-centred governance methods,  
 participation in national and international forums, 
 Support to municipalities in their execution of power. 

Analysis of political associations of municipalities in 26 European states has 
helped single out four principal models of organisation of joint representation: (1) 
the simple consolidated model, under which the country’s municipalities are 
represented by a single nationwide association, (2) the bipolar urban-rural model, 
where municipalities are represented by two separate associations upholding the 
interests of cities, towns and metropolises on the one hand, and of rural 
municipalities on the other, (3) the federative model, where municipalities are 
represented by an association (or associations) active on a regional level or at the 
level of the federal state, and finally (4) the fragmented model, with three or more 
national associations representing municipalities. Furthermore, the article discusses 
the individual associations within the above four models. 
 
 

Consolidated Model 

The consolidated model is a type with the simplest institutional structure (Fig. 
1). It can be found in countries with a single joint network of municipalities. This 
type is the most common (covers 11 countries) and is represented by relatively 
small unitarian states (Croatia, Czech Republic, Netherlands, Lithuania, Latvia), 
the Scandinavian countries, which show a high administration culture and a 
consensual political style (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden), and finally by 
medium-sized states with relatively big local self-government units (Bulgaria and 
Greece).  
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Figure 1. The consolidated model. 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration. 
 

An example of a highly consolidated model is offered by the associations of 
municipalities in the Scandinavian countries; in Denmark, Finland, Norway, and 
Sweden there are single representations of local structures. In Denmark this role is 
played by the Local Government Denmark, an organisation that groups all the 98 
municipalities and acts as a representative of local administration employees. This 
is a sizeable entity (employing ca. 400 people), established in 1970 (as a result of 
merger of three other organisations of local-self-government). At a similar time 
(1972) and in a similar manner (as a result of merging two associations) was 
created the Norwegian Association of Local and Regional Authorities. At present, 
it gathers all the 428 municipalities and (like its Danish counterpart) plays the role 
of an organisation gathering administration personnel. This is also the function 
fulfilled by the Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions, set up in 
2007 after a merger of a local and a regional organisation. It combines the potential 
of 290 Swedish municipalities. Scandinavian associations are a unique example of 
an almost ideal culture of cooperation and organisation. One should indicate, 
however, that all of the above states demonstrate a clearly consolidated structure of 
local structures (an average municipality is inhabited by, respectively: in Denmark 
ca. 57,000 residents, in Finland 17,000, in Norway 12,000, and in Sweden 33,000 
residents), and the relatively small number of municipalities helps create a 
comprehensive and complete representation, legitimising all the actors of the local 
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political scene. The potency of such a model of political representation is borne out 
by the study of The Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CCRE 
2007), which presents European states on a scale of quality of the consultation 
procedures between the state and the political representation of municipalities. It 
turns out that the Scandinavian countries are placed in the first category – 
“Consultation highly satisfactory” (Finland, Norway) or in the second one – 
“Consultation satisfactory” (Denmark, Sweden). 

 
Table 1. Associations operating in countries with the consolidated model 

 

Country English name Original name Year of 
establishment 

No. of 
members 

Bulgaria 

National 
Association of 
Municipalities in 
the Republic of 
Bulgaria 

 
  

  
 

  

1996 265 

Czech 
Republic 

Union of Towns 
and Municipalities 
of the Czech 
Republic 

Svaz m st a obcí 
eské republiky 

1990 2564 

Denmark 
Local Government 
Denmark 

Kommunernes 
Landsforening 

1970 98 

Finland 

Association of 
Finnish Local and 
Regional 
Authorities  

Suomen Kuntaliitto 1993 311 

Greece 

Central Union of 
Municipalities and 
Communities of 
Greece 

  
  

N.A. 325 

Latvia 

Latvian 
Association of 
Local and Regional 
Governments 

Latvijas Pašvald bu 
savien bas 

1991 119 

Lithuania 
Association of 
Local Authorities 
of Lithuania 

Lietuvos 
savivaldybi  
asociacija 

1995 60 

Netherlands 
Association of 
Netherlands 
Municipalities 

Vereniging van 
Nederlandse 
Gemeenten 

1912 393 



276 
 

Norway 

Norwegian 
Association of 
Local and Regional 
Authorities 

Kommunenes 
Sentralforbund 

19721 428 

Sweden 

Swedish 
Association of 
Local Authorities 
and Regions 

Sveriges Kommuner 
och Landsting 

2007 290 

 

source: own compilation on the basis of desk research 
 (literature review and website analysis). 

 
The simple consolidated model can be moreover found in the Netherlands. 

The country is rather small in terms of size, yet is very densely populated. The 
number of municipalities comes close to that in the Scandinavian countries, their 
average population being very high; a Dutch municipality is inhabited by an 
average of 43,000 people. This is, then, a situation similar to that of the 
Scandinavian countries, whose local self-government structures are also relatively 
consolidated. The Association of Netherlands Municipalities was set up in 1912; it 
therefore has a long history and enjoys an established position in the country. At 
present, it represents all the Dutch municipalities. The Association supports 
devolution processes and cooperation on a local level. This organisation seeks to 
strengthen territorial self-government structures, their associations and training 
institutes not only in the Netherlands, but also in the developing countries and in 
the countries in transition. By developing premium quality standards of public 
services, it endeavours to promote adequate models for local self-government 
worldwide. 

Apart from the Nordic countries and the Netherlands, the simple consolidated 
model can be found in Bulgaria, Greece, Latvia, and Lithuania. All of the above 
states share a relatively high average size and the number of municipalities. In 
Bulgaria there are 265 municipalities, with an average local structure numbering 
ca. 27,000 residents, in Greece (after a recent consolidation of local structures) 
there are at present 325 municipalities inhabited on average by 34,000 residents, in 
Latvia the local structures are made up of 119 municipalities with an average of 
17,000 inhabitants, while in Lithuania there are 60 municipalities with an average 
of 49,000 residents. The common denominator of the above four states is moreover 
a strong political representation in relations with the government, comprising all 
the municipalities within a state. These are, respectively, the National Association 
of Municipalities in the Republic of Bulgaria (set up in 1996), the Central Union of 
Municipalities and Communities of Greece, the Latvian Association of Local and 
Regional Governments (est. in 1991), and the Association of Local Authorities of 

                                                            
1 Norwegian Association of Local and Regional Authorities was established after a merger 
of two associations: 1) Union of Norwegian Cities (Norges Byforbund), set up in 1903, and 
2) Norwegian Association of Rural Municipalities (Norges Herredsforbund), set up in 1923. 
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Lithuania (set up in 1995). However, assessment of these organisations’ impact on 
national legislation provided by their representatives varies (CCRE 2007). 
Representatives of associations in Latvia and Lithuania are of the highest opinion 
of this impact and deem it “highly satisfactory”. In the case of representatives of 
the National Association of Municipalities in the Republic of Bulgaria, 
consultation quality is regarded as satisfactory. In turn, representatives of the 
Central Union of Municipalities and Communities of Greece believe that the 
“consultation is pure formality” and are rather critical of it. 

Another example, dramatically different from the others, is offered by the 
Czech Republic, a country with the highest (besides France) fragmentation of its 
local self-government structures. According to the data for 2016, in the Czech 
Republic there were ca. 6,300 municipalities (i.e. an average municipality has ca. 
1,700 inhabitants). Such a vast number of municipalities may affect the relatively 
low level of participation in the political associations of municipalities (ca. 41%). 
Czech municipalities are gathered in one such organisation, the Union of Towns 
and Municipalities of the Czech Republic, established as in most post-socialist 
states in the early 1990s. This is an organisation which represents the interest of 
municipalities in their relations with the Czech government and parliament. Its 
representatives assessed the quality of consultations with the national government 
as average relative to the other European countries (CCRE 2007: 234). It seems 
that the principal reason for this low level of participation is the high fragmentation 
of the local structures (their number increases the probability of negative 
phenomena in such a big organisation; they are inevitable in large groups and 
trigger a low willingness to cooperate) as well as the post-socialist legacy.  

 
 
Bipolar model 
 
The bipolar model can be found in countries with two associations 

representing the interests of (1) cities and (2) urban areas (possibly also towns and 
joint urban and rural municipalities). In one case (Bosnia and Herzegovina), the 
bipolar representation is made up of associations active in the autonomous and 
separate parts of a given state. The entire group includes two federalised states 
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Switzerland), as well as countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe (Croatia, Slovenia, Slovakia, Estonia). Another country demonstrating this 
model is Italy, with The National Association of Italian Municipalities and The 
National Union of Mountain Towns and Communities; both associations started an 
integration process in 2011.  
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Figure 2. The bipolar model of associations of municipalities within joint political 
representation 

 

  
 

source: own elaboration. 
 

Croatia is an example of a country with separate associations for rural 
municipalities and cities. There are two national associations, i.e. the Association 
of Croatian Cities and the Association of Municipalities of the Republic of Croatia 
(Table 2). They gather 404 municipalities (ca. 94% of the total number). 
Membership rate is, then, relatively high, possibly due to a rather small number of 
municipalities; research studies to date (Ivanovi  et al. 2010) indicate a series of 
weaknesses of inter-municipal cooperation in Croatia, including e.g. a lack of 
collaboration culture, absence of financial incentives, weakness of institutions, and 
passivity of central government, which does not support local structures in 
cooperation initiatives. Perhaps the last factor motivates Croatian municipalities to 
gather in opposition to state structures. 

The bipolar model includes moreover representations of municipalities in 
three relatively small countries: Estonia, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Switzerland. 
Apart from the overall size, the above states share a relatively high fragmentation 
of the local structures – in Estonia there are 213 municipalities with an average of 
6,000 residents, in Slovakia – 2,930 municipalities with 1,900 residents, in 
Slovenia – 212 municipalities of ca. 9,800 residents, and in Switzerland there are 
2,324 municipalities with an average of 3,500 inhabitants. Most probably the 
relatively high fragmentation of the local structures may have contributed to the 
emergence of separate political representations for rural and urban municipalities. 
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Table 2. Associations in operation in countries with the bipolar model 
 

Country English name Original name Year of 
establishment 

No. of 
members 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Association of 
Local Authorities 
of Republic of 
Srpska 

Savez opština i 
gradova Republike 
Srpske 

1998 63 

Association of 
Municipalities 
and Cities of the 
Federation of 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Savez op ina i 
gradova Federacije 
Bosne i Hercegovine 

2002 79 

Croatia 

Association of 
Croatian Cities 

Udruga op ina u 
Republici Hrvatskoj 

2002 283 

Association of 
Municipalities of 
the Republic of 
Croatia 

Udruga gradova 2002 121 

Estonia 

Association of 
Municipalities of 
Estonia 

Eesti 
Maaomavalitsuste 
Liit 

1990 115 

Association of 
Estonian Cities 

Eesti Linnade Liit 1990 45 

Italy 

The National 
Association of 
Italian 
Municipalities 

Associazione 
Nazionale Comuni 
Italiani 

1901 7318 

The National 
Union of 
Mountain Towns 
and Communities 

Unione Nazionale 
Comuni Comunità 
Enti Montani 

N.A. N.A. 

Slovakia 

Association of 
Towns and 
Communities of 
Slovakia 

Združenie miest a 
obcí Slovenska 

1990 2614 

Union of Slovak 
Towns and Cities 

Únia miest 
Slovenska 

1994 76 

Slovenia 

Association of 
Municipalities 
and towns of 
Slovenia 
 

Skupnost ob in 
Slovenije 

1992 173 
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Association of 
Municipalities of 
Slovenia 

Združenje ob in 
Slovenije 

1999 143 

Switzerland 

Swiss Union of 
Cities and Towns 

Schweizerischer 
Städteverband 

1897 N.A. 

Association of 
Swiss 
Municipalities 

Schweizerischer 
Gemeindeverband 

1953 N.A. 

 

source: own compilation on the basis of desk research  
(literature review and website analysis). 

 
Italy is a country with two separate national associations of municipalities. 

This is a rather unique situation, since apart from a representation of cities, towns 
and rural municipalities there is an association (The National Union of Mountain 
Towns and Communities) dedicated to so-called mountain communities, or 
structures composed of a few up to a dozen or so municipalities located in the 
mountainous regions (active in 6 Italian regions). It has to be borne in mind, 
however, that in 2011 it began integration with The National Association of Italian 
Municipalities, the principal and the strongest corporation representing the interests 
of the local structures in relations with the government. The National Association 
of Italian Municipalities was created in the early 20th century and has at present 
over 7,300 members (ca. 90% of the total number of municipalities). It is therefore 
an organisation with a long history, gathering a vast majority of the many Italian 
municipalities. 

A slightly different situation can be identified in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
There are two associations in this country, one for each of the two, relatively 
autonomous parts of the state. One of them (Association of Local Authorities of 
Republic of Srpska) represents the municipalities of the Republic of Serbia, and the 
other (Association of Municipalities and Cities of the Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina) gathers the local structures of the Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. It is in order to point out that Bosnia is a federation state, composed 
of two relatively separate parts; unlike Belgium (where we deal with a conflict 
between Wallonia and Flanders), it does not have a single joint representation of 
the local structures. 

 
 
Federative model 
 
Some European countries (Austria, Belgium, Germany, Switzerland, and the 

aforementioned Bosnia and Herzegovina) are federations. There are also European 
unitarian states, like Spain or Italy, with a powerful role of the regional tier. This 
character of the state and local self-government has triggered the emergence of the 
federative model of municipality organisation (Fig. 3). It can be found in countries 
with at least one network gathering not so much municipalities, but rather regional 
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organisations (of the federal states). This is a complex type of organisation, 
consisting in indirect participation of municipalities in the national network; 
formally their members are regional associations of municipalities. Four of the 
states under discussion here, i.e. Austria, Belgium, Germany, and Spain, represent 
this very model. However, each of these countries developed their own modality of 
implementing it, differing as to some details from the other ones (Fig. 3). 

Austria is a rather atypical case, with two national associations of a long-
standing tradition: the Austrian Association of Cities and Towns (established in 
1915) and the Austrian Association of Municipalities (set up in 1947). The former 
association gathers directly cities and towns (a total of 249). The latter is made up 
of regional organisations that gather rural municipalities (the national 
representation is made up of 10 associations organised at the level of federal states, 
gathering a total of over 2,000 municipalities). In Austria, then, there are two 
nationwide organisations, one of which has a two-tier structure. 

To some extent, a situation similar to that in Austria can be observed in 
Germany, where we also deal with two associations at the national level, both with 
a relatively long history. The difference is, however, that in both of them the main 
members are associations of municipalities of the federal states and the division of 
the local structures is different. The Association of German Towns and 
Municipalities groups 17 associations representing rural municipalities and towns 
of the federal states. In turn, the German Association of Cities represents large 
German cities and metropolises and incorporates 15 regional organisations. 
 

Figure 3. The federative model of associations of municipalities within a joint 
political representation 

source: own elaboration. 
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Moreover, there is a separate structure representing the Brussels Region, i.e. 

the Association of the City and Municipalities of the Brussels-Capital Region. All 
the three organisations act in unison within the Union of Belgian Cities and 
Municipalities, trying to represent the nearly 600 Belgian municipalities. 

 
 

Table 3. Associations in states with the federative model 
 

Country English name Original name Year of 
establishment 

Members 
Associations Municipalities 

Austria 

The Austrian 
Association of 
Cities and 
Towns 

Österreichischer 
Städtebund 

1915 - 249 

Austrian 
Association of 
Municipalities 

Österreichischer 
Gemeindebund 

1947 10 (2 089)2 

Belgium 

Union of 
Belgian Cities 
and 
Municipalities 

Vereniging van 
Belgische 
Steden en 
Gemeenten 

1995 3 (589)3 

Germany 

Association of 
German 
Towns and 
Municipalities 

Deutscher 
Städte- und 
Gemeindebund  

1973 17 N.A. 

                                                            
2 Indirect participation via associations of municipalities in the federal states. 
3 Indirect participation via 3 associations of municipalities in regions: Flanders, Wallonia, 
Brussels. 

Apart from Austria and 
Germany, the federative model can 
be found in Belgium. This is country 
of relatively substantial historical 
and cultural differences, highly 
politically polarised. Its two rather 
autonomous parts (Flanders and 
Wallonia) have their separate 
representations of the local structures 
– the Association of Flemish Cities 
and Municipalities and the Union of 
Cities and Municipalities of 
Wallonia.  
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German 
Association of 
Cities 

Deutscher 
Städtetag 

1948 15 199 (3400)4 

Spain 

Spanish 
Federation of 
Municipalities 
and Provinces 

Federación 
Española de 
Municipios y 
Provincias 

1981 16 N.A. 

 

source: own compilation on the basis of desk research 
(literature review and website analysis). 

 
Spain is the last country with the federative model. This is no state with a 

typical federation organisation of state structures, but with a powerful position of 
regions, some of which enjoy a high degree of autonomy. This fact is responsible 
for the dominance of regional organisations associating municipalities, which 
together with the provinces make up the Spanish Federation of Municipalities and 
Provinces, in operation for over 35 years. It gathers 16 regional organisations and 
represents municipalities in relations with the government in Madrid. 

 
 
Fragmented model 
 
The fragmented model can be found in countries with more than two national, 

political associations of municipalities. Their number depends on either the 
different kinds of municipalities (different representations of rural municipalities, 
cities, towns, metropolises) or regional affiliation (in the case of substantial internal 
divisions within a state). France is a country with the largest number of national 
associations; there are as many as 7 of them. In Hungary there are 5 national 
networks, with 3 active in Romania. The United Kingdom is atypical in that it has a 
national union gathered the local structures of England and Wales (with the Welsh 
municipalities having their separate association) and two autonomous networks, for 
Northern Ireland and Scotland. This type is moreover represented by Poland, 
whose municipalities participate in 4 national political associations. 

The most similar examples of the fragmented model can be found in France, 
Poland and Hungary. In each of these countries there are separate associations 
representing rural municipalities, towns, cities and large urban areas (including 
metropolises). Representation of local structures in relations with the government 
is, then, highly dispersed. Moreover, associations active in the three states have 
dissimilar powers to represent municipalities. While nearly all of the great number 
of municipalities in France (over 36,000) participate in the activities of at least one 
national network, in Poland the ratio is disquietingly low (36%, i.e. ca. 900 from 
among nearly 2,500 municipalities participate in the work of national political 

                                                            
4 Indirect participation via associations of municipalities in the federal states. 
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associations). The situation in Romania is slightly better, as ca. 60% municipalities 
belong to at least one of the national political associations.  

 
Figure 4. The fragmented model of associations of municipalities  

within a joint political representation 
 

 

 

source: own elaboration. 
 

The representation of local self-government structures in Romania is similar to 
that of France, Poland and Hungary. The three existing Romanian associations act 
separately on behalf of rural municipalities, smaller towns and finally large and 
medium-sized cities. The three organisations gather ca. 1,800 municipalities (from 
a total of over 3,100).  

 
 

Table 4. Associations in states with the fragmented model 
 

Country English name Original name Year of 
establishment 

No. of 
members 

France 

Assembly of The 
Mayors of France 

Association des maires 
de France 

1907 35528 

Federation of Medium 
Cities 

Villes de France 1988 161 

French Large Town 
Mayors Association 

Association des maires 
de grandes villes de 
France 

1974 49 

French Association of 
Rural Mayors 

Association des Maires 
Ruraux de France 

1971 10000 

French Association for 
the Council of 
European 
Municipalities and 
Regions 

Association française du 
conseil des communes et 
régions d'Europe 

1951 1449 
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United 
Kingdom 

Local Government 
Association 

Local Government 
Association 

1997 350 

Northern Ireland Local 
Government 
Association 

Northern Ireland Local 
Government Association 

2001 11 

Convention of Scottish 
Local Authorities 

Convention of Scottish 
Local Authorities 

1975 28 

Welsh Local 
Government 
Association 

Welsh Local 
Government Association 

1996 22 

Poland 

Association of Rural 
Communes of Poland 

Zwi zek Gmin 
Wiejskich RP 

1993 552 

Association of Polish 
Cities 

Zwi zek Miast Polskich 1993 305 

Union of Polish Small 
Towns 

Unia Miasteczek 
Polskich 

1991 17 

Union of Polish 
Metropolitan Areas 

Unia Metropolii 
Polskich 

1993 12 

Hungary 

Association of 
Hungarian Cities with 
County Rank 

Megyei Jogú Városok 
Szövetsége 

1990 23 

Hungarian Association 
of Municipalities 

Magyar 
Önkormányzatok 
Szövetsége 

1990 N.A. 

Hungarian National 
Association of Local 
Authorities 

Tanácsi 
Önkormányzatok 
Országos Szövetsége 

1989 1577 

Hungarian Village 
Association 

Magyar Faluszövetség 1989 201 

National Association of 
Small Cities 

Kisvárosi 
Önkormányzatok 
Országos 
Érdekszövetsége 

1990 93 

Romania 

Association of 
Romanian 
Municipalities 

Asocia ia Municipiilor 
din România 

1990 103 

Romanian Association 
of Communes 

Asocia ia Comunelor din 
România 

1997 1489 

Association of 
Romanian Towns 

Asocia ia Ora elor din 
România 

1994 217 
 

source: own compilation on the basis of desk research 
(literature review and website analysis). 

 

The situation in the United Kingdom is unique. The biggest and strongest UK 
organisation is the English Local Government Association. Apart from English 
municipalities, it gathers also 22 municipalities of the Welsh Local Government 
Association. Scottish municipalities (Convention of Scottish Local Authorities) and 
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those of Northern Ireland (Northern Ireland Local Government Association) have 
created a completely autonomous representation. Thus, the relatively small number 
of municipalities of the United Kingdom (a country with a clearly consolidated 
local structure) make up a dispersed rather than a consolidated representation. 
Definitely, such decisions are mainly motivated by the socio-cultural differences 
and the history and tradition of the individual autonomous parts of the United 
Kingdom. 

 
Conclusion 
 
Political associations of municipalities in Europe are at present a relatively 

little researched area of studies of public administration, local self-government and 
local policy. Earlier major studies on inter-municipal cooperation have focused 
mainly on optimising institutional solutions for metropolitan areas and on seeking 
more economic solutions to the implementation of public tasks by inter-municipal 
corporations. This article fills the research gap and moreover attempts to expand 
the insufficient relevant scholarship. It has set out to identify, account for and order 
a set of national political associations of municipalities, as well as to provide 
generalised conclusions in the form of models (simplified constructs of reality) of 
associations of municipalities. 

A total of 51 associations municipalities (in 26 countries), representing these 
structures in relations with the government have been identified during the analyses 
conducted for this purpose of this publication. These associations have a dissimilar 
history and often divergent objectives. Attempts at generalising individual cases 
have led to the identification of four principal models of association of 
municipalities: (1) the consolidated model (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Finland, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden), (2) the bipolar 
model (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Estonia, Italy, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Switzerland), (3) the federative model (Austria, Belgium, Germany, Spain), and (4) 
the fragmented model (France, United Kingdom, Poland, Hungary, Romania). 
Each of these models has its unique organisation of joint representation, from 
single, through bipolar to fragmented. The mode of operation of these entities 
varies from country to country. Some are well-established and well-represented 
associations, i.e. in the Scandinavian countries, France, Germany, and Austria (all 
of these countries have a membership rate in the national political networks at the 
level of ca. 100%). There are also countries were local structures are represented 
the least frequently: Poland (a membership rate at the level of ca. 36%) and the 
Czech Republic (41%). 

The studies conducted so far are but a preliminary review of this area of public 
administration and public policies. They should be continued, e.g. in the context of 
efficient operation of the models identified and their multilateral relations and 
relations with central government. The area of joint political representation of 
municipalities has a short research history and this scholarship gap must be 
effectively bridged in the near future. 
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ARCTIC MIGRANT ROUTE ACROSS THE RUSSIAN-NORWEGIAN 
BORDER: 

GEOPOLITICAL INTERPRETATIONS AND LOCAL PERCEPTIONS BY 
BORDERLANDERS 

 
 

Abstract. The suddenness of the migratory flow appearance in the High 
North, its content as well as the way it has been treated and stopped caused 
significant outcry in international mass media, three countries involved (Russia, 
Norway and Finland) and world politics. However, the Arctic migrant route was 
lacking academic reflection. This paper contributes to filling in this gap by 
contextualizing it, reconstructing its chronology, naming some of its consequences 
and finding out its perception locally and globally. By using these two scales the 
author brings evidence to uncontrolled and spontaneous nature of the Arctic 
migrant route and thus provides yet another counterargument against hybrid 
warfare hypothesis. 

Keywords: Arctic migrant route, refugee and migrant crisis, Russian-
Norwegian borderland, border community 

 
Recognizing the lack of academic reflection on the Arctic migrant corridor 

and its aftermath, this paper seeks to place this land route in the context of the 
global exodus and summarize its perceptions and interpretations globally and 
locally. These two levels were chosen as they represent the closest and the furthest 
prisms to understand migration both as a phenomenon and a process. By using 
global and local lenses the author tries not just to think about a flow going from 
one point to another but to reconstruct its transit path and document impacts it had 
on the surrounding. Such a multi-scale analysis (Artobolevsky and Sintserov 2008, 
Nefedova 2012, Kolosov and Sluka 2016) is an effective and appropriate tool for 
investigating international migratory flows of people, their composition, motives 
and expectations. 

By moving upscale and downscale, from the global to the local and back, the 
author compares and contrasts public discourse. The analysis of global discussions 
is based on mass media notes and academic reports. To embrace the variety of 
local debates, the author used interviews with border landers and public 
interchange of views in popular social networks. 
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The paper consists of four parts. The first part introduces the Russian-
Norwegian cross-border region, its long-standing tradition of cooperation and 
substantial social and economic differences between the two sides. The second part 
restores chronology of the Arctic route, names key reasons of its emergence and 
termination. The third part sketches geopolitical talks caused by the Arctic route 
and provides new argument dashing the hybrid warfare hypothesis. The fourth part 
tops up the previous narrative with analysis of community’s experience of 
welcoming refugees and migrants and gives an insight into variety of local 
reactions to migrants and refugees transiting through their homelands. 

 
 
Introduction to the region 
 
The Russian-Norwegian cross-border region consists of two counties – 

Murmansk Oblast on the Russian side and Finnmark fylke on the Norwegian side. 
One of key structural components of the cross-border region is the 196 km 
Russian-Norwegian land border, the oldest Russia’s border in Europe. The border 
was agreed upon in 1826 in the Russian-Swedish convention ‘About borders 
between Russia and Norway in Lapland churchyards’ (Kola encyclopedia 2017). In 
the second part of twentieth century the border with Norway became one of the 
most isolated Soviet frontiers as it was dividing capitalist and socialist blocks, 
NATO and Warsaw Treaty states. Today the border separates the Russian 
Federation and the Schengen zone and has accommodated the first visa-free 
arrangement between continental Russia and Schengen agreement countries. The 
record high number of border-crossings was registered in 2013 when 320.000 
people crossed the Russian-Norwegian border (Moe and Rowe 2016, p.83). 

The Russian-Norwegian cross-border region covers 193.537 km2 and has 
population over 840.000 inhabitants, with 75% of the territory and 91% of 
population being on the Russian side. As the numbers suggest, this area has a rather 
low population density – 1.5 people per km2 on the Norwegian side (ten times 
lower than the country average – 16 people per km2) and 5.3 persons per km2 on 
the Russian side (versus 8.3 persons per km2 for the entire country). Most of the 
region consists of tundra (in the north) and taiga (in the south). The inner parts of 
the region have a continental climate. The coastal part has a slightly milder climate 
due to the influence of the Gulf Stream. 

The social and economic gradients between the Norwegian and Russian parts 
of the cross-border region are great. The general living standard on the Norwegian 
side of the border remains much better, even if the living standard has improved 
considerably on the Russian side during the latest years. In 2015 Norwegian GDP 
per capita was 2.5 times higher than the Russian one (World Bank, 2015) and 
almost nine times higher than the one in Murmansk Oblast (Rosstat 2017). In 
Norway the expected living age is more than ten years higher than in Murmansk 
Oblast. The average expected living age in Norway was registered as 81.8 in 2015 
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(World Health Organization 2016), while in Murmansk Oblast it equals 70 
(Murmanskstat 2016, p. 38). 

Historically, the most important regional characteristic that fueled cross-
border interactions was the enormous difference in living standards. During 1990s 
the humanitarian aid from Finnmark to Murmansk Oblast (especially to the 
neighboring Russian municipality – Pechenga Rayon) was a dominating type of 
cooperation. Nowadays the situation has changed. While the Russian actors at the 
municipal level still look at their Norwegian partners as the main financial 
contributors, such expectations do not exist at the regional level any more (Fors, 
Espíritu, Mikhailova 2014). 

Since 1993 the Russian-Norwegian cross-border region became a part of the 
newly established Barents Euro-Arctic region (hereinafter BEAR) that consists of 
northern parts of Finland, Norway, Russia and Sweden. A new institutional 
framework for cooperation with special authorities coordinating joint activities and 
dedicated funds providing financial support to cross-border initiatives led to 
creation of “simplified border-crossing rules for residents of the Barents” and 
“project support for indigenous entrepreneurs and enterprises in the region” 
(Sellheim 2012, p. 519). Some argue that due to Barents cooperation a distinct 
Barents identity “concentrated in the triangle Kirkenes–Murmansk–Rovaniemi” 
has emerged (Heikkilä 2014, p.1). At the celebration of the 20th anniversary of 
BEAR in 2013 at that time Norway's Prime Minister Jens Stoltenberg pointed at 
spread of trust across borders as one of Barents cooperation chief results 
(Johannessen 2013). However, a few years later both trust and simplified border-
crossing rules for Barents residents appeared under threat when international 
refugee and migrant crisis has extended to the European Arctic. 

 
 
The sudden emergence and termination of the Arctic route 
 
The northernmost land route used by the Middle East refugees and migrants 

seeking sanctuary in Europe is popularly known as the Arctic migrant route. While 
the academic reflection on the Arctic route is scarce, the abundance of mass media 
reports allows to reconstruct its chronology quite easily. Describing the Arctic 
route retrospectively, one could resume that the highest intensity of its exploitation 
so far happened from September 2015 till February 2016. While for the first couple 
of months – till November 29, 2015 – the flow of refugees was heading 
predominantly to Norway, later it was redirected to Finland. Altogether about 
7.000 asylum seekers used these two ‘branches’ of the Arctic migrant route. This 
paper deals particularly with the Norwegian ‘branch’, the one that was used by 
majority of refugees and migrants making their way to the European Economic 
Area via the Arctic in summer and autumn of 2015. 

Experts and journalists have consensus about two main reasons for a sudden 
emergence of the Arctic route. The first one is an economic rationale behind it. The 
estimated price of the whole package ranged between $1.600 (Jacobsen and Doyle 
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2015) and $2.500 (Hohmann and Laruelle 2016) what was substantially cheaper 
than the Mediterranean crossing (for instance crossing via Greece may cost about 
$18.000 (Moe and Rowe 2016, p. 87). The second reason lied in belief that this 
route is relatively safe. While generally speaking this reputation has been proven, 
there were a number of freeze burns and one death caused by severe weather 
conditions registered on this route (Nilsen 2016b). 

The ethnic composition of migrants and refugees who used the Arctic migrant 
route has been changing over time. The first waves mostly comprised of Syrians, 
but gradually people from “other zones of war and poverty” joined “the caravan to 
Europe” (Hudson 2015, p. 23). Arctic migrants and refugees originated from over 
20 countries including Egypt, Ethiopia, Gambia, India, Nigeria, Nepal, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Tunisia, Turkey, Pakistan, etc. The main donors of asylum seekers were 
Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran (The Local 2016). 

The typical itinerary of Syrians crossing the border to Norway included a 
flight from Beirut to Moscow, a plane or a train ride from Moscow to Murmansk 
and then a lift towards the border. The final part of the long way – last 20 km – 
asylum seekers had to cover “on the wheels”, as the Borisoglebsk border-crossing 
point has a status of a multilateral international automobile checkpoint (Federal 
Customs Service of the Russian Federation 2011) and nobody is allowed to cross 
this type of checkpoints on foot. At the beginning Middle East asylum seekers 
mostly were driven across the border in Russian cars. However, from August 2015 
local police in Kirkenes started pressing charges against drivers who brought 
refugees and migrants across the border suspecting them in human trafficking (The 
Local 2015). Since then the only possible way to pass the final stretch became by 
bicycle (Jacobsen and Doyle 2015). 

October 27-November 14 was the busiest period in receiving migrants and 
refugees at the Norwegian ‘branch’ of the Arctic route. During this time over 100 
asylum-seekers per day (with a record of 196 asylum-seekers on November 4, 
2015) passed through Borisoglebsk-Storskog border-crossing point (Ulyanova and 
Vassilieva2015). Such a flow has put both border towns of Nikel and Kirkenes at 
the edge of the humanitarian crisis. While weather conditions were becoming 
harsher, accommodation facilities available in cities (especially on the Russian 
side) were filled over their capacity. About 500 refugees and migrants were staying 
at the only (at that time) hotel in Nikel at once. All rooms were occupied; people 
were sleeping in the halls and corridors (Demeneva 2015). 

The Norwegian side facing the same problem of constantly growing incoming 
flow of migrants and refugees decided to open the second center for asylum 
seekers reception. The first and the main transit center called Fjellhallen was 
located in Kirkenes downtown in a man-made cave burrowed into a mountain and 
had capacity of 150 beds. It was operational from September 24 till November 11, 
2015 and was managed by Sør-Varanger municipality. During these seven weeks it 
received 3.500 refugees (Furuly and Olsen 2016). The second transit center called 
Vestleiren comprised of newly erected barracks near Kirkenes airport, 12 km away 
from Kirkenes downtown. It was opened on November 2015 and functioned for a 
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year. Management of the center was carried out by the Hero, the largest operator of 
reception centers in Norway with 30-year experience in the field (Hero Mottak 
2017). The center had capacity to accommodate 600 refugees. When the flow of 
migrants and refugees was over, the newly opened center was turned into a “camp 
for people who have been denied asylum in Norway and were awaiting to be 
returned to Russia” (Nilsen 2016a). 

The other challenge on the Norwegian side of the border was the limited 
capacity of the Storskog border-crossing point itself including problems with water 
supply and providing a roof for preliminary questioning of asylum seekers at the 
border. To expand available premises, three barracks and some tents were urgently 
set up by the Norwegian Civil Defence (Nilsen 2015b). Finally there was a clear 
lack of personnal to process incoming flow of migrants and refugees on the 
Norwegian side and police workers were at work all night (Arvola and Wormdal 
2015). At the end of October Norwegian Government allocated funding for extra 
23 police officers to handle the extaordinary situation (Nilsen 2015). 

The Norwegian 'branch' of the Arctic route has emerged as suddenly, as it has 
terminated. On November 29, 2015 the Police in Finnmark in charge of Norway’s 
immigration control and Russian Border Service reached an agreement that identity 
check will happen on the borderline and persons without a valid visa to Norway or 
Schengen would not be allowed to enter Norwegian soil (Nilsen 2015d). Some 
believe that migrants were deterred with the words of Norway’s Prime Minister 
Erna Solberg who warned that “asylum seekers from Afghanistan arriving at 
Storskog check-point risk being put on a direct plane to Kabul” (Nilsen 2015a). 
According to Frontex (2016), other reasons for easing the situation at the 
Norwegian 'branch' of the Arctic route included worsening weather conditions and 
even the shortage of bicycles. Since the refugee and migrant flow over the Russian-
Norwegian border has been stopped in 2015, only infrequent small groups of 
refugees and migrants made attempts to cross into Norway via Russia, all of them 
have been stopped on the Russian side of the border (Staalesen 2017). 

 
 
Geopolitical interpretations of the Arctic migrant route 
 
The Arctic route received its first international coverage in late August 2015, 

one month before its busiest days. At that time there were five to 20 asylum seekers 
trying to cross from Russia to Norway per month (Kingsley 2015). While the figure 
looks quite modest, it has been a clear surge as in 2014 there were ten asylum 
claims in total submitted by people entering Norway in the High North (Abelsen 
and Trellevik 2016). 

As multiple experts and journalists have noted, some people who used the 
Arctic route had already been based in Russia for a long time. Some of them had 
residence permits there, others had requested asylum in Russia and were rejected 
(Engesland 2016, p. 3; Hohmann and Laruelle 2016; Demeneva 2015). Norway’s 
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Minister of Justice and Public Security at that time Anders Anundsen labeled such 
a phenomenon as a “misuse of the asylum system” (Nilsen 2015a). 

The suddenness of the Arctic route emergence and its rapidly growing 
popularity, as well as its motley composition caused a significant international 
discussion. Many were suspicious of Russia initiating the flow to destabilize its 
neighbors. The Finnish tabloid Ilta-Sanomat noted that the flow of migrants and 
refugees using the Norwegian 'branch' of the Arctic route is “too well-organized to 
be taking place without the blessing of the Kremlin’s top leadership” (Yle 2015). 
The same mistrust has been voiced by Finnish politicians, including Finnish 
Defense Minister Jussi Niinistö (Sputnik 2016) and Finland’s former foreign 
minister Ilkka Kanerva (Higgins 2016). By pointing at the fact that Russia’s 
European North is a highly-militarized region, some resumed that allowing 
asylum-seekers to cross it is “a provocation, punishing Oslo for adopting European 
sanctions regarding the Ukraine conflict” (MS Risk Blog 2015). The main 
accusations consisted of Russia facilitating illegal entry to its Northern neighbors 
(Martikainen et. al. 2016, p. 54) by changing procedures in the border zone 
(Sputnik 2016). 

Such a mystification of the Arctic route has been dashed by researchers from 
Norway's Fridtjof Nansen Institute Arild Moe and Lars Rowe who concluded that 
“Russian practices were not altered in any significant way in 2015” and that the 
Norwegian side had an “incorrect impression of the Russian border regime being 
more restrictive than it really was” (Moe and Rowe 2016, p. 80). Thus, a 
hypothesis of the Arctic migrant route being yet one more secret weapon of the 
Russia’s hybrid war against the West was not confirmed. 

Although the flow of migrants and refugees on the Arctic route was crossing 
the border more orderly: all asylum seekers entered Norway through its main and 
the only official entry point – Storskog checkpoint, there was a number of 
situations demonstrating that control over the flow was rather fragile and illusory. 
One of the most telling events occured on October 26 when a group of young men 
started walking from Nikel towards the border determined to cross it that day, as 
they did not carry any gear or proper clothes to stay at the border overnight (Nilsen 
2015c). Their estimated number given by eyewitnesses varied between over 80 
(Nilsen 2015c) to 120 individuals (Abelsen and Trellevik 2016). To stop this group 
and prevent possible troubles at the border, Nikel authorities had to mobilize 
police, border guards and civil defense forces. After several hours of negotiations 
the conflict was resolved and these migrants and refugees were transported back to 
the Nikel hotel (Abelsen and Trellevik 2016). It is not the same scale of disoder or 
the same degree of risk for migrants and refugees to lose their lives attempting to 
storm the borders (although this is difficult to measure and controversial) as the 
Calais accident of August 3, 2015 when around 1.700 refugees and migrants tried 
to “breach the 15 mile ring of steel surrounding the Channel Tunnel to get to 
Britain” (Robinson and Smith 2015). On the other hand, it's the same combination 
of despair, tiredness of endless waiting and a persistent desire to reach once chosen 
destination. 
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Local Perceptions of the Arctic route 
 
While Norwegian scholars and reporters narrate the Arctic passage as a 

“precarious route desperate Syrian refugees are braving in their pursuit of security 
and shelter” (Naguib 2016, p. 377), Russian newspapers more often portrayed this 
route as a way towards attractive Norwegian social benefits and “life by European 
standards”(Hibiny 2015). Local perceptions of border landers correspond with said 
two approaches. 

On the Norwegian side of the border one could have observed “a wave of 
generosity and volunteering” (Barkouki 2016, p. 2). Sør-Varanger residents were 
mobilized to assist with migrant and refugee reception both by grassroots 
associations and by the municipality. Sør-Varanger activists launched an 
organization ‘Refugees welcome to the Arctic’, a northernmost division of 
nationwide organization ‘Refugees Welcome to Norway’. Volunteers from these 
associations distributed “warm clothes, nappies, prams, toys, coffee, tea, 
sandwiches, and traditional Christmas cakes” among refugees and migrants in 
Kirkenes (Naguib 2016, p. 377). Besides, a significant share of Sør-Varanger 
residents was involved in migrant and refugee reception as a part of their 
occupational duties, as both the municipality and later the Hero recruited people for 
two transit centers operated by them locally. 

Based on interviews with Kirkenes residents, one could conclude that on the 
Norwegian side perception of refugees and migrants was quite homogeneous. 
There migrants and refugees on the Arctic route were seen as “people who need 
help” and “people who had a long journey”. Norwegian interviewees were 
mentioning that “life in a transit camp is not a normal life, it’s a life full of fear 
about the future”. No wonder that Bjørn Engesland and Svetlana Gannushkina, 
human rights activists who visited the Vestleiren camp,  pointed at high 
organizational skills and humanity of the people of Finnmark county who were 
hosting the asylum seekers, underlining that there migrants were “treated as human 
beings” (Engesland 2016, p.3). 

On the Russian side of the border migrants and refugees on the Arctic route 
were perceived differently. Based on analysis of public discussions in social 
networks, one could identify three main narratives present among Pechenga Rayon 
residents and expressed in the Internet: 

1) “Arctic migrants” are not real refugees, they pretend to be refugees 
(“Refugees could be women, kids and elderly people, all others should defend their 
fatherland”; “Have you seen those “refugees”? They are young men in age 20-
28”; “Refugees are unlikely to be rude and to wear golden jewelry”). 

2) “Arctic migrants” are terrorists(“The other day I’ve seen a bus with 
Middle East refugees returned from Norway. Where will they go now? We’ve 
already had some terrorists and terror attacks, I wish there won’t be any 
repetition”, “Very few of them are refugees, half of them are from Afghanistan. 
Almost everybody travels without wives and kids. I wouldn’t be surprised if there 
are many hitmen among them”). 
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3) “Arctic migrants” don’t flee the war, they are hunting for easy life and 
Norwegian social benefits (“Refugees are heading to generous Norwegian 
allowances and will live better than us”; “I would love to receive Norwegian social 
benefits too but I’m working here in Russia instead”). 

These narratives are not the only ones present among Pechenga Rayon 
residents. Other attitudes may be reconstructed based on different patterns of 
interactions with transiting migrants and refugees. Some individuals were 
empathizing with people in need and voluntarily helping them by providing shelter 
and hot meals. Others saw entrepreneurial possibilities in mass arrival of Middle 
East refugees and migrants and were earning money on incoming flow by 
providing different services - selling bicycles, subletting flats, giving rides from 
Murmansk to Nikel and from Nikel towards the border, etc. The last mentioned 
pattern was publicized in mass media and received condemnation both from fellow 
Pechenga Rayon citizens and Norwegian neighbors. 

While the described variety of opinions about the Arctic migrants and 
refugees is quite expressive, one should not underestimate previous community’s 
experience of receiving refugees. Sør-Varanger commune presents itself as a 
multicultural municipality and it has good reasons for it. It has been receiving 
international migrant flows several times and adopted some asylum seekers with 
positive decisions regarding their claims for permanent residence. According to 
one of interviewees, the first refugees reached Kirkenes in late 80s, they were from 
Sri-Lanka and made their way to the High North by plane. The first transit camp 
was opened in Sør-Varanger municipality in 1993, mainly for Bosnians. Last time 
the transit camp operated in 1999 when refugees were coming from Kosovo. Thus, 
the Norwegian border municipality has some expertise both in opening transit 
camps in a very short time and in receiving refugees from different parts of the 
world. 

On the Russian side of the border experience of receiving refugees is not that 
long and diverse. Till 2014 perhaps there was no experience at all. It’s rarely said 
that until the emergence of the Arctic migrant route, the term “refugees” in the 
Russian High North has been associated primarily with Ukrainian refugees. 
Hohmann and Laruelle (2016) and Malinkin (2015) are among few authors who 
paid attention to different attitudes towards Ukrainian and Middle East refugees. In 
both papers authors point at Russia’s tiredness of Ukrainian refugees that was also 
felt in Murmansk Oblast. 

From July 2014 Murmansk Oblastand Pechenga Rayon, as other Russian 
regions, started receiving Ukrainian refugees (Regnum 2014).By January 2016 the 
total number of Ukrainian refugees received in Murmansk region equaled 5.285, 
half of them settled in Murmansk (Zvereva 2016) and about 6% (308 individuals) 
settled in Pechenga Rayon.Although Murmansk region managed refugee reception 
quite well, there have been a few scandalous cases. The biggest outcry happened 
when Ukrainian refugees refused leaving the temporary refugee housing and 
instead of moving to dormitories continued using the accommodation provided by 
Murmansk municipality regardless the fact that costs for its maintenance has been 
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cut off from federal subsidies (RIA Novosti 2016). This problematic situation 
occurred in January 2016, just after the influx of migrants and refugees on the 
Norwegian ‘branch’ of the Arctic route. 

 
 
Conclusions 
 
Till recently the Russian-Norwegian cross-border region had reputation of an 

exemplary contact and collaboration zone between the West and the East of 
Europe. The long-established peaceful border, Barents cooperation as well as a 30-
km visa-free zone for border landers are some of the key features of that area. 
Despite (or perhaps thanks to) significant economic and social asymmetries the 
Russian-Norwegian trans-frontier interactions were steadily evolving both in their 
forms and range of actors involved. The spread of mutual trust and belief in good-
neighbor relationship were indicated among chief results of 20 years of joint work 
and cross-border cooperation. However, in 2015 when the international migrant 
flow was transiting through the region, the previously achieved reciprocal 
understanding became questioned. 

5.500 migrants and refugees entered Norway from Russia via the remote 
Arctic border-crossing point in 2015. Although this occurrence has already turned 
into a history page, its content, reasons and consequences are worth thorough 
documentation. Detailed analysis of mass media reports and a few academic 
publications, as well as doing fieldwork in the region allowed this paper to present 
quite accurate event canvas. Some facts, such as marching towards the Russian-
Norwegian border by a group of young refugees and granting extra personnel to the 
Norwegian police are placed in a wider academic reflection on the Arctic route for 
the first time. 

Besides providing structured factual description of the Arctic migrant route, 
the paper contains analysis of its geopolitical interpretations and local perceptions. 
Perception analysis encompassed overview of public discussions in regional, 
national and international mass media and local debates reflected in social 
networks. Based on this material the author reveals a profound mismatch between 
the two sides of the border as well as between two scales of examination. While 
globally the Arctic migrant route ever and anon has been labeled as a hybrid war, 
locally it brought both border municipalities on the edge of a humanitarian crisis 
and raised serious security concerns among border landers on the Russian side. 

Exploration of the way how border landers perceived migrants and refugees 
on the Arctic route makes it clear that residents of the Russian-Norwegian cross-
border region had different attitudes and hence different degree of interactions with 
transiting migrants and refugees. Residents of the Norwegian border municipality 
were more actively involved in reception process both within their occupational 
duties and as a part of volunteer networks. Individual strategies used by border 
landers on the Russian side varied from staying away from the situation for 
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security concerns to active participation driven by economic or humanitarian 
motives. 

To grasp the difference in local civic responses to the challenge of 
international migration on the Russian and Norwegian sides of the border, the 
paper suggests looking at community’s experience in refugee reception. Although 
there is no clear correspondence between this experience and the way refugees and 
migrants are perceived and treated, one could assume that lower sympathy and 
assistance to Arctic migrants and refugees on the Russian side of the border was 
partially caused by recent mobilization of local population in helping Ukrainian 
refugees and lack of experience in receiving refugees from culturally different 
regions of the world. 
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GEOPOLITICS OF PIPELINES IN THE POST-SOVIET  
TERRITORY 

 
 

Abstract. The paper presents the results of studies of changes in the 
geography of pipeline transport of Russia and neighboring countries in the post-
Soviet period, under the influence of geopolitical factors: Russia's desire to escape 
from the dictates of the transit countries through which energy exports or have 
been exported; the struggle for oil and gas transportation routes, extracted in the 
Caspian Sea; competition for oil and gas transportation routes from the study area 
in the Asia-Pacific region. There is noted as a main conclusion that purposeful 
activity of Russia in the creation of the pipeline system under the influence of these 
factors, the result is ambiguous. On the one hand, it leads to a reduction of the 
transport depending on some countries, on the other hand, helps to strengthen the 
economic position and the regional ambitions of other countries, in close proximity 
to the state border of Russia, as is largely due to the use of their territory. And of 
course it leads to the formation of potential problems. 

Keywords: Geopolitics; Pipeline transportation; Geopolitical interests of 
Russia; Russia's geopolitical position; The territory of the former Soviet Union. 

 
Since geopolitics studies the impact of territory properties on the policy 

pursued by the state located within this territory, the nature of all geopolitical 
researches is inherently interdisciplinary, thus, geopolitical issues are developed by 
representatives of various sciences, namely, politology, military science, history, 
sociology, economics etc. However, any geopolitical processes regardless of the 
tackled tasks (political, social, economic, ecological etc) are territorially bound 
which makes them the subject of investigation of political geography. It is the main 
reason why domestic geopolitics is primarily constituted by scientific works of 
geographers. The most sought-after aspect of geopolitical researches is the 
geopolitical position of Russia. Its examination is based on combination of 
different scientific approaches, i.e. historical (Rum, 1994; Treyvish, 1995), 
economic and political (Shuper, 2009; Baburin, 2011), complex (Horev, 1995; 
Kolosov, 2000, 2001, 2012; Mironenko, 1996, 2001) and others. 

Analysis of the Russia’s contemporary geopolitical position traditionally 
involves initial examination of its characteristics acquired as a result of the USSR 
collapse (Post-Soviet Space: Twenty years of change, 2013). In the meantime, the 
attention is usually drawn to negative aspects which, in turn, have negative effect 
on the overall country development (narrowing of the influence zone and 
dependence of its socio-economic development on the neighbouring countries, 
which weakened its internal potential and turned Russia into a hostage of relations 
with them). Nevertheless, as any integral element of economic and geographical 
position, the general geopolitical standing is dynamic. The recent 25 years of 



304 
 

Russia’s development outside the USSR have been marked by both targeted as well 
as spontaneous changes in a number of significant characteristics of Russia’s 
geopolitical position.        

The most dramatic transformation is related to overcoming the most 
detrimental aspect of Russia’s geopolitical position, namely, with “transportation 
breaks”, which emerged as a result of the USSR collapse in the form of division of 
the previously integrated transportation system between the newly independent 
states and thus constituted Russia’s “transportation dependence” on those countries 
within the Post-Soviet territory through which it used to export its goods. No 
wonder that Russia’s contemporary geopolitics is often referred to as 
“transportation geopolitics” (Yakunin, 2009). 

Considering the above mentioned factors, Russia has been actively using both 
properties of its own territory and territorial characteristics of the neighbouring 
countries in order to create alternative transport infrastructure elements and 
alternative transportation routes (Table 1). The ensued changes can be regarded as 
positive ones since they have significantly reduced the level of the state’s 
dependence on relationships with its neighbours (mainly with countries of the 
former Soviet Union). Meanwhile, the changes may obviously pose some serious 
problems in the future as they contribute to strengthening of economic and, 
consequently, political positions of other neighbouring countries such as Belarus, 
Georgia, Turkey and China.       

 
Table 1: Alternative Russian Main Pipeline Projects 

 

Title, 
transportation route 

Kin
d 

Commis
sioning, 

year 

Specifications (length, 
throughput) 

Sukhodolnaya – Rodionovskaya Oil 2001 
259 km; 26 mln. tons per 
year 

“Baltic Pipeline System II”: Unecha 
– Ust-Luga 

Oil 2012 
1000 km; 30 mln. tons per 
year  

Caspian Pipeline Consortium: Tengiz 
(Kazakhstan) – Novorossiysk 
(Russia) 

Oil 2004 
1510 km; 67 mln. tons per 
year  

“Nord Stream”: Vyborg (Russia) – 
Greifswald (Germany) 

Gas 2011 
1224 km; 55 bn. cu. m. per 
year 

“Blue Stream”: Compressor Station 
“Beregovaya” (Russia) – Samsun 
(Turkey) – Ankara (Turkey) 

Gas 2003 
1213 km; 16 bn. cu. m. per 
year  

“Turkish Stream”: Compressor 
Station “Russkaya” (Russia) - 
(Turkey) 

Gas 2016 
about 1000 km;  63 bn. cu. 
m. per year   

“Eastern Siberia – Pacific Ocean” 
(ESPO): Taishet – Ust-Kut – Lensk – 
Olekminsk – Aldan – Skovorodino  

Oil 2009 
2694 km; 30 mln. tons per 
year  
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“Eastern Siberia – Pacific Ocean” 
(ESPO - 2): Skovorodino - 
Blagoveshchensk – Birobidzhan - 
Khabarovsk – SMNP “Kozmino”  

Oil 2012 
2046 km; 30 mln. tons per 
year  

Skovorodino (Russia) – Mohe 
(China) 

Oil 2011 
63,7 km (in Russia) and 950 
km (in China); 15 mln. tons 
per year  

“Power of Siberia – 2”: Western 
Siberia (Russia) – Xinjiang Uyghur 
Autonomous Region (China) 

Gas 2015 
2600 km; 30 bn. cu. m. per 
year  

“Power of Siberia”: Irkutsk Region – 
Yakutia – Khabarovsk – Vladivostok  

Gas 2017 
4000 km; 61 bn. cu. m. per 
year  

 

Compiled by the author 
 

Initially the use of properties of its own territory in Russia was determined by 
an intention to decrease the dependence of its foreign trade with key partner 
countries on the impact made by Russia’s relations with those countries through 
which this trade was carried out (transit countries). First of all, it concerned the 
relations with Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Ukraine that provided both a sea transit 
(the ports of the Baltic and Black Seas) and a continental transit (Ukraine) of 
Russian goods. Therefore, the main changes occurred in maritime, oil pipeline, gas 
pipeline and railway transport.     

The first step on the way to Russian “export independence” was the creation 
of the “Baltic Pipeline System” (BPS) in 2001 with the intention to create its own 
port facilities on the Baltic Sea capable of providing transportation and supply of 
oil for export from the Russian oil fields in the territory of the Timan-Pechora 
region, Western Siberia and Ural-Volga region through oil terminals in the Gulf of 
Finland (Transneft, 2016). As a result new ports were built, namely, Primorsk (it 
became not only the largest port of the Baltic Sea, but also the second largest 
among all Russian ports with a turnover of 60 million tons per year), Ust-Luga (88 
million tons), Vysotsk (18 million tons), the port facilities in St. Petersburg were 
considerably expanded (the Big port of St. Petersburg - 52 million tons) 
(Rosmorport, 2016). Despite the fact that the emphasis in design of the Baltic 
Pipeline System was placed on bulk cargo, almost all ports are able to take over 
various kinds of cargo. For instance, along with an oil terminal Ust-Luga has 
timber, fish, container, and coal terminals; the Big Port of St. Petersburg - oil, 
timber, container, coal, ore and other terminals; Vysotsk – oil and coal terminals; 
and only Primorsk is a specialized oil port. Thus, most of the Russian goods, which 
used to be transported through the ports of the Baltic region, have gone through the 
Russian ports. 

The construction of the BPS had the most significant impact on work of 
Ventspils (Latvia) which used to be the largest port in the Baltic region. This was 
largely determined by the export through this port of oil running along the northern 
branch of the oil pipeline "Druzhba". Its operation was considerably affected by the 
nature of Russia's relations with Latvia and Belarus. It was closed for renovation 
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(the section Unecha - Polotsk) for a long time, and then there arose a question 
about the possibility of its reverse use (Belarus oil supply through the ports of the 
Baltic States). As a result, the largest Baltic port Ventspils turned into an outsider 
(the port cargo turnover in 1988 amounted to 35.6 million tons, in 2011 - 12.3 
million tons, in 2015 - 22.5 million tons.) (Byrkova 2015). The situation further 
worsened when Russia built the "Baltic Pipeline System II» (BPS - 2) in 2012. It 
completely passes through the territory of Russia and, thus, reduces the need to use 
oil terminals of the Baltic Sea belonging to other countries: Ventspils (Latvia), 
Butinge (Lithuania). 

Moreover, the establishment of the BPS-2 not only reduced, but also virtually 
eliminated the risk of oil export to European countries through both maritime 
routes (via the Baltic Sea ports), and continental routes (via Ukraine), as the BPS - 
2 originates in that place of the pipeline "Druzhba", where its southern branch 
(Unecha) begins. It goes through Ukraine to Europe and is connected in its territory 
with the oil pipeline Odessa - Brody going to the Yuzhny Port of the Black Sea that 
allows to deliver Russian oil to Europe by sea. 

As a result of the Ukraine’s introduction of substantial customs duties for 
Russian transit goods and attempts at price pressure, Russia made a decision to 
send its oil flow to bypass Ukraine. For this purpose, they used the BPS - 2, 
collecting oil in the Baltic ports and built in 2001as well as the Sukhodolnaya – 
Rodionovskaya pipeline (Transneft, 2016), going through the territory of the 
Rostov region and providing transportation of oil to the Novorossiysk port (also 
bypassing Ukraine).  

Issues arising from unresolved economic relations between Russia and 
Ukraine consequently affected the functioning of export transit gas mains. In the 
Soviet period they went to Europe primarily through the territory of Ukraine, 
whereas in the post-Soviet period the focus was initially made on the main Russian 
ally in the former Soviet Union - Belarus. It was its territory which was utilized for 
the construction of the transnational gas pipeline "Yamal - Europe". Today, it runs 
through four countries: Russia, Belarus, Poland and Germany (Gazprom, 2016). 
However, later Belarus, like Ukraine, started using its transit position to put 
pressure on Russia in making all sorts of economic decisions. As a result, Russia 
launched a project to build a gas pipeline that would bypass all transit countries in 
Europe – the "Nord Stream". It was laid in 2011 from Vyborg (Russia) under the 
Baltic Sea to Greifswald (Germany) (Nord Stream, 2016). There are no transit 
countries on its way, which allows to reduce the cost of transportation of Russian 
gas, and to avoid possible political risks.  

In turn, importance of the two gas projects for Europe determines active 
investment activities in respect of the exploration and exploitation of their resource 
base, which generally promotes the development of Russian oil and gas complexes.   

While analyzing Russia’s exploitation of other countries to solve its own 
geopolitical problems, it’s worth considering the transit position of Russia itself 
which has always stood out as a positive aspect of its geopolitical position. In other 
words, it is a transit country itself. Actually, the Russian territory connects the 



307 
 

countries producing oil and gas in the Caspian region (Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, 
Turkmenistan) and in the contiguous region of Central Asia (Uzbekistan) to the 
main consumers of energy – European countries, thus forming transport 
dependence of these countries on the relationship with Russia. 

Before the collapse of the Soviet Union the main pipelines performing this 
function used to pass through the territory of Russia. There are oil pipelines: Baku 
(Azerbaijan) - Tikhoretsk - Novorossiysk (Russia) (renovated in 2000) and Uzen 
(Kazakhstan) - Guriev (Kazakhstan) - Kuibyshev (Russia) (after reconstruction it 
was called: Atyrau - Samara) as well as the gas pipeline "Central Asia - Center".  

Therefore, the energy-producing countries were interested in reducing 
transport dependence on Russia, and embarked on the laying of new pipeline 
systems, bypassing its territory (Table 2).  

 
 
 
 

Table 2: Alternative to Russia Projects on Trunk Pipelines 
 

Title, 
transportation route Kind Commissioni

ng, year 

Specifications 
(length, 

throughput) 
Baku (Azerbaijan) - Tbilisi (Georgia) 
- Akhalkalaki (Georgia) - Supsa 
(Georgia)  

Oil 1999 
837 km;  
6 mln. tons per 
year  

BTC: Baku (Azerbaijan) - Tbilisi 
(Georgia) - Ceyhan (Turkey)  

Oil 2006 
1767 km;   
50 mln. tons per 
year  

South Caucasus: Baku (Azerbaijan) - 
Tbilisi (Georgia) - Erzurum (Turkey)  

Gas 2006 
690 km;  
20 bn. cu. m. per 
year   

Kazakhstan Caspian Transportation 
System: Eskene (Kazakhstan) - 
Kuryk (Kazakhstan), tanker 
shipments from the port of Kuryk to 
Baku and further via the BTC 

Oil 2020 
200 km;  
56 mln. tons per 
year  

"Southern Gas Corridor": the 
networking of already existing South 
Caucasus gas pipeline and only 
planned for the construction of Trans-
Anatolian (TANAP) and the Trans-
Adriatic (TAP)  

Gas 2018 - 2020 
3500 km;  
20 bn. cu. m. per 
year   

Trans-Atyrau (Kazakhstan) - Atasu 
(Kazakhstan) - Alashankou (China)  

Oil 2006 
2790 km; 
 20 mln. tons per 
year  

"Central Asia - China": Turkmenabat 
(Turkmenistan) - Bukhara 
(Uzbekistan) - Navoi (Uzbekistan) - 
Shymkent (Kazakhstan) - Almaty 
(Kazakhstan) - Khorgos (China)   

Gas 2009 - 2012 

2000 km, in China 
- over 4,86 th. km; 
40 bn. cu. m. per 
year   
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Turkmenistan - Iran: Korpeje - Kurt-
Kui  

Gas 1998 
200 km;  
8 bn. cu. m. per 
year   

Turkmenistan - Iran: Dovletabad - 
Sarahs - Hangeran  

Gas 2010 
31 km;  
12 bn. cu. m. per 
year   

 

Compiled by the author 
 

In the Caspian region it was determined by the complicated military-political 
situation in the North Caucasus which profoundly deteriorated in the 90-s. The 
Chechen wars and Islamic terrorism, spread across the oil transportation area, made 
the route unsafe. Therefore, alternative oil transportation projects have been 
developed and implemented, reaching through Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey to 
the ports of the Black Sea and the Mediterranean, respectively: the BTC and Baku 
(Azerbaijan) - Tbilisi - Akhalkalaki - Supsa (Georgia) (Tyurin, 2014; Gadzhiev, 
2014). In order to solve this problem, Russia, in turn, built an oil pipeline in 2000, 
bypassing the territory of the Chechen Republic. However, its importance for the 
transportation of Azerbaijani oil plummeted since instead of contract-stipulated 5 
million tons only about 2 million tons were transported, subsequently, a contract 
for its transit through the territory of the Russian Federation was terminated in 
2013. As a result, the oil pipeline Baku - Makhachkala - Tikhoretsk - Novorossiysk 
switched to pumping only Russian and Kazakhstani oil in the direction of 
Makhachkala - Tikhoretsk - Novorossiysk (Tyurin, 2014).  

After the commissioning of gas condensate field Shah Deniz in Azerbaijan 
and the increase in gas production in Turkmenistan, the issue of gas transportation 
route came in the spotlight. In this regard, the South Caucasus gas pipeline (north-
eastern part of the "Nabucco" / "Trans Adriatic Pipeline") was built. It runs parallel 
to the BTC pipeline through the region (Zholkver, 2015). It all caused the entry of 
Azerbaijan and Georgia in the GUAM, one of whose tasks is to reduce the 
transport and energy dependence on Russia. 

A direct consequence of construction of new oil transportation routes was the 
strengthening of Georgia's economic situation due to the booming economy of the 
country’s ports. Before the collapse of the Soviet Union there were two ports of the 
Black Sea in its territory, namely, Poti and Batumi, with a turnover of 5 mln. tons 
and 7 mln. tons respectively. Poti specialized in dry cargo, while Batumi 
specialized in liquid bulk cargo. This enabled Georgia to become a transit country 
in transporting oil from the Caspian Sea ports to the Black Sea ports and then to 
Europe. It resulted not only in capacity expansion and facilities diversification of 
the existing ports (Poti up to 7.3 million tons, Batumi up to 7.5 million tons), but 
also in the construction of new oil terminals, i.e. Supsa with a turnover of 4 million 
tons and Kulevi (3.6 mln. tons) (Association of Sea Commercial Ports, 2015). In 
turn, such an active economic cooperation between Azerbaijan and Georgia turned 
Georgia into a hostage to political interests of Azerbaijan, strengthening thereby 
Armenia’s isolation in the region due to the problem of Nagorno-Karabakh.  
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In addition, alternative oil and gas transportation routes become attractive to 
other countries in the Caspian Sea basin, such as Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. 
Due to the fact that the volume of crude oil produced in Tengiz and Kashagan in 
Kazakhstan gradually began to exceed the capacity of CPC (Caspian Pipeline 
Consortium), there emerged a need to develop its own Kazakhstan Caspian 
Transportation System (CCST), including Eskene – Kuryk pipeline, system of 
tanker deliveries from the port of Kuryk to Baku and further via the BTC 
(Azerbaijan, Georgia, Turkey are interested in it). Presumably need for CCST will 
have arisen by 2020, when Kashagan oil field starts to be used in full (National 
Company "KazMunaiGas", 2015). Obviously, the operation of this system 
contributes to strengthening economic positions of Georgia and Turkey.  

Turkmenistan's contribution to the creation of alternative routes for 
transporting Caspian gas is a project to build the Trans-Caspian gas pipeline, 
approved and supported by the US and EU.  The Trans-Caspian gas pipeline is 
expected to be held under the Caspian Sea, connecting its east and west coast: 
Turkmenbashi (Turkmenistan) - Baku (Azerbaijan). The unresolved problem of the 
Caspian status stalls the project implementation because there are no legal 
provisions governing the zone of responsibility of each Caspian state. In this 
situation, in addition to the environmental arguments to counter this project, there 
are also economic and political reasons. The most powerful reasoning is presented 
by Russia, since from an economic point of view, Trans-Caspian gas pipeline could 
become a competitor to the Russian projects "Blue Stream" and "Turkish Stream" 
(Zaslavsky, 2005). From a political point of view, the infringement of Russia's 
economic interests leads to inevitable weakening of its political influence.  

Competition of Russian economic interests in the transportation of Caspian 
energy naturally reduces the possibility of expanding its zone of influence not only 
in this region but also in the Middle East as a whole. Since the alternative pipelines 
go through the territory of Turkey, it intensifies its particular role in the region.  

One of the first ways of Russia’s competition for the transportation of Caspian 
oil, was the construction of Tengiz (Kazakhstan) - Novorossiysk (Russia) pipeline 
connecting oil and gas fields in Kazakhstan with the Russian Black Sea ports 
performed by the Caspian Pipeline Consortium in 2004 (Zholkver, 2015). This 
consequently contributed to the creation of a new marine terminal on the Black Sea 
coast in South Ozereyevka (cargo turnover was 32 million tons in 2013) and to the 
transformation of Novorossiysk into the largest port in the country (113 million 
tons in 2013) (Rosmorport, 2016;. Unified state system of information on the 
world's oceans, in 2016). Ultimately, this aspect has strengthened the importance of 
the Black Sea in the development of Russia's national economy on the whole, and 
Turkey, as a country which controls the flow of goods (including oil) through the 
Bosporus and the Dardanelles, in particular.  

The significance of Turkey is growing also due to Russia’s construction of 
alternative pipelines bypassing Belarus and Ukraine, which, as noted earlier, would 
repeatedly use the Russian gas pipelines to solve all sorts of problems, including 
economic (an attempt to reduce energy costs, unauthorized gas intake etc.). To 
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solve this problem, the Russian government resorted to the construction of new 
pipelines, the operation of which is not associated with the listed countries. The 
first pipeline was the "Blue Stream” (Gazprom, 2016). It is designed to supply 
Russian gas to Turkey across the Black Sea, bypassing any third countries. It 
complements the gas transportation corridor from Russia to Turkey, which passes 
through Ukraine, Moldavia, Romania and Bulgaria. The second in the southern gas 
transportation direction was originally the "South Stream", but due to the blocking 
of its construction from the European Commission, Russia proceeded to the 
construction of the "Turkish stream" on the basis of agreements with Turkey. It is 
designed to supply Russian gas to Europe and will go on the bottom of the Black 
Sea from Russia to Turkey (Byrkova, 2015). 

It is evident that Europe, as the main consumer of gas coming through Turkey, 
benefits in this situation from the emerging competition between the Russian gas 
supplies, on the one hand, and gas supplies from the Caspian and Central Asian 
regions (South Caucasus Pipeline), on the other hand. Furthermore, European 
countries are seeking to implement the project "Southern Gas Corridor": the 
networking of the already existing South Caucasus gas pipeline with  the Trans-
Anatolian (TANAP) and the Trans-Adriatic (TAP) gas pipelines, which are only 
planned for the construction and which are expected to supply Europe with gas via 
the Turkish territory not only from fields in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan 
and Iraq, but also from Iran, since the planned lifting of economic sanctions against 
Iran will contribute to it. 

We emphasize that the creation of the "Blue Stream" and "Turkish stream" 
stimulates the development of the whole gas transport system in Russia, solving 
domestic economic problems. For example, the pipeline system "Southern 
Corridor", which is currently under construction, will not only ensure an 
uninterrupted supply of gas to the "Turkish Stream", but will also send  additional 
volumes of natural gas to the Russian regions in order to develop industry and 
public utilities and to increase the gasification rate (Moshin, 2006; Gazprom, 
2016). 

Thus, Russia's geopolitical position in the context of the problems arising from 
its relations with the countries of the former Soviet Union, as well as attempts to 
overcome them "brought" to Turkey about 100 bn. cu. m. of annual gas supply 
("Blue Stream", "Turkish Stream", South Caucasus Pipeline), as well as about 120 
million tons of annual oil supply (CPC, Baku - Tbilisi - Ceyhan), moreover, there 
will be about 60 million tons in the future (CCST), thereby giving into its hands the 
function of the energy distributor and, accordingly, the mechanism of influence on 
foreign policy both in its own and in the neighboring regions. In other words, an 
attempt to overcome the negative aspects of Russia's geopolitical situation led to 
"nurturing” a new regional leader in its borders - Turkey. Furthermore, significant 
complication of political relations between Russia and the EU intensified its efforts 
in this direction. All this is happening against the background of economic 
contradictions in the region.  
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We want to point out that not only the Caucasus countries are trying to contact 
the direct consumers of their energy resources bypassing the Russian territory. 
Countries of Central Asia are also seeking the same, although to a lesser degree. 
Initially, upon the collapse of the Soviet Union countries in the region did not form 
significant opposition zones to Russia's economic interests continuing to cooperate 
with it (reconstruction and joint exploitation of old oil and gas pipelines linking the 
region with Europe). Subsequently, however, the region's countries realized the 
advantageous features of its geopolitical location, i.e. proximity to China, Iran, and 
began to use them actively, competing thereby with the economic interests of 
Russia. First of all, the advantages were realized by Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. 
Each of them is trying to diversify its energy transportation routes.  

One of the first transportation projects, which Russia considered promising, 
was the construction of "Caspian gas pipeline": Turkmenbashi (Turkmenistan) - 
Uzen (Kazakhstan) - Beyneu (Kazakhstan) - Alexandrov Gai (Russia) - Saratov 
(Russia) (Zholkver, 2015). It would enable Russia to include virtually all the gas 
produced by Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan in the Caspian Sea in transportation 
through a single system of main export pipelines. However, the worsened 
conditions on the world gas market as well as Russia's attempts to solve problems 
arising in this respect by exerting pressure on Turkmenistan, led to termination of 
the gas contracts between these two countries. This resulted not only in the freezing 
of the project, but also in the reconstruction plans aimed at increasing the capacity 
of the main gas pipeline "Central Asia - Center" existing since the times of the 
USSR (and the subsequent dramatic decline in the volume of gas pumped through 
it) (Gazprom, 2016).  

Thus, Russia motivated Turkmenistan to seek alternative routes for the 
transportation of its gas to the world market. The pipelines that go directly to the 
consumer (without intermediaries), particularly to Iran, constituted the first route. 
The consumers of gas are the northern provinces of Iran, remote from the fields of 
the Persian Gulf. These are the following pipelines: Korpeje - Kurt - Kui, targeted 
at the north-western provinces of Iran and Dovletebat - Sarahs – Hangeran, focused 
on the north-eastern province of Iran (Pototskaya, 2014; Crude Accountability, 
2014). The second project that spurred Russia into action in Asia, was a gas 
pipeline "Central Asia - China", bringing together all the countries in the region 
and China (The information-analytical portal "Oil of Russia», 2016). Obviously, 
this pipeline reduced Turkmenistan’s export dependence on Russia considerably.  

Another actively discussed project, originating in Turkmenistan, is the project 
of laying TAPI gas pipeline: Turkmenistan - Afghanistan - Pakistan - India 
(Zholkver, 2015) and even Russia’s joining it. However, high political risks that 
the project leaders may face make it difficult to assume that this gas pipeline will 
still be built.  

Kazakhstan paid attention to the capacious energy market of neighboring 
China a little earlier than Turkmenistan. Hence, the Trans-Kazakhstan latitude 
trunk oil pipeline was built in 2006. On the one hand, it acts as a competitor to 
Russia in exporting oil to China, but on the other hand, its design capacity exceeds 
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the planned volumes of the pumped Kazakh oil, which requires the involvement of 
other participants in this project. The most appropriate prospective participant for 
objective reasons is Russia with its rich oil resources and the existing pipeline 
system allowing to put this operation into practice: Omsk (Russia) - Pavlodar - 
Atasu - Shymkent (Kazakhstan). Russian Oil accounts for about 30% of oil supply 
through this pipeline (Belov, 2014). 

Russia’s response to severe competition in transportation of energy resources 
to China and later to considerable complication of relations with the EU on the 
whole, was the construction of the new system of main pipelines that bring it to 
markets in the Asia-Pacific region. This will not only enable Russia to benefit from 
the increasing turnover with China, but also contributes to the formation of 
infrastructure of mining and processing industry in Siberia on the whole, 
stimulating thereby overall economic development in this region, which encounters 
certain challenges and problems in this respect. There are the following pipeline 
systems: "Eastern Siberia - Pacific Ocean" (ESPO) pipeline, transporting oil and 
gas pipelines "Power of Siberia", "Power of Siberia – 2” (The Ministry of Energy, 
2016). 

Despite the fact that the ESPO is generally focused on marine oil deliveries to 
China, yet it has a branch in the form of pipeline Skovorodino - Mohe (China), 
which provides continental oil supplies. Currently the volume of continental oil 
supplies to China via ESPO exceeds the amount of marine supplies. The stability of 
the entire pipeline system can be achieved only through constant expansion of the 
resource base, and its inclusion in the overall oil flow. For this purpose, the main 
oil pipeline Kuyumba (the Krasnoyarsk region) - Taishet (the Irkutsk region) is 
being built. Its task is the reception of oil from new deposits of the Krasnoyarsk 
region - Kuyumbinskoye and Yurubcheno-Tokhomskoye. Commissioning is 
planned for 2016-2018 (Transneft, 2016).  

In turn, the gas from Russia to China is expected to be delivered through two 
routes - the Western and Eastern ones. They differ not only in indication of the 
direction from which the gas comes into the country - from the western borders or 
Eastern, but also implies a different kind of  transportation. Thus, the western route 
requires continental supplies, while the eastern route - naval supplies. The gas 
pipeline "Power of Siberia - 2" represents the western route, namely, COP 
Purpeisky - Alexandrov - Parabel - Novosibirsk - Biysk - KS Chui - Xinjiang 
Uygur AR (China). "Power of Siberia" makes up the eastern route: Kovykta - 
Chayandinskoye - Khabarovsk - Vladivostok (Gazprom, 2016). Moreover, despite 
the fact that each of these routes transports gas from the various production areas, 
there may be plans be join them due to development of the Sobinsko-Pangiyskogo, 
the Yurubchino-Tokhomskoye and other deposits with the subsequent processing 
in Boguchany (the Krasnoyarsk region) and gas distribution in the western or 
eastern routes in Lower floodplain (the Krasnoyarsk territory) (The program of 
creation ......, 2016). This will definitely ensure the necessary stability for these 
projects and markedly reduce the dependence of their operation on the prevailing 
political and economic conditions  both at the regional and international levels. 
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It is obvious that the launch of these new gas projects will have a significant 
impact on the economic development of the areas in which they will be held (in 
aggregate 13 RF subjects), changing (improving) their investment attractiveness 
thanks to gasification of settlements, establishment of new enterprises both in 
mining and processing industries, creation of infrastructure and housing, solution 
of employment problems and increase in the quality of education.   

Thus, the problems of Russia's geopolitical position in Central Asia in the 
context of its relations with the regional countries, as well as attempts to solve 
them "brought" to China about 40 billion cubic meters of annual gas supply 
("Central Asia - China") with the prospect of another 90 billion cubic meters 
("Power of Siberia - 2", "Power of Siberia") as well as about 80 million tons of 
annual oil supply (Trans-oil pipeline ESPO) in the future. If we consider other 
infrastructure projects, which are aimed at improving the quality of interaction 
between the two countries, it becomes evident that the Eastern (Asian) geopolitical 
vector of Russia’s development is currently being formed. A complication of 
political relations between Russia and the EU leads to its strengthening, 
contributing thereby both to booming of the fast-growing China's national 
economy and to the reinforcement of its position in the region. 

 
In summary of the study, we can draw the following conclusions. 
First, a country can overcome negative aspects of its geopolitical position both 

through the exploitation of resources in its own territory and through the utilization 
of properties of other states.  

Second, the use of its territory resources stimulates the overall socio-economic 
development of the country. 

Third, implementation of geopolitical interests of the state is multiple-option 
and open-ended. In the context of Russian interests, obviously, there was a 
decrease of Russia's export dependence on transit countries (Ukraine, Latvia) in 
pursuing its economic interests in the adjacent territory at the expense of such  
countries as Belarus (through which went a considerable part of Russian transit 
flows that used to pass through Ukraine , Latvia, Lithuania) and Turkey (through 
which went a part of the Russian transit gas that used to pass through Ukraine and 
Belarus).  

Fourth, Russia’s neighboring countries also characterized by the dependence 
of their export activity on the transit countries, are actively capitalizing on 
multiple-option character of their geopolitical interests implementation by means 
of creating transportation projects that bypass Russia. The most significant 
progress in this direction was made by Azerbaijan (transit through Georgia and 
Turkey), Turkmenistan (transit through Azerbaijan, direct access to consumers - 
China, Iran) and Kazakhstan (transit through Azerbaijan; direct access to the 
consumer - China). 

Fifth, the multi-variant implementation of geopolitical interests of the newly 
independent states contributed to the strengthening of the economic position and 
regional ambitions of those countries that are located in proximity to the state 
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border of Russia, i.e. Belarus, Georgia, Turkey and China. In other words, the 
elimination of the negative impact made by certain aspects of the state geopolitical 
position on its development by means of capitalizing on the properties of other 
states, enables to solve tactical problems, while creating strategic problems.  

In general, it is worth noting that in the post-Soviet period a redistribution of 
functions performed by the  Russian state border took place owing to the change in 
roles played by the newly independent countries in Russia’s foreign trade activities 
under the influence of the transport component of Russia’s geopolitical position  in 
three directions.  

 The geopolitical importance of countries making up the western sector of the 
Russian state border (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine) was 
initially determined by their profound involvement in the provision of marine 
and continental transit of Russian export goods going to the main Russian 
partners - the countries of Europe. It determined the formation of Russia’s 
significant transportation dependence and indicated the high level of barriers 
on this section of the state border. Over the examined  period, Russia has been 
able to markedly decrease the transport dependence on the countries of the 
Western region by creating alternative transport projects. It did not 
considerably reduce the level of the barriers on the state border, nevertheless, 
it mitigated the significance of this barrier for the overall development of 
Russia.  

 The geopolitical importance of countries constituting the southern sector of 
the state border of Russia (Azerbaijan, Georgia, Armenia, Kazakhstan, 
Turkmenistan) initially was largely determined by its barrier function resulting 
from competition between the countries in this region and Russia for routes to 
transport oil and gas extracted in the Caspian Sea. Although Russia’s 
strenuous activity in creating new transportation routes in the region did not 
achieve complete elimination of the competition, it succeeded in significantly 
reducing it thanks to turning several countries in the region into allies in 
transportation projects.   

 The geopolitical importance of countries forming the eastern sector of the 
Russian state border was originally determined by its contact function 
(limited by a low level of infrastructure development in the region), associated 
with the promising use of a transcontinental "container bridge", which is based 
on the Trans-Siberian Railway. However, the global process of redistribution 
of economic and political forces in the international community, connected 
with the strengthening of the countries position in the Asia-Pacific region, as 
well as the formation of Russia’s Eastern geopolitical vector of development, 
caused by the complication of its relations with the European countries, led to 
the creation of several transport projects, contributing to the actual (Russia - 
China) and future (Russia - China - Republic of Korea) interaction in the 
region, and thus strengthen the contact function of the state border.  
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Abstract. Sociocultural boundaries in the Black Sea Region of Eurasia are the 

result of the changing relationship of the countries making up this region. The 
reunification of Crimea with Russia in 2014 accelerated the process of division of 
the Slavic world that used to be a single whole in the Black Sea Region of Eurasia. 
Ukraine and Russia appered to have different sociocultural values. There emerged 
borderlines between the Ukrainian and the Russian worlds, between Russia and the 
West. Below there are geopolitical factors of this division.  

Keywords: geopolitics, the Black Sea Region, sociocultural boundaries. 
 

  ,       
  , -  

   .  
       

       
 ( )    

( ).       –  
  .  ,   

   , , ,  
   .  

        
  .     



318 
 

 ,       
.     ( )  

 (   )  
 ,     

     
[10].  

      
,      . 

      
 ,    

 (  , , , ,  
    ,    

     .).   
   .     

,       , 
     .  
       

    ,    
« », . .       

 .      « ». 
       
,        

.  
     , 

       
   - . 

     –    
  -   

.    –  
      

.        
      

   . «    
    ,     

 ,       , 
        - 

    (cultural studies)    
» [21, .14]. 

     -
      

     . . - -  
«   »,      

  [18].    . . -
-     , 



319 
 

     (   
 )   (     

 ).         
        .  [3]  . 

[19].  
        

    .   
« »    frontiere     

 ,      
[22],   - ,  [21],  

 («  »)      
  (  , ,      

,        
),    [11].    

      
       

      –  
.    . .   «  , 

  »,   «  , 
    »[16, .17]. 

    –  
     .  

        
 . . [6; 8; 10].       

     
    [7; 9].    

  ( ) . .   
       ( – ) 

.      , 
, ,   , 

   .     
 ,   ,  

    .  
       

 . 
        ,  

  –  «    
» [15] ,   2014     , 
     .  

« »      
      ,    

       .  
       

 ,      



320 
 

          
.         

  ,       
 ,     – XXI 

,            
  . 

      ,  
      : , , 
,  , , , .  

   ,     
     ,   

   , ,   . 
  (   )   : 

      
.      ,  

      -  
,      . 
       

 ,      
    . 

     ,  
    2005       

 (BSCC)   [20].      
      , , , 

, ,  ,     
   ( ).   

       
 ,     ,  

      . 
      ,   

   [14].       , 
 ,   ,   .   

         
.         

 ,    XXI    
       
 ,   ,    

    .     
    .  

       
    .  «  

 »,        
 . . ,  «    
    » [14].  1997  



321 
 

 (    )   
  ,    

,   ,   
      , ,   

-  [4;17]. 
     

       
   ,    

  .  :    
 (International Centre for Black Sea Studies),   

,  ,   «Black Sea 
Security Program»  «Black Sea Security Program Regional Workshops», 

       , 
  ,     -

     [5]. 
,  ,     

 ,    ,   
       

 ,  ,    
  . 

      
      

.        ,  
  ,   –  

 .  
  – ,      

 ,        
        

.       
      

    .  XIX    
      «  » 

            
    «   

  »,   .  
          

       . 
        

     .   
         

 2015       -  
 -400   .      

   –      . 
   ,      13  



322 
 

 -   14         
. 

        
,    .     
        

  1936 .      
   ,   

    .  
,       . 

    21  ,    
           

     ,   
 .  ,       
  .       

   ,  ,     
 ,       

   [1]. 
        

      ,  
 «   »     

        . 
        

    .  1982    
       ,   

        .   
 ,       ,   
   ,        
  ,    .    

1982       ,    
 ,     ,   1994  

         
  ,    .   

       
,   , ,  ,  

    ,     
        

 .      1  1994    31 
 1995   268     

,     1553      
    885 . . ,    , 

     [2]. 
         

1998         
 .           



323 
 

 .    20  1998    
      ,   

   ,    
 .    «   », 

          
    ,       
 . 

      2015  
        , 

        
  .     

        ,   
        10 
      ,  
    .    

        
        

       
     (TANAP)   

    ,      
«  ». 

       
    ,    

   -   
   ,    

.    ,      
   ,     

      . 
       

,    ,   
    . 

       
      

 –  .    
       

  .       
       , 

     ,       
. 

         
        

      
:   .       
       . 



324 
 

      
  .      

      , 
       
       

-  ,     
 « ». 

      
  .      , 

 , ,       
.   ,     

         
 ,     

  .      
         

     « - »,   
    -  

   .    ,   
« - »,    ,   

   ,    
      2015   

 «II    ».  -  
       

 ,       
  ,     

. 
  , -    
       

      ,   
 «  » («Operation Active Endeavor»),  

        
. 

,   ,       
 .       

,         
       

 [23].          
           

  .      
      . 

        
 ,        

2001 .       -   
   (BlackSeaFor),      



325 
 

 (       
)    (Black Sea Harmony), 

    .  
   ,   

    ,   
      .   
          

   (      
)       . 

,   1997 ,    «Sea Breeze».  
 «Sea Breeze-2015»      «Donald 

Cook»,     « »     
   2,5   [12].     

    .      
,     ,    

   «  »,   
    .    

 ,        ,   
      .  

   –   ,  
     ,    

        .  
    .    

       –  ,  
    .  2016     

    (  )     
   «Aegis Ashore».  ,  

   ,    , 
      .  

       
 .        

   ,     
.         

,         
       . 
 ,     

        
.  ,  « »   «  
»         
     ,    

  .   , 
       

  ,       



326 
 

 ,        
 [13]. 

     , 
      .  

        
          

,      
    (   ) –   

,         
 .  

            
       .   

  ,     
       . 

        
       
,        

.  
   « »  «  
»  .      

.      ó   
«  »  26    

 ,  ,     
  .      

        
«  ».   ,    

  ,        – 
  ,  ,    

        
    ,  

   . ,   2003   
«  –  ».      

       , 
, -      . 

     2013-2014 
,          

         
    . 

   , ,   
 –       , 

     ,  
  .      ,  

     ,  
      ,     



327 
 

      
.        

« »   , ,    
.        . 

,        
         

        . 
Conclusion. Geopolitically speaking, the contemporary Black Sea Region is 

one of the most complicated Eurasia's regions. The sociocultural division was 
formed in this region between the countries claiming different level of geopolitical 
influence. In the Black Sea Region Russia and the USA form a range of relations of 
global confrontation. Ukraine and Turkey retain the potential of regional 
domination.  

The aim of the research is systematizing the factors that transform the 
comtemporary sociocultural boundaries in the Black Sea Region.      

Sociocultural division is viewed as a variety of space in which there is an 
evident or a latent conflict. 

We see the Black Sea Region as the territories of the countries that have a 
coastal zone in the water area of the Black Sea. These are: Abkhazia, Bulgaria, 
Georgia, the Russian Federation, Romania, Turkey, Ukraine. The position at the 
coast unites these territories making up common tasks of maintaining safety and 
following the mode of the Black Sea channels, as well as solving the problems of 
inner navigation, environment, fishery, etc. 

The main reason of civilization trasformations in the Black Sea Region is 
related to Russia regaining its place among the world powers that are capable of 
issuing a challenge to the West represented by the USA and the united Europe. 
Russia's comeback to big geopolitics caused an unprecedented resistance of 
western countries that imposed a system of economic and political sanctions 
against Russia in response to Crimea's reunification with it.  

Among additional factors that make up and transform sociocultural boundaries 
in the Black Sea Region there are marine and continental factors. Marine factors of 
sociocultural division in the Black Sea Region are various. They are determined by 
the geographical peculiarities of the Black Sea basin. It is noted that the Bosphorus 
Strait and the Dardanelles are significant for the geopolitical stability in the Black 
Sea Region. The continental factors of sociocultural division in the Black Sea 
Region are related to the interaction of countries of the Region. Here there is still 
consealed rivalry between Russia and Turkey and a recent confrontation between 
Russia and Ukraine concerning the solution of the problem of Donbass and the 
territorial allegiance of Crimea. The sociocultural division in the Black Sea Region 
is reinforced by the expanding presence of NATO's naval and land forces in the 
region.  

At the current stage of the Black Sea Region development Russia has no 
geopolitical allies in this region. It is time for Russia as a global political actor in 
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the Black Sea Region to work actively on creating new formats of interaction with 
each country of this disturbing region and the world in general.         
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SOME ASPECTS OF THE CRISES AND THEIR INFLUENCE  
OVER TOURISM 

 
Abstract:Tourism in the current contemporary social flows represents a 

unique phenomenon and one of the fastest growing economic branches, that if 
followed chronologically notes permanent growth. With this, its representation in 
the national economies increases and has influence towards the growth of the gross 
domestic product. Today, many countries in the world base their whole economy 
specifically on tourism as an economic category, which can present one of the 
elementary tools for renewal of the economies of some countries, or even whole 
regions. 

However, beside all of the noted positive aspects by the appearance and the 
development of this tertiary activity, one important negative characteristic exists, 
and it is that tourism as a phenomenon is very sensitive and non-elastic when crises 
appear, that can be social or natural, namely political, war, economic crises, 
terrorist crises and natural catastrophes can undoubtedly cause a decrease of the 
number of tourists in a given destination, and sometimes complete diminish of 
tourism. 

In this direction, this paper has a goal to present the influence of crises on 
touristic flows globally, but also on a national level, specifically in the case of 
Republic of Macedonia. 

Key words: tourism, GDP, crises, Republic of Macedonia 
 
 
Introduction and literature review 
 
Torism represents one of the fastest growing economic branches, but at the 

same time one of the most sensitive and relatively most fragile economic branches. 
The numerous benefits coming from tourism can have large significance for each 
and every one state, and in this direction, it is important to observe the tourism and 
the touristic flows cautiously, especially in relation to crises occurrence. The term 
crisis, or crises in plural, comes from the Greek word , which means an event 
that is expected to bring about unstable or dangerous situation to either individuals, 
groups or the society as a whole.  

The crises are considered to be negative changes in the sphere of security, 
economy, politics, social life or environment, especially when they occur suddenly 
or with a little or no warning. Today, there are many accepted crisis definiations 
worldwide, such as: a crisis represents a difficult or dangerous sitiation that 
requires much attention. [2] Then, crises are unstable situations in political, 
economic or social questions that include the sudden changes which follow or the 
crises represent an unstable period with extreme problems in politics, economy etc. 
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Besides the listed definitions, the risk also stands out, it represents a source of 
the potential damage to an operator or a destination. In touristic literature 
catastrophe is defined as a serious disturbance of the community, represented with 
infrastructure and resources, which lead to organizations’ and intistutions’ reaction. 

In international touristic flows, the risk is defined as a danger, probability, 
threat, insecurity and a feeling of loss. According to this there are seven types of 
risk: technical, financial, physical, psychological, time risk, social risk and 
satisfaction risk.  

The following can appear as reasons and risks for crisis occurrence: 
government policies, differing ideologies, development of political events, terrorist 
attacks, kidnappings etc. Moreover, the invented events and myths are also present, 
and their fundamental goal is to cause an alteration of the public’s safety 
appearance and by that decrease the visits of a certain destination. Contrary to the 
enlisted ones, there are also superficial crises like: theft, fraud, corruption, transport 
problems and similar which are the simplest and have the least influence over the 
future visit of certain destinations. Crises caused by natural conditions are also 
frequent and include: floodings, earthquakes, volcano eruptions, tsunami etc. In 
continuance, the basic types of crises are stated as well as their occurance in 
contemporary world. 

 
 
Methodology 
 
When talking about tourism and its activities, it is obvious that we deal with 

complex phenomena which requires application of diverse methods that commonly 
necessitate a great deal of information, as statistical,, geographical, method of 
comparative analysis etc. Crisis also requires application of diverse methods that 
commonly necessitate a great deal of information. That is why the study is based 
on classical methodology, which is applied widely in tourism studies, such as 
research methods of analysis and synthesis which allow us a scientific approach in 
clarifying the role and place of tourism in national and local economy. 

 
 
Crises dimensions worldwide and their influence over  
the tourism flows 
 
The dimensions and the character of the crises that influence the touristic 

profit can be caused and determined by different causes, therefore we have: 
Crises caused by terrorist activities, crises caused by political activities – 

political crises, crises caused by economic flows – economic crises, crises caused 
by military activities – military crises, but also natural disasters and catasthrophies 
and other crises. 

Touristic profit decrease depends on the intensity and the lasting of the 
specific crisis, as well as its appropriate management, and further in the paper the 
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significant manifestations, their direct and indirect influence in the touristic 
economy will be reviewed. 

 
 
Crises caused by terrorist activities 
 
[3] Crises that are connected to terrorist activities encompass the events 

caused by individuals or groups that use threats or violence and advocate personal 
views, most commonly political ones.  

Terrorism as a phenomena in the contemporary world has an enormous effect 
over the development of the tourism flows in certain states or even whole regions. 
The terrorist attack on September 11th, 2001 in the USA is one of the most 
significant attacks that resulted with the occurance of the economic crisis that 
indirectly influenced all other larger economies and caused great uncertainty in the 
business and consumption on a global level. [5] The number of tourists in these 
period varied, so out of 51,2 million visitors in 2000, the number decreases to 46,9 
in 2001, then 43,5 million visitors in 2002, and in 2003 the number reaches the 
minimum of 14,3 million tourists. On a global level, the tourism decrease after 
September 11th is approximately 10% out of which there is further loss of 8,8 
million employment spots in the world including airline companies, hotels, tour 
operators, rent-a-car companies and credit card companies, which on the other 
hand led to a decrease of 1,7% of the overall GDP of the world economy. Another 
revival of the touristic flows is noted in 2004. 

Egypt is an appropriate example of terrorist attacks, where the tourism has a 
decrease of 43% as a result of the terrorist attacks in 1992. However, the 
significance of one touristic flow undoubtedly increases with the media influence, 
and the ability of promptly reaction of the specific government and its influence to 
censorship certain news, especially the ones appointed towards foreign media, with 
the appearance of murders or kidnappings of foreign tourists, where it is evident 
that with the news appearance in the media, the terrorist attack increases multiple 
times.  

The Egyptian government today tries to deal with these undesired challenges 
through an increase of the safety measures and dealing with terrorist leaders as well 
as an aggressive marketing campaign regarding the higher safety level in the state. 
Since 2000 up until today, a few more serious terrorist attacks are noted in Egypt, 
but the statistical data show that those did not influence the tourist number 
decrease, on the contrary, the visits of Egypt since 2005 until 2010 were increased 
twofold, which is of course a result of the proper management of tourism when 
these types of crises occur.  

Today, there are numerous problems that come out of conflicts at certain 
destinations (ex: consumption of pork meat and alcohol, gambling etc. in the 
countries of the Arab world, where the aforementioned are forbidden, and 
according to Islamic beliefs is considered to be wrong). This types of conflicts led 
to quite a few terrorist attacks over tourists in Egypt, with the reason that tourism 
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represents a threat for the well established social norms, traditions and value 
systems, as the rebels say.  

It often occurs for terrorist to execute an attack over some touristic object or a 
destination, because as stated, that way the significance of it increases, and if it is 
known that there is a media that will cover the news, with an emphasis of the safety 
of international travelers, the presented newly created situation gives a picture that 
the area is exceptionally unsafe and it presents a potential terrorist targer, which 
will cause for it to be bypassed in the future or deleted from the world touristic map 
for a longer period of time.  

On 13.11.2015 one of the bloodiest attacks on European ground happened in 
Paris. It was an attack with 130 casualties. This caused enormous material damage 
over tourism which is one of the largest sectors of the French economy, [10] 
accounting for 7% of France’s gross domestic product. France is the number one 
tourist destination in the world, with 83 million visitors annually. Those tourists 
spent 45.3 billion USD in 2013, according to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  

Throughout the whole 2015 France succeeded in keeping the leader position 
by the number of foreign tourists, shows the data from WTO, although numerous 
problems appear, which culminated in 2016. Most evident were the cancelled 
arrangements by Korean and Japan tourists that cancelled total of 300.000 
arrangements. The total loss in number of tourists in 2016 compared to 2015 is 
1.500.000, namely 1.300.000 euros.  

 
 
Crises caused by political activities – political crises 
 
Political crises represent a part of the everyday life, especially noticeable in 

some of the South African countries, in Eastern and Southeastern Europe, Eastern 
Asia etc.  

Some of the more important phenomena that influence the tourism instability 
until today are: the political instability in Eastern Europe for the past few decades, 
the Persian Gulf War, the civil wars in some of the Former Yugoslavia states, the 
financial and socio-political happenings in Southeastern Asia, Japan, Russia, Latin 
America, the Ukraine scenario.  

At the end of 2010 and the beginning of 2011, the political crisis that occurred 
in Northern Africa was topical. This crisis was later named as “Arab spring” and 
it included Morocco, Tunisia and Egypt which are known as developed touristic 
destinations. The “Arab spring” was followed by massive demostrations for taking 
over the current government in the previously mentioned countries that were 
manifested with street violence, which obviously disturbed the safety situation in 
the concrete touristic destinations. In Tunisia in 2010 the tourism participates in the 
national GDP with 7%, 12% of the overall employment and was visited by 6.9 
million tourists. In 2011, according to the National Office of Tunisian Tourism, the 
number of tourists decreases for 38,5%. 
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In 2010 Morocco realized 9,3 millions touristic profit, while in the first 
quarter of 2011, compared to 2010, the number of visitors increases for 6% which 
tells us that the political crisis in Morroco did not affect the touristic profit in 
negative sense. The political situation in Egypt and Tunisia caused an increase of 
the offers of world known tour operators for Morroco and the Canary Islands as an 
alternative for the cancelled reservations.  

[1] In 2010 Egypt was visited by 14,7 million tourists and tourism along with 
the realized profit participates with 11,3% in the national GDP, and as a 
consequence of the political crisis in the first half of 2011, the number of tourists in 
the first quarter decreased for 46% which from a financial point of view, means a 
loss worth of approcimately 2 billion USD. [16] in 2016 decreases and reaches 
500.000 tourists or 51,2% compared to 2015. 

The “Arab spring” spread over in Libya, where the demonstrations for taking 
down the Muammar Gaddafi government, turned out to be a civil war which was 
later terminated by a NATO alliance military intervention. The media played their 
role here too, and a large part of the world had a different picture of the region, 
which will undoubtedly influence the deletion of the destination from the world 
touristic map, and a long period of time was needed there to restore the whole 
infrastructure, which is necessary for any touristic development, and of course an 
improvement of the picture for the safety situation in the country. This political and 
military crisis had a negative reflection over the tourism of the neighbouring Egypt 
from a few aspects, ot of which the most significant are the geographical closeness 
of the two countries and the fact that Libya emitted the highest number of tourists 
in Egypt from the Arabian countries that in 2010 amounted to 2 million visitors, 
and was part of the national GDP in 2011 with 3,2%, and 3,1 of the total number of 
employees in the country.  

Lebanon [4] had a tourism participation of 20% in the total GDP two decades 
ago, but with the beginning of the civil war (1975-1990), which lasted 16 years, a 
decrease appeared which was only stabilized in 1999, when tourism takes part in 
the GDP with 9%, and in the next decade this rate countinuously increases and a 
growth of 39% was noted in 2009 (the highest noted tourism growth in 2009 
worldwide, according to World Touristic Organization) compared to the previous 
year. [16] However, as the undesired political events and the government fall 
happen in January 2011, Lebanon suffers enormous damages in its touristic traffic 
with 2.001.811 as a total number of tourists and a decrease of 36% compared to the 
previous years. 

Tibet is also an example of political crisis and its influence over tourism, with 
the conflict with the government of National Republic of China. A large number of 
refugees from the conflicts ran away or got an asylum in India and Pakistan, and 
later returned in their country and oppened small entriprises that primarily have 
touristic activity, and with that influence the local population to work with tourism 
through oppening restaurants, shops, small hotels, souvenirs sale etc. However, still 
the appearance and the develipment of tourism on the plateau suffered large 
material damage caused by the internal unrestings. The last few decades led to an 
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accelerated and increased tourism growth which undoubtedly affects the 
construction of better infrastructure (especially the oppening of the railroad 
connection Shangai – Lhasa). [14] The growth of tourism from 2006 in 2007 
amounts to 60%, namely 4 million tourists, only to have a decrease of 20% in 
2008, as a result of the unrestings in the capital of Tibet, and the prohibition of 
tourist entrance by the Chinese at the so called The Roof of the World. In 2010 the 
number of tourists was 6,9 millions. More than 15 million tourists visited Tibet 
Autonomous Region [TAR] in 2014, up more than 20% from 2013, according to 
the local government. 

Thailand suffered great damages by the anti-government demonstrations in 
2008, when the two airports in Bangkok were closed and more than 300.000 
tourists could not leave the country, a picture that was transmitted to the biggest 
and most influental world media, which directly affected the cancelling of a large 
number of reservations. The unwanted situation continued in 2010, when the 
streets of Bangkok practicaly played the role of urban military zones from the 
demonstrations on one, and the police and the army on the other hand, and some of 
the luxurious hotels were closed for a few weeks. In the period of 2007 to 2010 the 
increase of the number of toursts is minimal and even negative in 2009, for 
Thailand to only recover and rise in 2010-2011 not only as a world sex destination, 
but as a destination for health tourism. In the third quarter in 2011, the number of 
visitors amounts to 19.500.000 which is 8% more than 2010, namely 4 mil. more 
tourists than the previous year. In Thailand, tourism participates in the total GDP 
with approximately 6% and includes a few millions of work positions. [15] 32,6 
million in 2016, bringing in 1.64 trillion baht (45.9 billion USD) worth of business, 
up nearly 13% from 2015. 

The Irish government encountered a similar problem with the tourism 
development in the Republic of Ireland, where it asked the temporary Irish 
Republican Army to a 18 month ceasefire (1994-1996) and joined the combined 
local government which affected the improvement of the picture of the safety 
situation in the country. Ireland reached its highest tourists number in 2007, when 
the country was visited by 10 mil. tourists, to only start falling down in the next 
years, which was a result of the economic crisis 2008-2010, but also of the 
enormous cloud of volcano ash of the Eyjafallajokull volcano on Iceland in 2010. 

Turkey notes negative results when it comes to tourism, which is of 
exceptional importance to the country and makes up approximately 10% of the 
total country’s GDP. However, after the conflict with Russia, the number of 
tourists decreases (for an incredible 92% in 2016), and an additional fall of the 
tourists number occurs after the attack of the Istanbul airport when 44 people died. 
Additional burden for the Turkish tourism is the attack in Istanbul when 12 
German tourists were killed. Which in turn caused an enormous decrease of the 
number of German tourists of 35%.  

The coup in 2016 in Turkey additionally affected the disruption of the safety 
picture in the country and caused even larger damage for the Turkish tourism. [17] 
Tourism income in 2016 decreased by 29.7% and declined to 22.107.440 compared 
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to the previous year. While 72,8% of this income (excluding GSM roaming and 
marina service expenditures) was obtained from foreign visitors, 27,2% was 
obtained from citizens resident abroad. In this year, while individual expenditures 
constituted 18.495.978 USD of the total tourism income, 3.611.462 USD of 
tourism income was obtained by package tour expenditures. 

Crises caused by the economic flows – economic crises 

Besides the already enlisted undesired events and happennings, there are 
others, whose occurrence maybe does not cause such a large number of casualties 
or visible material damage, but they indirectly affect tourism in exceptionally big 
dimensions. Such are the economic crises that lead to weakining of the economic 
power of the destinations, but also the consumers – tourists, which indirectly 
influences the drop in touristic travels. 

Economic crises worldwide are followed and accompanied by recession as an 
economic phenomena. Therefore, the economic crises in the current history can be 
separated in three main periods:  
 The economic crisis that appeared in Western Europe and Northern 

America in 1980; 
 The recession after 1990 which was conceived in Asia, and then spread 

over to American soil; 
 The recession that almost encompassed the whole World economy, in the 

period of 2008-2010 and is somehow expressed even today. 
2010 is considered as a year of revival of tourism, when the great economic 
recession officialy ends (2008-2010) and a growth of the touristic travels appears 
again (UNWTO). The WTO, in accordance with its statistical barometers 
announced that there is an appearance of a global growth of tourism. 

[11] The number of international tourist arrivals (overnight visitors) in 2015 
increased by 4,6% to reach a total of 1186 million worldwide, an increase of 52 
million over the previous year. It was the sixth consecutive year of above-average 
growth in international tourism following the 2009 global economic crisis. By 
UNWTO region, the Americas and Asia and the Pacific both recorded close to 6% 
growth in international tourist arrivals, with Europe, the world’s most visited 
region, recording 5%. Arrivals in the Middle East increased by 2%, while in Africa 
they declined by 3%, mostly due to weak results in North Africa. 

Forecasts prepared by UNWTO in January 2016 point to a continuation of 
growth in international tourist arrivals at a rate of between 3,5% and 4,5% in 2016, 
in line with the Tourism Towards 2030 long-term projection of 8% growth a year 
for the period 2010 to 2020. 
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Crises caused by military activities – military crises 
 
The military activities in the last few decades are manifested mainly in the 

countries of Northern Africa, the Middle East and Latin America. The extremely 
low safety level influenced the deletion from the offers of the touristic tour 
operators of these destinations. Even a longer period after the termination of the 
military conflict, the consequences over tourism can be felt and it is a real 
challenge to bring them back in the world touristic flows. 

Libya is in a difficult situation, and with the last events and military 
interventions in mind, it is almost impossible to think about tourism travels in the 
country. 

The military actions in Chile, Venezuela, Bolivia, El Salvador and Mexico 
affected the perception of the tourists from the rest of the world for unsafe and 
undesired touristic destinations until a few years ago, which is backed up by 
evidented number of tourists data. 

The war in Syria and Iraq not only affected the downfall of the touristic flows 
but had a direct influence on the destroyal of part of the world cultural heritage, 
located here like Aleppo (UNESCO World Heritage Site). 

The war events of the Crimean Peninsula in 2013 have undobtedly caused 
enormous consequences for the Ukranian tourism. [18] Visitors to Ukraine wer  
well down in 2014 compared to the previous year. The country received 12,7 
milion foreign guests, a 48% decrease from 2013. The conflict of Ukraine was 
undoubtedly the major factor responsible for the steep drop. Visitors from most 
other countries declined. Fewer Poles, Romanians, Germans, Turks, Americans and 
British contributed to the fall. 

 
 
Natural disasters and catastrophes 
 
Besides the already enumerated crises and causes of a decrease of the rate of 

tourism in certain countries and even whole regions, natural disasters can also 
occur. Among else, tourism is especially sensitive and non-elastic to natural 
disasters like: earthquakes (Indonesia 2004 and 2007 total casualties over 300.000, 
Chile 2010 – 500 casualties and inestimable material damage, Haiti 2010 with 
300.000 casualties, Turkey 1999 with 45.000 victims, as well as the earthquake in 
Japan with 9,0° according to Richter scale, which caused a tsunami appearance 
with unestimable material damage and a large number of casualties (which 
indirectly influenced the appearance of a threat of nuclear catastrophe in that part 
of the world), the number of wounded in all these cases is remarkably high, the 
number of homeless people is enormous and also unestimable material damage was 
caused.  

The earthquake epicenter was close to Norcia, in the south-eastern corner of 
Umbria, Central Italy a magnitude 6,2 earthquake in August, that left nearly 300 
people dead. While some of the towns affected do not stand out on the tourist map, 
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Umbria as a whole is popular with British holidaymakers as Italy’s “green heart”. 
[13] In this quadrangle between Northern Lazio, Abruzzo, Marche and Umbria, 
there are gems like Valnerina region, hit by the earthquake and now dealing with a 
90% drop or zero tourist arrivals, as well as world famous destinations such in 
Umbria – Assisi, Spoleto and Gubbio – which, although distant from the 
earthquake epicenter, have seen arrivals drop by between 30% (in November) and 
50% (December). The numbers have virtually wiped out the tourism boom enjoyed 
by Umbria until August 24 (+11%), when the first earthquake hit. 

Volcano erruptions also bringabout huge material damage (Mount Merap – 
Indonesia 350 casualties, Nyiragongo – Democratic Republic of Congo 260 
casualties, Nabro Volcano - Eritrea 20 casualties), floodings and other disasters. In 
2009 a downfall of international touristic travels of 4% occurs, which was mostly 
influenced by the eruption of the Eyjafallajokull volcano in Iceland, and the 
damage caused by the thick clouds of smoke and ash led towards the significant 
decrease of the global air traffic, whereby according to some data, we are speaking 
of an ammount of 1.7 billion USD.  

 
 
The crises influence over tourism in Republic of Macedonia 
 
The Republic of Macedonia, as a part of the Balkan Peninsula, is in the core of 

numerous political fluctuations, which were frequently followed by military 
interventions in the past. The military interventions and the bloody disolution of 
the previously exceptionally powerful Yugoslavia, led to undesired military events 
in: Croatia, Bosnia, Kosovo (when Macedonia comes out as the poorest country 
with only 5% of the total national budget), the civil war in Albania 1996-1997, but 
also the military conflict between the Macedonian combat forces and the pro-
Albanian ONA in 2001. 

All of this influences the creation of the overall picture for the regions, but 
also the country as a touristic destination. With development and the influence of 
media, the appearance of these undesired events led to worsening the already bad 
picture and the idea for the real situation on terrain, which undoubtedly caused 
enormous material damage to tourism, as a quite fragile economic category. 

The war conflict in Macedonia in 2001 besides the casualties, also caused an 
economic downfall, and a serious decrease of the number of touristic visitors in the 
country. The process of recovery was a long lasting one, and was interrupted by the 
economic crisis in the period of 2008 and 2009. After this, a stable growth period 
follows, in terms of the evidented domestic and foreign tourists and realized 
overnight stays. 

[12] Chronologically followed, the number of tourists in the Republic of 
Macedonia from 1956 onward (this is when evidentation starts) ranges with 
downfalls and rasings as a result of the socio-politic events in the state. In 1956, 
259.663 tourists were evidented. A number which notes growth, especially 
noticable in the ‘80s, is over 1 million tourists, with more than 3 million overnight 
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stays annually, out of which more than a half were foreign tourists. Later on, a mild 
downfall happens, which culminates in 2001 and 2002, as a result of the war 
conflict in the state. So, the number of tourists in 2000 is 632.523 out of which 
408.507 were domestic and 224.016 were foreign visitors. A downfall of 52% is 
noted. The total number of overnight stays in 2001 compared to 2000, was reduced 
for 54%, while the foreign tourists overnight stays was reduced by 43%. 

In the last few years the number of tourists in Macedonia is constantly 
growing, namely in March 2008 in relation to March 2007, it increases for 44,7%, 
and in February 2009 in comparison to the same month in 2008, it increased for 
3,2%. The number of tourists in May 2010 increased for 0,8% compared to May 
2009. In 2015 the country was visited by 485.530 foreign tourists which realized 
1.036.383 overnight stays, which is a doublefold increased number compared to 
2006, when 442.845 overnight stays were noted. The analysis shows that this 
growth trend is a result of the promotional campaigns – Macedonia Timeless and 
the state subsidies to the touristic sector. 

The refugee crisis that gripped Macedonia in 2015 and 2016 oppened up a 
room for serious reflections over tourism, especially if we keep in mind the clearly 
definied attitude and the concept in relation to the problem of the relevant 
European institutions. Although the number of tourists did not decrease, which 
only shows the fact that says that this crisis did not reflect over tourism in 
Macedonia for 2015 and 2016. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
In current contemporary living conditions, it is evident that crises represent a 

segment of the society that has manifestations over the overall surrounding, and it 
is most frequently in a negative context with negative consequences. Depending on 
the place and the capicity of appearance, crises occurences reflect over the 
economy with a different intensity. Tourism as one of the most profitable economic 
categories is directly and indirectly involved in these societal flows.  

From the discussed so far, it is clear that crises present a phenomena in the 
everyday life throughout the world, and that is why an appropriate management is 
necessary, in order to reduce the undesired effects to minimum, especially the ones 
connected to tourism flows.  

Because of that, the occurrence of any type of crises requires a formation of a 
team for crisis management, that would have a few basic tasks, among which 
safety improvement, collaboration of the public and the private sector, increasing 
the marketing activities, hiring expert consulting companies for marketing policies 
and improvement of the market conditions, increasing the raitings, are the ones 
with the highest priorities.  

The military events in the surroundings, but also within the borders of the 
Republic of Macedonia, the protests of the so called Colorful Revolution, the 
fragile political situation expressed with the political cirsis in the country, the 
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terrorist attack in the Kumanovo’s “Diva Naselba” as well as the refugee crises 
were and still are popular in the Republic of Macedonia and as such have a 
potential to influence the touristic flows in the country. Still, the reflections over 
tourism are minimal and do not note negative trends and a decrease of the number 
of tourists in Macedonia. 
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Abstract. Shifts in motivation, volume and structure of tourist flows to 

Crimea under the influence of political sanctions were analyzed. The factors of 
mitigating the impact of sanctions on tourism industry of Crimean Republic were 
identified. The directions of integration of the region in Russian Federation 
national tourist-recreational system were determined.  
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activities; domestic tourism; the international tourism market. 
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Conclusion 

International political sanctions against the Crimea in 2014 had a negative 
impact on tourism and recreational activity in the region, causing the reduction in 
inbound tourist flow and reducing the economic results of tour operating, hotel 
business and transportation. 
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The integration of the Crimea in the Russian Federation tourism sphere 
stimulated the development of domestic tourism. An important role in overcoming 
the sanctions consequences was played by state campaign on promoting Crimean 
tourism development, weakening the leading players in the tourism market of the 
Black Sea-Mediterranean region (Egypt and Turkey). Successful image activity of 
the tourism business together with the Ministry of resorts and tourism of Crimean 
Republic and patriotic feelings of Russian tourists, that determined the choice of 
the Crimea as a tourist destination had a great impact too. 

Further development of tourism industry  in Crimea being a part of Russian 
Federation  will require refocus from the tourist business on programs of domestic 
tourism improvement of the regional tourist product in price and quality correlation 
as well as system tourist infrastructure improvement, cooperation with Russian 
regions, searching innovative approaches in promoting the tourist product and 
effective branding. 
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GEOPOLITICAL EXPANSION ON EUROASIAN SPACE 
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Summary. In article the essence and conditions of emergence of expansion is 

considered; forms and methods of fight behind the continent Eurasia. The attention 
is paid to types of global and comprehensive expansion: territorial, economic, 
political, cultural and spiritual. 

Keywords: expansion, geopolitical space, competition, geopolitics, 
geopolitical expansion, geopolitical situation, political policy, continent Eurasia, 
expansionism. 
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Conclusion. The traditional orientation of geopolitics of the advanced 
countries in the 21st century didn't change and expansion of expansion concerning 
the states considered as the opponents remains a main goal. In the second half of 
the 20th century it became obvious that fight for repartition of the world can be 
conducted not only using military force, but also by financial, economic, cultural 

, information and psychological expansion. At a turn of the 
millennia territorial fight for raw material resources of sushi and sea, for 
bioresources continues to remain. 

The continent Eurasia remained epicenter of global contradictions at all times. 
The geopolitical antagonism continues to go for influence on events in the 
countries of the continent, for control over strategic communications, the markets 
of goods and services, mastering material and human resources. In the XX century 
intervention in affairs of the continent from the outside considerably amplified: 
economic crises, social shocks, wars and conflicts in Eurasia [7].The states 
conducting and having big military power, seek for the maximum realization of all 
the interests in the shortest possible time, others – averages - and underdeveloped 
countries try to obtain it in parts and gradually. One try to reach the national 
interests by active, and, others – creeping expansion. One go for this purpose on 
the way of strengthening of national geopolitical force (China, India, Iran), - others 
– on the way of creation of the new coalitions (Ukraine, Uzbekistan, other states of 
the CIS, the Baltic State, etc.). In this and already developed coalitions (NATO, the 
EU, OSCE, etc.) the constant hidden or obvious fight for leadership both in the 
coalitions, and in the most important regions of the world (for example, repartition 
of spheres of influence on the former Soviet Union, in the Middle East) happens. 

As have shown events on the Balkans, in modern geopolitical conditions, 
special attention is paid to the European countries - the former allies of the USSR 
on the socialist camp who were always object of geopolitical rivalry of the West 
and East. Expansion of NATO to the east demonstrates that one of the main 
political tasks is ensuring control over extensive spaces and territories of the former 
USSR. Expansion is performed by imposing of the type of the relation to property, 
nature of production, distribution and consumption, and also system of 
management. In case of civilization approach into the forefront elements of a 
superstructure of society, first of all, public consciousness, inner world of the 
person, science, culture, religion, language, morals, ideology, and also socio-
political, national, legal and other relations act. Economic expansion acts as a 
factor of instability of economy of dependent countries.  
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The strong states put pressure upon weak and don't allow them to pursue 
independent policy. The strong states are able to afford to bring to power in the 
weak states of acceptable heads who adhere to a political policy of the strong state. 
Conducting the expansionist policy in relation to underdeveloped countries forcing 
them to open borders in trade with them, in relation to themselves take protective 
measures not to allow capital export from own states. 

By fight for the global markets, for world natural resources, for imposing of 
the moral and cultural values, for political and information domination there is a 
scope of the increasing territories globalization processes which couldn't but affect 
forms and methods of global and comprehensive expansion: territorial, economic, 
political, cultural and spiritual. 

In fierce competitive struggle which goes between industrially developed 
states for capital investment spheres the markets and sources of raw materials, the 
increasing value are purchased by the scientific and technical capacity of this or 
that country used for the purposes of the external economic expansion. It is 
possible to distinguish the following from a number of the forms and methods of 
the external economic expansion used by corporations: 1. direct investments; 2. 
foreign trade; 3. monopolization of science (trade in scientific and technical 
achievements). 

Expansion in various forms of impact (political, economic, demographic, 
spiritual, cultural and information, etc.), getting into the interstate sphere, creates 
steady mechanisms of influence which perform system of dependences and 
interdependence, and also reduce possibilities of control over an internal political 
situation in the state. Scale of expansion directly threatens sovereignty of territorial 
integrity and slows down social and economic development of the country since 
the majority of spheres of socioeconomic activity economy, public consciousness, 
education, science, etc. becomes objects of destruction. 

Summing up the result, it should be noted that in any geopolitical conditions 
to resist to expansion it is very difficult. Any expansion for expansion of a sphere 
of influence and fixing of line items on the chosen polytypic directions (political, 
economic, etc.) activities, constantly changes methods and technologies of impact 
therefore to resist to unsafe challenges and its threats, creation of special system 
controling mechanisms by all processes" is required ", and also "to have system 
protection against internal and external destructive processes and impacts" [1]. 

All above demonstrates that return to a problem of expansion remains urgent 
now and will remain that and in the future as the developments happening in the 
world can't be once and for all certain and, the main thing, unambiguous in force, 
first of all their continuous development. 
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PLACE AND ROLE OF RUSSIA IN THE TURIST AREA  

OF THE EUROPEAN REGION AT THE PRESENT STAGE  
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Annotation. The possibilities of development of tourist relations of the 

European region and Russia are considered. The role and place of Russia as a 
supplier of tourists to the European region are depicted; factors which promote and 
prevent the development of international outbound travelling from Russia to 
Europe, the dynamics, the change of the geography of the visits, distribution of 
Russian tourists by type and sub-regions of tourism in the European region. The 
possibilities of participation by European tourists in the tourist industry in Russia: 
features of the dynamics, geography of inbound tourism, changes in the share of 
countries, factors affecting the visit of Russia by European tourists are studied. The 
possibilities of tourism relations: Russia - Republic of Serbia are shown. 

Keywords: international outbound tourism, International inbound tourism, 
tourist area of the European region, tourism in the Republic of Serbia, the factors 
that promote and prevent the development of tourism. 
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Conclusion. Russian-European tourist services in the recent history of the 

Russian Federation have been developing at a moderate rate. Outbound 
international tourism in Russia during the time of formation of tourism at present 
stage has been prevailing according to the number of participants  over inbound, 
reaching a peak in 2013. Russian tourists have visited all regions of the world, but 
the main share made the trip to the European region. The Europeans have been also 
always in the lead in the total international tourist flow to Russia. 

During the erupted foreign policy crisis and economic sanctions of Western 
countries against Russia in 2014-2016 have reduced mutualyy directed flows of 
Russian-European tourism. Especially sharply in conditions of fall of the ruble to 
the currencies of European countries outbound tourism indicators of Russians in 
Europe in the years 2014-2015 decreased. In 2016, these figures began to recover 
gradually. Visits of European tourists to the Russian Federation during this period, 
on the contrary, grew, and the ratio of outbound and inbound Russian-European 
tourism has changed in the direction of increasing of inbound tourism share. 

There are a lot of factors that contribute and prevent visiting Europe by 
Russian tourists and  visiting Russia by Europeans with tourist objectives. Weight 
gain of positive or negative factors influences the decline or rise of Russian-
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European tourism connexions. The negative factors have outweighed the positive 
so far, constraining the flow of tourist trips of Russians to the European countries 
at the present stage. Nevertheless, all the crisis years in the top ten tourist 
departures of Russians, there are  5-6 European countries - Germany, Cyprus, 
Greece, Spain and others. 

Talking about inbound tourism, although the influx of European tourists in 
Russia in 2016 is restored, but the most important tasks of Russian tourism for 
attraction of tourists from Europe are - the leveling of the negative image of the 
country on the world political and economic arena, in the tourist market - increase 
the range of proposals, geography expansion, tourism types and tourist services, the 
improvement of infrastructure and tourism services, an adequate price for the 
Russian tourist product. The realities of the present stage are- the presence in the 
top ten for the entry of tourists in Russia 6 highly developed European countries,  
new trend of international tourism in Russia - growth in the share of Asian 
countries is clearly delineated. In modern conditions the international tourism 
market in Russia has now turned from an almost purely European in the Euro-
Asian, and in the future can become a predominantly Asian. 

Tourist connexions between Russia and the Republic of Serbia  are small at 
the present stage, but there are enough factors positively affecting their growth and 
development. There are good prospects for our countries in the inbound and 
outbound tourism. 

It seems that because of the relative geographical proximity, diversity of tour 
offers, interest of the residents to the nature, the culture of other countries and 
territories, a Russian-European tourism is still "doomed" to further, though not 
unproblematic development. 
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MEDICAL TOURISM AGAINST THE BACKGROUND OF  

MODERN GEOPOLITICAL EVENTS  
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Summary. The phenomenon of medical tourism is analysed as a component 

of medical and recreational activities in the world countries. The definition of the 
term "medical tourism" is uncovered, its place as an economic branch is identified. 
The parameter correlation of the medical services cost in different countries is 
given. The specialization of countries on certain types of medical-diagnostic 
activity is shown. Russian market of medical tourism that is formed in unstable 
geopolitical situation in the world is characterized. 

Keywords: human health, types of diseases, medicine, health care, clinic, 
medical tourism, treatment costs, resorts, hospitals, countries, geopolitical 
situation. 
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Conclusion. Medical tourism is quite a new branch of the tourism industry, 

the main feature of which is provision of services both in medicine and in classical 
tourism. Originating in Europe, this type of tourism has spread to all continents and 
is gaining rapid development rates in Asian countries, favoured by traditional 
methods of treatment and their combination with Western technologies. One of the 
main characteristics of medical tourism is lower prices compared to the countries 
of Central Europe. In addition, the geopolitical factor plays a significant role 
through imposed sanctions on Russia, the absence of a visa-free regime with the 
EU countries, the presence of political and military conflicts. The consequence of 
these phenomena is an economic decline in geo-economics (not only in Russia, but 
also in other countries), which affected the dynamics of medical tourism at a global 
level. 

The further development of medical tourism requires closer attention from 
government agencies, in particular, in setting rates for the health services in the 
public and private healthcare sectors. It should be possible to create general 
medical companies with foreign participation in any country. 
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The attraction of foreign investment in the medical tourism development is 
highly relevant for the Russian Federation that owns rich balneological resources, 
huge natural and cultural historical heritage. The solution of this task is in many 
ways complicated by unstable geopolitical situation in the Eurasian space. 
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E. A. Lukyanenko, N. V. Strachkova, I. I. Voronin 

 
THE INFLUENCE OF GEOPOLITICAL FACTORS ON THE 

FORMATION OF A PORTRAIT OF THE TOURIST OF THE CRIMEA 
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Abstract. The paper presents the results of a sociological research aimed at 

the identification of parameters of consumer demand for regional tourism product 
of the Crimea. Defines the role of geopolitical factors in the change in the 
characteristics of the portrait of the Crimean tourist. 

Key words: tourism, geopolitical factors of development of tourism, demand, 
portrait of the tourist of the Crimea. 
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Conclusion.  The process of integration of the Crimea into the Russian socio-

economic space has many aspects, one of the brightest manifestations of which is 
the tourist market, which in modern conditions is characterized by the spatial 
dynamism of the formation of demand for the tourist-recreational product of the 
region.  Identify these processes allows the compilation of a generalized portrait of 
a tourist of Crimea using the method of sociological survey. 
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 An analysis of the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents 
revealed a numerical predominance of women over men, while this trend persists 
throughout the study period.  The age structure in the majority - about 80% - is 
represented by young age groups under the age of 45 who are the most mobile, but 
there has been a tendency to reduce the proportion of youth to 25 years) and 
increase the share of the family holiday segment (26-45 years) 

 The reorientation of tourist offers of the Crimea to the Russian market, which 
is more complex and expensive logistics has led to changes in the structure of 
respondents by social status is the predominant social group was the civil servants, 
pupils, students and entrepreneurs, but there has been a downward trend in their 
share in the structure of tourist flow. The least pensioners come to the Crimea, 
since this category is one of the poor, and the category of agricultural workers is 
also practically not represented. 

The impact of geopolitical transformations reflect changes in the structure of 
inbound tourist flow in the Crimea and the use of modes of transport. In General, 
the reorientation of the tourist market of the Crimea to the Russian segment. If the 
proportion of Russian citizens in 2000 was 22.4% of the tourist flow, by 2016 it 
was about 90%. Inbound flow of citizens of Ukraine declined sharply, and foreign 
tourists is virtually nonexistent. In domestic tourist flows, there have been changes 
in favor of aviation and motor transport modes  

 At the same time, geopolitical transformations in the Crimea did not affect the 
purpose of coming to the region, including beach rest, preferences of tourists in 
favor of unorganized recreation and choice of accommodation in the private sector.  
Spatial preferences have not changed - the Southern Coast of the Crimea remains 
the leader among the recreational regions. 

 In general, geopolitical transformations, exacerbated by the political 
instability of the neighboring states, create a number of spatial restrictions for the 
development of tourism in the region.  In the current situation, the geopolitical 
factors that cause changes in the characteristics of the tourist flow should be 
considered as a risk in the development of the recreational and tourist spheres of 
the Crimea at the global and regional levels.  Timely identification and 
scientifically sound decision of the existing problems should form the basis of 
strategic measures in the context of improving the quality of tourist services in the 
Crimea. 
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CROSS-BORDER RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS IN 
THE REGION OF CENTRAL ASIA 
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Abstract: Central Asia is a specific geopolitical region in post-Soviet Eurasia. 

In this region, where there are five states - Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, 
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, are essential prerequisites for regional integration. 
An important element of the integration and disintegration processes in Central 
Asia is the problem of cross-border using of natural resources and environmental 
protection. The article examines the nature and genesis of the most relevant of 
these cross-border issues. Particular attention is paid to the scientific basis of 
mitigating conflicts in the use of water and energy resources in the region. In 
conclusion, the scientific principles of the addressing of cross-border 
environmental management in the region are formulated. 

Keywords: Central Asia, integration, cross-border environmental 
management, water resources, river basin structure. 
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Conclusion.The solution of cross-border resource and environmental 

problems in Central Asia requires the following measures: 
- Mutual coordination of interests of the regional states in the sphere of nature, 

priority in the management of cross-border natureresources of Central Asia socio-
economic interests over political; 

- The reliance on international law and international political and legal 
experience in settling cross-border issues, mutual adaptation of legislation of the 
countries of the region; 

- An integrated approach to the use of multi-purpose, first of all, water and 
energy resources, as well as taking into account in the exploitation of natural 
resources, their ecological functions as a real-energy components of the landscape; 

- Accounting geographical integrity of cross-border areas of nature and 
landscape systems of self-cleaning capabilities associated with geomorphological, 
climatic, hydrological, hydrogeological, soil-geochemical, and other biological and 
ecological features of the natural environment; 

- Modernization of region-wide environmental management on the basis of 
wide introduction of resource-saving (primarily water-saving) in production 
technology; 

- Rational utilization of geographical division of labor between the mating 
parts of the neighboring states, inherent in their complementary natural resource, 
industrial and infrastructural environments, mutual adaptation of sectoral and 
spatial structure of the economy with complementary areas of wildlife areas; 

- Transformation of the sectoral structure of the economy of cross-border 
regions in the direction of reducing the share of agricultural raw material 
(especially water consumption) production sectors, diversification of the latter, 
which will help in the long run, reduce the dependence of society on the natural 
environment and the weakening of the direct anthropogenic impact on it; 
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- Accounting for the design and construction of large man-made structures 
structure, functioning and dynamics of transboundarygeosystems, which is 
important for treatment of complex ecological and geographical expertise, 
evaluates the possible consequences of the implementation of projects; 

- Regular monitoring of environmental risks in transboundary basins of 
Central Asian countries, the exchange of relevant information between countries, 
open access of the population to ecological and geographical materials; 

- Development and implementation of a unified interstate territorial scheme of 
protection of natural and cultural heritage of cross-border territories of Central 
Asia; 

- Coordination of short- and long-term goals and objectives of the regional 
nature. 
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Abstract: Due to its geographical position, the Western Balkans have always 

been an area of collision, interference and forbidding clashes between the Eastern 
and Western cultures, which have shared opposed political and military alliances, 
conflicting large force interests, and divergent social and economic systems. 
Simultaneously, it has been an area of conflicting internal geopolitical, 
geostrategic, geo-economics, cultural and other interests of its ethnic and 
confession entities. As a result of all these aspects, the Western Balkans are and 
have been a perpetual source of both internal and regional instability, which is 
further aggravated by the extreme ethnic-national and religious animosity based 
upon the tragic history of the local people characterized with violent cultural 
processes, almost exclusively suffered by the Serbian people, including the WW I 
and WW II genocides. Under modern circumstances, the main cause of the internal 
instability is actually a consequence of the violent break-up of SFR Yugoslavia – 
“a joint state of Yugoslav peoples” – which was accompanied by the foundation of 
new states in which certain ethos’s lost the position they held and others gained a 
status they had never had before. These factors of destabilization are sustained by 
the aspiration of some ethnos to cause secession of parts of certain state territories, 
which is particularly typical of the Albanian ethnic community. Namely, they are 
going to the extreme in an attempt to get support from distinguished geopolitical 
factors from the West and finally carry out the long-term proclaimed programs 
advocated by Albanian geo politicians which refer to creation of so-called “Great 
Albania”. More accurately, this would entail secession of Kosovo and Metohia 
from Serbia and, finally, secession of other former Yugoslav territories mostly 
populated by Albanians (west parts of FYR Macedonia, south-east Montenegro). 
Geopolitical instability and insecurity of the Western Balkans are further affected 
by current attempts of certain internal and external geopolitical subjects to 
influence the constitutional arrangement of Bosnia and Herzegovina and FYR 
Macedonia. Finally, one of key aspects of modern geopolitical state of affairs and 
future geopolitical processes in the Western Balkans is the impact of global and 
regional factors, which support some countries in the region to decide on their 
Euro-Atlantic and Euro-Asian integrations.  

Key words:  Western Balkans, former SFR Yugoslavia, balkanization, 
disintegration, new states within Western Balkans region, globalization, new world 
order, Euro-Asian integration, deglobalization.              
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Conclusion 

 
With its around 275 000 km2 territory, the population of over 22 million 

people and six internationally recognized states, Western Balkans are again, within 
the recent geopolitical circumstances and with inherited problems rooting back 
from different historic periods, a sphere of interest strongly affected by key 
geopolitical factors such as USA, EU, Russia, Turkey, and China and their geo-
economics interests.  

Within the constellation of factors comprising Western Balkans geopolitical 
scene, some Western Balkans states, i.e. some Western Balkans nations, have faced 
major challenges regarding diverse affiliations to different geopolitical and geo-
economics alliances. With all the mounting “internal” problems resulting from the 
violent SFRY break-up, the aforementioned challenges share a historic dimension 
and are affected by foreign impacts of globalization articulated via US interests 
which only further imperil and threaten the stability of Western Balkans. On the 
other hand, attempts of distinguished factors of deglobalization, Russia above all, 
to improve their presence in Western Balkans area, which is supported by “natural” 
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allies, are in opposition with interests of US and most EU member states.   The 
only “logical” conclusion which arises is that the opposed interests of the leading 
countries of both globalization and deglobalization processes necessarily lead 
towards the destabilization of “the region” which may have vast consequences. 
Therefore, it is only the harmonized interests of influential geopolitical factors and 
the neutral geopolitical position of Western Balkans countries (B&H, Serbia, 
Montenegro, and Macedonia) that might make this region relatively stable.  
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EURASIAN CHARACTERISTICS OF BALKAN PENINSULA  
AS A DETERMINANTS OF GEOPOLITICAL PROCESSES 
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Abstract: Ambiguous, transient Eurasian position of the Balkan Peninsula, 

the latent works on historical rhythms of construction and destruction of 
geopolitical structures. This paper aims to point out the geographic dimension of 
the Eurasian Balkans properties, which places it near the center of the problem of 
contemporary geopolitical debates. At the same time, should not be confused 
geographical characteristics of the Eurasian Balkans, what was talking about a 
classic Serbian geographer Jovan Cviji , with subsequent ideas of Russian 
Eurasian movement.  

Keywords: Balkan, balkanism, balkanization, Eurasian features, South East 
Europe, geography, geopolitics. 
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Conclusion 
 

Ambivalent geographical properties – fusion and permeation, and their 
opposed features of isolation and disconnection have affected the duality of 
consciousness – mentality of a man on a crossroad, from which the inclination of 
the Balkan man towards dualism emerged. It is the fragments of different 
cultures, which have merged in the area for centuries that create an impression of 
non-homogeneity. Foreigners have always perceived this cultural synthesis on a 
crossroad as a “misunderstood civilization” of the Balkan “mild savage” whereas 
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the peoples of Balkans have recognized it as a historical logic of the European 
“third world” between the East and the West.  

Earlier theories on East and West Europe and recent apologies of “joint 
European home” are often encumbered with confessional, ethnic, national, and 
geopolitical perceptions bursting with prejudice and stereotypes on the duality of 
Balkan cultural development (eastern and western) and conflicts among its 
geopolitical structures known as “balkanization”. The gap between the “eastern” 
and “western” models of development is not as deep and insurmountable as it is 
perceived in the West because during the course of history neither “East” nor 
“West” had been systems mutually blocked for the exchange of cultural influence. 
Even nowadays, the Balkans are a geopolitically undefined part of Europe (“West 
Balkans” in particular) but the peninsula is essentially an element of European 
culture with all its territorial, historic, and national specificities in line with which 
precise Eurasian properties may be singled out. It is only the European cultural 
homogeneity that may provide peace and co-living in the Balkans and South-East 
Europe. Only then can the term “balkanization” change its prefix and become a 
synonym for “Balkan globalization” that should reinforce the Balkan-wide process 
of cooperation and consolidation within the fields of transport, 
telecommunications, energetic, ecology, security, and other.        
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THE BALKANS AS THE QUINTESSENCE OF  

CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE  
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Abstract. This article aims to trace the theoretical and practical aspects of 

formation and development of Central and Eastern Europe. The region of Central 
and Eastern Europe was chosen as the object for analysis and the stages of its 
definition in the scientific literature were determined. The authors consistently 
prove that the causes of the contradictions and complexities in the political arena 
have historical background and this confirms the relevance of the work. The article 
is based on extensive theoretical basis: sociological, geographical, and political 
theories and approaches to the study of the region and its identity are used. It is 
important to note that the system of values according to which the identity of the 
region exists today is controversial in many ways because it is based on the 
contrast with “alien” - Russia.  

 Key words: Central and Eastern Europe, European Union, borders, issues of 
identity, Intermarium, Balkans. 
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Conclusions: The region's elites are no longer satisfied with the  identification 

of large Eastern Europe in the coordinate system "White Brussels - black 
Moscow". In this context, we should also recall one of the interpretations of 
balkanizm. "Balkanizm is based on a number of hierarchically organized binary 
oppositions (rational - irrational, center - periphery, civilization - barbarism), where 
the first sign is always the main to the second ... and the second sign just shows 
off the importance of the first" [3, p.94 ]. Fifty shades of gray will inevitably color 
the big map of Eastern Europe. 
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Abstract: From concrete European, Eurasian and global centers of 

geopolitical power, the Balkans are viewed from different geographical optikum. 
Since the geographical inseparable part of Europe, the Balkans is used to absorb a 
lot of external political, ideological and cultural frustrations stemming from 
tensions and contradictions inherent in the regions and societies outside the 
Balkans. During the time, balkanism became replacement for emotionally draining, 
previously provided by Orientalism, because it release West from accusation of 
Christian intolerance toward Islam, as well as colonialism, Eurocentrism and 
racism. 
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In assessing the position of Serbia in the Balkan geopolitical knot it is 
important to analyze a position of foreign political power centers and their 
geopolitical partners, as well as relations to other geopolitical knots (Caucasus, the 
Middle East) or key zones ( , , ). Usually, the centers 
powers, such as the US, NATO, EU, Russia and others, demonstrate their affection 
for protecting the interests of certain ethnicities, religions or countries. As 
historical examples can serve relations between Eurasia (Russia) and the Serbian 
Orthodox, and between Mitteleuropa (Germany, Austria) and the Croatian 
Catholic. In the last decades of the Atlantic policy, particularly the US, is 
committed primarily to the Muslim factor in the region. The most obvious example 
of this is the US position in the Bosnian and Kosovo conflicts. 

Key words: Serbia, Balkan, Balkanism, geopolitical knot. 
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analizu. Danas se esto koristi u semantici, jezi koj disciplini gde ozna ava lingvisti ku 
jedinicu sastavljenu od nekoliko re enica.  
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Conclusion 
 
Important historical, political and territorial characteristic of the Balkan is 

contained in the fact that he's  boundaries are determined for centuries by external 
factors (major powers) in accordance with their interests and power, usually as not 
necessarily by contempt ethnic-national priciple and need of the rounding national 
territory as an important factor for peace and stability in the region. The metaphor 
of the Balkans as a powder keg is the product of this policy, which is designed to 
provide permanent instability and intolerance Balkan states and peoples as an 
important feature of the policy of „divide and rule”. An important consequence of 
this attitude of the international community towards the Balkans are century-old 
conflicts of the Balkan states as a consequence of unresolved territorial disputes 

                                                            
3       . 
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and the status of national minorities who stayed out of natural (ethnic) and 
administrative boundaries native countries. 

The unfavorable trend in the geopolitical development of the Balkans should 
not be stoped. National political and intellectual elites have to be confronted with 
the fact that most of the Balkan nations are slowly disappearance from the region. 
To stop this trend and to approach the way of building peace and prosperity, it is 
necessary to take appropriate measures, including the promotion of inter-ethnic and 
inter-religious reconciliation and tolerance, the establishment and maintenance of 
interstate, regional and international cooperation, accelerating economic 
development and improving the quality of life of all citizens. Foreign assistance, 
without conditions and impartiality is of great importance. Such assistance should 
be obligations of the international community. 

Favorable geopolitical and geostrategic position of Serbia can be successfully 
valorized in terms of its full integration into Europe. The valorization is only 
possible through the harmonization of relations with the environment, the 
stabilization of the internal situation and cooperation with European and 
international institutions and associations. Ignorance and inert attitude to European 
integration initiates the possibility that Serbia stay out of all the developments and 
current trends. It is therefore a priority geopolitical interest of Serbia its integration 
into European economic, political and security system. Because of this geostrategic 
and geopolitical importance of the Balkans and Serbia, „the creators of the” New 
World Order have a special geopolitics and strategy in the Balkans. 
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Abstract. The article discusses the impact of geopolitical events in the 

countries of Asia and Africa, which led to the emergence of a European migrant 
crisis, and analyzes the direction and intensity of migration flows into the EU. 
Based on statistical data, the authors determine that the largest migration route 
from Asia passes through the territory of the Balkan states, which makes the 
countries of the region an important participant in the formation of migration flows 
in the EU. 

Keywords: migrant crisis, international migration, European Union, Western 
Balkan migratory route. 
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Conclusion. At the beginning of the XXI century, due to changes of the 

geopolitical situation and the emergence of a large number of military conflicts, 
there has been a sharp intensification of migration mobility of the population of the 
world.Revolutionary and military events in the countries of Asia and Africa have 
led to a migrant crisis in Europe. The crisis has become a serious challenge for 
many States lying on the migratory route.The Balkan countries play a transit role 
for migrants.Through their territory proceeded about 1 million migrants, mostly 
from Syria, Afghanistan and Iraq. This became a serious stress for the resources of 
countries outside the EU, primarily for Serbia and Macedonia.  

Despite the reduction of the flow of migrants to the EU in 2016 – early 2017, 
the crisis has not solved yet. Some EU countries (Austria, Denmark, Hungary, UK) 
make decisions related to the migration situation unilaterally. A number of 
countries refuse to comply with the obligations of the reception of migrants into its 
territory. The population of UK voted in a referendum for withdrawal from the EU, 
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due to disagreements of many aspects of EU policy including migration problem. 
The migrant crisis continues to test the EU strength and its unity. 
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Abstract: Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) was formed on 29 May 2014 

with the signing of an agreement between the founding members: Russia, Belarus 
and Kazakhstan. A few months later were joined by Armenia and Kyrgyzstan. 
Basic geostrategic orientation of the Eurasian Economic Union is contained in the 
economic cooperation between the countries of the former Soviet Union, the 
strengthening of economic relations in Central Asia and the establishment of a free 
trade zone with the European partners. The Supreme Council of the Eurasian 
Economic Union has made a decision at the summit in Astana on 31 May 2016, to 
issue an official invitation from the Republic of Serbia for the unification of the 
trade regime. Although the focus of this Agreement is economic development, are 
inevitable and certain geopolitical implications. The aim of this paper is to explore 
the potential and limitations of geo-economic relations between the Eurasian 
Economic Union and the Republic of Serbia. 

Key words: Eurasian Union, the Republic of Serbia, geo-economics, 
geopolitics, geostrategy. 
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Summary 
 
The integration process inevitably leads to the geo-economic transformation 

of the countries of the Eurasian space into a significant whole which changes the 
current world economic, trade and political relations. The result of integration 
manifests itself as a viable long-term project that is understandable and acceptable 
to the widest circles of society. Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) is a form of 
dynamic regional integration based on known models of economic groupings of 
countries that establish new economic content with innovations that match the 
challenges of the modern world. The basic idea of EAEU is contained in the 
establishment of a free trade zone with interested partners, with the aim of 
increasing the scope of economic growth and investment. The creators of the 
Eurasian integration space (see: Gumilev, 1993) perceive the Eurasian Union as a 
sustainable project for broad mutual cooperation with various organizations 
including the European Union. Such defined integration processes are essential for 
the Republic of Serbia. Developmental advantage of Serbia compared to 
neighboring countries is the possibility of strategic cooperation with Russia and its 
partners from EAEU. 

Historically, Serbia has not valorize its geographical position and the real 
question is whether suit conditions in the contemporary geo-economic power 
centers that generate change in this part of Europe? During the 20th century, the 
population in the territory of the Republic of Serbia survived a number of crises 
periods are considerably slowed down the development of economy, science, 
education, culture. M. Gr i  (2008) notes that Serbia has entered the 21st century 
with exhausted resources, natural environment, inadequate quality of national 
wealth, the heavy burden of external and internal debts, occupied part of its 
territory, precarious international situation and negative demographic balance. New 
consideration of geo-positioning Serbia should move towards economic integration 
taking place between EU - EAEU and real opportunities to take the role in Balkans 
integration, as Cviji  argued, by geographical position belongs. 
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MONTENEGRO IN THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTEXT OF THE 
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Absrtact: The paper analyzes the position of Montenegro in three geopolitical 
concepts - Atlanticism, continentalism and Neo-Ottomanism. Atlanticism is 
traditionally interested in the control of the coastal area. In this context, for the US 
and the UK is much more convenient to have in that zone, in every respect weaker 
Montenegro, but militarily and economically strong state. From the point of 
principle interest Atlanticism, it can be concluded that the independence of 
Montenegro is the objective of this geopolitical concept. However, the 
Montenegrin coast represents the geopolitical contact zone of Atlanticism, Neo-
Ottomanism and Continentalism. The most important geopolitical goal for 
Atlanticism in this part of the Mediterranean is the control of Otranto, and therefore 
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the most interesting is the coastal zone of Albania. The second objective is to 
prevent the release of continentalism to the warm sea, which at first could happen 
in Istria and northern Dalmatia, and therefore the Croatian part of the Adriatic coast 
is of greater interest than the Montenegrin coast. Montenegro, regardless of its sea 
zone of great geopolitical interest to Atlanticism, has no primary importance for 
this geopolitical concept. That is why Atlanticism is likely and ready to transform 
geopolitical objectives in foreign policy doctrines and strategies and treat 
Montenegro just as an object of diplomatic trade. Immediately since the 
independence of Montenegro, Russia has been involved in a very original way in 
the geopolitical battle for the Adriatic,  

Key words: geopolitics, Atlanticism, Neo-Ottomanism, continentalism 
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MIGRATION AS A DETERMINANT OF THE POPULATION 
REDISTRIBUTION IN THE BALKAN PENINSULA 
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Abstract: Increasing the intensity of migration flows in the world at the 

beginning of XXI century causes the urgent decision-making toward immigration 
and creating meaningful migration policy. It is very importaint for the Balkan 
states in terms of biological extinction, aging and uneven spatial distribution of 
human resources necessary for the future development and progress. However, this 
can not be achieved without consideration of the complex migration in this region 
in a longer historical context. The claim of the famous Serbian historian Nikola 
Samardzic that migrations are the evil fate of the Serbian people can be applied to 
all Balkan nations, but they also represent a chance to get through concrete 
measures, institutions and ways of their implementation in the short and long term 
working in the right direction towards diverting undesirable demographic trends, 
with the goal of economic, social and overall development of the country. For these 
reasons, the paper emphasizes the importance of studying the origin and migration 
of population from Cviji eve anthropogeographical school untill today. 
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Conclusion 
 
Population mobility is one of the major components of demographic 

development in Balkan region, which has causal link with social elements of 
geospatial systems. Migration significantly determines the directions of 
transformation within demographic and other fields of development in past, present 
and especcialy in the future, so the continuity of the research in this field is 
justifiable. The purpose of this paper is to define the main migration flows and 
corridors in different historical periods and their influence on origin and 
composition and also on changing structural characteristics of population in this 
area. Modern refugee crisis, the largest in Europe since the Second World War, has 
the global character in its causes, extent and consequences. In connection with that, 
since its very beginning in summer 2015 through Balkan route in transit crossed 
around one million people. It irrefutably confirms the need for more detailed, more 
organized and more practical multidisciplinary research of the phenomenon of 
migration, the population origin, character and disposition of diaspora in the region 
and the world. It requires commitment on these issues in scientific organizations 
and institutions, as well as among practitioners in Serbia, Balkan and in Europe. 
That is very close to the heritage that left antropogeographical school of Jovan 
Cviji . Hence, today a prior challenge to the scientists and the entire society is in 
addressing population issues and problems in a time of global migration, whose 
consequences for Europe and the Balkans alter the geographical distribution of 
population and ethnic communities through a new, still an immense composition in 
geospace.  

The problems of research of population origin in connection with modern 
population composition significantly define future directions of transformation in 
all spheres of development in this region. Examining all the previous findings it is 
possible to determine relations between population mobility and other elements of 
territory and population systems, and also the connections of migration and other 
elements of spatial systems, which are important for planning the overall 
development of Balkan region. 
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Abstract: Migrations of the population are very important factor of the 

demographic progress (development) of Bosnia and Herzegovina because of the 
expressive transition and important geostrategic position. In the historical progress 
of this region, three different cultural-civilized circles had come into contact: 
Orthodox or East-Christian, Catholic or West-Christian and Islamic or Turkish-
East, which had had the formation of the specific ethno-cultural and national 
mosaic of the population as its consequence. Consequently, cultural-historical 
settling points at the very troubled past which is determined by cultural, political 
and economical influences of the neighbours and often movements of the 
population. As the factor, in the socio-historical moment, it had the reflections at 
the forming of the migration directions, settling, demographic progress and ethnical 
composition of the population. This region is characterized by very different forms 
of the migrations which are usually determined by historical, socio-economical and 
geo-political factors. At the beginning of 1991, the political crisis started at the 
territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina as a form of inter-national and inter-religious 
intolerance and conflict among the three most numerous nations (Serbs, Croats and 
Muslims) which influenced massive depopulation of the inhabitants within and out 
of the borders of the country. The most intensive war operations, depopulations, 
exile and removals of the population had taken place in the period from 1992-1995. 
In this period, a clearly expressive national polarization of the population was 
formed at the territory of the two entities: Republic of Srpska and Federation of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. The direct consequences of the war were great 
demographic losses, permanent and temporary displaced native population, 
immigration of the great number of the refugees and displaced persons as well as 
the incalculable material destructions and socio-economic disorders, which this 
region is still recovering from. It could almost reliably be stated that the former war 
caused the movement of more than two million (or about 50%) inhabitants of the 
former Bosnia and Herzegovina across the whole world. After the war, by signing 
and implementation of the peace agreements in Dayton and Paris, this region is 
facing new redistribution and migration of the population in the form of movement 
and return of the refugees and displaced persons. Exceptional great socio-political 
changes and migration of the population determined also significant socio-
economic and demographic consequences in the development and perspective of 
this region. 

Key Words: geo-political factors, refugee movement, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, demographic consequences, return. 
 
 



507 
 

         
           

       ,   . 
     :   (51%)  

  (49%)   .    10  
  79 ,    63 ,    

   – . 
      51.209,2    

  2013.   3.531.159 .1   
      ,   ,   

    .      
. 

     1991.     
  4.354.911 .2       

    ,     
  ,     

-  .   1948-1991.    
             

 . ,       
 ,        , 

        -
.  

       
       .  

        , 
    ,    

-        
.    1953.      

     38,5‰,    14,4‰,   
   24,1‰.    1991.    
     15,4‰,  6,7‰,    

   8,7‰.     
  ,      
    .    
    ,     

 .       1991. 
       ,  

         .3  

                                                            
1  ,        2013,  - 

 ,     , , 2016. 
2       1991, ,    

  , , 1991. 
3  ,       

,  , ,  , 2005. 



508 
 

      1991-2013.    
   ,        

    .     
  1991.   ,       
    .      

 -        
       .     

           
,     .    : 

          
    ,   (   

   )      .   
      ,   

   ,       
.          

  .       
          

  . 
 
 

    
 

       
,   ,     

  ,     .  
     ,     

       .  
     ,   

    ,      
     1991.    .  
        

  (     ).  
  ,     ,  

          
 .        1948-

1981.     ,     
        -548.958 . 

         16%,   
   .      

    (48,6%)   (42,5%),     
 (0,9%).        49,5%  

  27,1%,     5,4% . ,   
          

,           



509 
 

        
   .4 ,     

 ,      
     ,   

      .  
        
 ,       94%   

  ,    77%    ,   
  49%    ,   30%       

15%    . ,       
   34%,   19%    17% . , 

         .5 
  1961-1981.        
   ,     

         
 . ,      

     ,   : ,  
, ,   .      

         
    . 

   1981.         
      ,      
 -  ,   ,  

      . 
,          , 

      1961-1981.    8,2‰  
14‰.  

  1991.       
         

 .      ,    
       ,    

     . ,      
     ,     

  ,      
.       1981-1991.   

 -180.534 . 
      ,   

,        . 
       ,     1970. 

                                                            
4  –      1971, 1981  1991. 

,   .265,    , , 1998. 
5  ,   -   , 

 :     ,  
 ,    , , 1990. 



510 
 

 ,         
 .       

       .    
  1991. ,     

,       ,   .  
   1991.   4,7%   

      .  
         

    ,      
 .     ,    

,    -  ,     
  ,   - ,   

.       “ ” 
, -    ,    
        , 

    . 
 
 

    1992-1995.  
 

         , 
       ,   

  .      , 
          

   .    .   
          

    ,      
,    ,     

 .        
.         , 

,      
        .  

   , .  ,   
      q      

    .  
      1992-1995.   
          
    .    

         
 ,   -  ,  

  .       
 ,         

    :  



511 
 

-   (     )     
   ,         
         , 

-       , . 
       ,       

,         
      -     

        
-         -  

   Inernal Displaced Persons (IDP), .  
        -  

  .6  
, ,       

         
 (   ),      ,     

      -  .  
           

      (  7)     
,          

  .7  
           

      :  
1)           

    
2)  ,    ,     

; 
3)      
4)        . 

     ,    
    . 

      : 
1.      , 
2.     ,  
3.    , 
4.     , 
5.          

     , 
6.    , 
7.       . 

                                                            
6  ,       

,  , ,  , 2005. 
7         –  –  – 

,       , , 2001. 



512 
 

        1-4,    
     ,   ,    

   ,       
    . 

          
     , .    . 

         
 ,          
         .   

             
  ,      
  .      

  ,       .  
         
     ,      

         
 . ,    -   

            
2,5  ,    55%  .    
(53,5%)          

      .       
1996.    100      1.050.000  

  ,      23,9%  .18 
,          

 .        1991-1998.   
    1.3  ,     60.000 
  ,     270.000      

.  2001.      749.700  
    .       (28%), 

    (25%),  (14%)   (7%).   
q     74%,         

  26%        .8 
    Lee-    ,   

  “push”  “pull” ,        
        

“push”       (  
), -     . 

         
(Zipf-   Todaro- )          

 :  
1)    (    )   ; 

                                                            
8 Census of Refugee and Other War-affected Persons in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavija, UNHCR, Geneva, 1997. 



513 
 

2)          
3)      ,      

      . 
          

 -        
  .     

 ,        
  ,        

.        
           

      .  
        

            
       ,   

     .      
        (    

  )  -  (     
) .       

    ,    
     , .    , 

,       .   
        ,    

        
    .      

          
,      . 
  ,       
           

  .        
            

         
     ,    
 ,          

    .       
         

,         
       ,   

  . 
    ,      

         
   .      

     ,   , 
         



514 
 

   ,       
 :  

1.     , 
2.       , 
3.         
4.   . 

          
,   ,     

     ,      
 ( .  , , ,   ). 

       
    ,     

        .9  
         
        ,    

      .      
  ,       

      ,    
      . ,   

          ,   
   q      

.  ,       
         

    .    
         

    ,     
, ,    .   

         
          
  , ,   -

 .  
         

  .       
      ,     

       
   . ,     

      
 ,        

        
.          , 

           

                                                            
9  ,       

  ,  , .9,  , 2004. 



515 
 

,       ,  
   ,       . 
          

         -
    ,    

    .     
         

 . 
          

       q  , 
  -    ,    

      . , 
 -  ,      

 ,      , 
        . 

           
,        ,    

       
    .10 

-       
  ,      

 ,      
 .  -     

         , 
      (  , , 

, , .).       1996-2001.  
      92.000     

            
    .  
        

     ,      
          

. ,  ,       
,     ,      

 ,  ,      
 ,        

.             
 ,   ,    
 ,          

    .     
                                                            
10 Marinkovic Drasko, Demographic consequences of the distribution of the refugees and 
displaced persons of Republic of  Srpska, International scientific conference: Migrations, 
Crises and Recent Conflicts in the Balkans, DemoBalk Network, Laboratory of 
Demographic and Social Analyses (LDSA), University of Thessaly, Volos, Greece, 2005. 



516 
 

         
,        . 

          
  . 

          
    ,        

 ,     . 
        

        
       1951.  

    1967. .    
           

       (  7)     
          

 :11  
1)      ,  
2)            1991. 

   
3)               

,          
   .  ,      

         
         

. ,          
 ,      , 

,         
 . 
  7         

         
 .       

   ,       
 (  ),  (  )   

 (  ,   ,  
).        

          . 
,       

      ,   : , 
-    ,      

       . 
 w       

       
                                                            
11            
1998. ,   ,     

 , , 1998. 



517 
 

 ,        
 (  , ,  ,   , 

  ,     .). 
          

 :  
1.    ,  
2.      
3.     . 

        
           
  . ,         

      ,   
,       .  , 

,         
      . 

         
 1996.  ,   60%,     

  ,  32%  ,  4%  
 ,           

 . 
       q  

          
 ,    : 

1)   , 
2)        
3)     

          
,        
    . ,     

      1996.     
   ,        

  .          
    :   ,   

    ,  ,  
,      , 

      .  .  
          

       . 
,          

  .       
           

   (57%),         
 .  



518 
 

           
          

 : 
1.        ,  
2.          

, 
3.    , 
4.  , 
5.   , 
6.    
7.  ,     . 

         
    . ,     

   1996.      88% 
        ,     44% 

         ,  
31%     ,    13%     

 .         
        (30%),  

(24%),   (13%)   (6%).12 
          

       ,  
        ,     

     ,      
   . 

 ,   -       
,         

.            
 .        
            

    .     2001.    40 
       600.000      

.          24%, 
  22%,   19%    17% .    

 200.000        ,   
           

,   , , -     
   .        

      :     
   ( ),        

   ( ),           

                                                            
12  ,       

,  , ,  , 2005. 



519 
 

  .        
        . ,   

            
    q .    

   (IOM)      100.000. 
          , 

  ,   : ,   . 
,           

   : , , ,  , .13 
            

  -      
.        

     ,   ,   
   ,    

 . ,          
    .   

,        
,          

        .   
         

      , 
        .  

        
,          

 .  ,  ,    
 - , , -    

.         
        , 

         
  . ,      

          
   .      

         
 . 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
13 The Return of the Refugees and Displaced People as a Precondition for the Survival of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Sarajevo, 2004. 



520 
 

Summary 
 

Having identified migration trends of the recent past and present of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, it can be noted that the migrations were one of the key factors of 
its demographic development. ll the former censuses of the population show that 
Bosnia and Herzegovina is typically emigration area and that negative migration 
balance marked every inter-census period. According to 2013 Census of 
Population, Households and Dwellings, population in the Bosnia and Herzegovina 
largely decreased in comparison to 1991, which was a direct consequence of the 
massive population movement, refugees, emigration and the fall in birth rates. In 
addition, this geospace is characterized by large internal population migrations. 
Demographic analyses indicate that the Bosnia and Herzegovina is prone to 
emigration. Internal migrations within the region move from underdeveloped and 
isolated areas towards commercially developed areas of better life standards. 
Causes of these migrations vary and most frequent ones are better job positions, 
larger profit, professional advancement and education. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
there have been massive economic migrations as well as migrations of highly 
educated working population towards economically developed countries. In the last 
decade of the former century, the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina is 
characterized by the process of the exile and return of the refugees and displaced 
persons. In the period from Census from 1991, migration movements, especially 
the process of the exile as well as the natural movements of the population, 
determined the change in area distribution of the population in relation to the 
earlier historic periods. A significant number of the population emigrated from 
Bosnia and Herzegovina in the process of the exile in the direction of Republic of 
Croatia, Republic of Serbia and Montenegro, more developed European and other 
countries in the world. At the same time, at this territory redistribution and 
relocation of the population between the entities of Republic of Srpska and 
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina took place which caused different 
demographic, socio-economic, geopolitical and other consequences. 
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  911.3:314.117(=163.41)"1992/1995"                                              S. Pašali    
        

DEMOGRAFSKI GUBICI I DEMOGRAFSKI RAZVOJ SRBA KAO 
POSLJEDICA RATNIH DEŠAVANJA 1992-1995. 

 
S. Pašali    

 
DEMOGRAPHIC LOSSES  AND DEMOGRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT OF  

SERBS  AS  A WAR  CONSEQUENCE IN 1992-1995 
 

Apstrakt: Predmet istraživanja u ovom radu su demografski gubici u BiH 
(srpski nacionalni korpus) tokom rata 1992-1995., kao i u poslijeratnom periodu. 
Cilj istraživanja je ustanoviti, izra unati i/ili/ procijeniti direktne i migracione 
demografske gubitke domicilnog stanovništva u periodu 1991-2016. i vrednovati 
njihov u inak na promjenu broja stanovnika, te sagledavanje demografskog razvoja 
Srba u BiH (1991.–2013.). Istraživanja demografskih gubitaka zahtijevaju 
integralni pristup, sa pretežno nau no-empirijskim istraživanjima, sa primjenom 
klju nih nau nih metoda. Osnovna intencija u istraživanjima ratnih gubitaka mora 
se zasnivati na potpunosti, vjerodostojnosti i istinitosti podataka, na osnovu kojih je 
jedino mogu e do i do saznanja koja mogu dobiti status nau ne spoznaje, odnosno 
nau ne istine. Izvori podataka su jedan od najzna ajnijih faktora valjanosti i 
pouzdanosti podataka. U emprijskom istraživanju najvažniju ulogu imaju 
empirijski i nau ni izvori podataka, koji su primijenjeni u ovom radu. 

Klju ne rije i: demografski gubici, izvori podataka, empirijsko istraživanje 
 
Abstract: Research subject in this paper are demographic losses in BiH 

(Serbian national corps) during the war 1992-1995, as well as in the postwar 
period. The aim of the research is to affiliate, calculate and estimate direct and 
migration demographic losses of domicile population during 1991-2016 and value 
their affect on change of population number and overview of demographic 
development of Serbs in BiH (1991-2013). Research of demographic losses 
demand integral approach with predominantly science-empirical research, with 
application of  key science methods. The basic intention in war losses research 
must be based on entirety, credibility and data accuracy, on the basis of which  it is 
possible to come to the conclusion that it can get  the status of scientific 
knowledge. Data source are the one of the most significant factors of validity and 
reliability of data. In the empirical research, the main role has the empirical and 
scientific data source that are applied in this paper. 

Key word: demographic losses, data source, empirical research 
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Uvod 
 
Prostor BiH karakerišu izuzetno složeni istorijski, etnodemografski, 

migracioni, kulturni i drugi faktori koji su uticali na vjekovna kretanja i migracije 
stanovništva.  Na tako este demografske promjene, koje su se odvijale u svim 
dosadašnjim ratovima, kao i u periodima mira, dodatne i intenzivne demografske 
promjene u BiH su se dešavale neposredno pred rat, tokom cijelog rata 1992 – 
1995, i neposredno nakon rata, pa sve do današnjih dana. Zajedni ko za sve te 
oblike je odlazak “nepoželjnog” stanovništva sa jedne teritorije, zahva ene 
neželjenim doga ajima, na drugu, relativno sigurniju teritoriju. Rezultat ovih 
doga aja u BiH bila je etni ka teritorijalna homogenizacija i  uproš avanje 
etni kog mozaika pojedinih podru ja i regiona unutar BiH.  

Sve etni ke grupe bile su podložne pomjeranjima, i to na svim prostorima 
BiH, pri emu su se prostori ponašali kao spojeni sudovi. Me utim, nije svako 
uklanjanje stanovništva u BiH i etni ko iš enje, kako se esto poistovje uje.  

Ni jedan rad iz ove oblasti, koji bi se fokusirao samo na jednu godinu (na 
primjer 1992) i samo na odre eni broj opština, ne bi mogao vjerno odslikati ni 
dimenzije, ni uzroke, ni posljedice migracionih kretanja na istraživanom podru ju.  

 Ovo istraživanje je nau no-empirijskog   karaktera, zasnovano na 
prikupljanju podataka tokom dvije decenije. Istraživanje se oslanja na primarne 
izvore podataka, dok podaci drugih izvora imaju status sekundarnih izvora.  

Istraživanja koja se zasnivaju samo na me usobnoj komparaciji preuzetih 
podataka iz sekundarnih izvora, pri emu se saopštavaju samo statisti ki podaci, 
bez nau no-empirijske zasnovanosti i analiza, dovode do stvaranja krive istorijske 
slike i predstavljanja pogrešnih statisti kih podataka.  

Rezultati svakog nau nog istraživanja u najve oj mjeri, pored subjektivnih, 
zavise od ova dva kamena temeljca: izvora podataka, i metodološkog postupka. 
Ako se jedno istraživanje uradi po propisnoj metodologiji i na osnovu nespornih 
izvora podataka, greške u analizi i interpretaciji rezultata i nisu presudni, pošto 
svako kriti ko razmatranje korektno izvedenih rezultata može nadoknaditi sve 
propuste u analizi i interpretaciji, u procjeni zna aja i zna enja.  

Razumije se da su najbolja ona istraživanja, koja se dizajniraju prije 
prou avane pojave, koja se prate longitudinalno, i registruju po jedinstvenoj 
metodologiji, a potom se vrši jedinstvena i transparentna obrada podataka i 
prikazuju rezultati, koji su provjerljivi.  

Svako istraživanje ratnih demografskih gubitaka mora biti naknadno, ali to 
nije smetnja da se primjeni najnau niji i najpouzdaniji metod, sa ujedna enom 
metodologijom i osloncem na primarne izvore podataka. Pošto postoji nekoliko 
mogu ih metodoloških pristupa, otvara se pitanje izbora izme u njih. Za izbor 
moraju da postoje racionalni razlozi, i ti razlozi e u velikoj mjeri opredijeliti izbor 
izvora podataka.  

U radu na svojim izvještajima eksperti Tužilaštva ICTY polaznu osnovu imali 
su  u njima dostupnim podacima, koje su preuzeli od odre enih institucija iz BiH, a 



525 
 

potom dali vlastite procjene, za koje tvrde da  su utemeljenije od ostalih, ali i da su  
“još uvijek nekompletne i treba ih smatrati radom u razvoju” (Tabeau, 2009).  

Jedna od najuo ljivijih slabosti tih istraživanja sadržana je u odre enim 
politi kim kvalifikacijama, kao na primjer “…unutrašnje i vanjske migracije, 
uglavnom muslimanskog stanovništva”, iako je na temelju zvani nih statisti kih 
podataka poznato da je u okviru prisilnih (ratnih) migracija zahva en najve i broj 
srpskog, a tek potom muslimanskog i hrvatskog stanovništva u BiH. Poseban je 
problem što se migracije “uglavnom muslimanskog stanovništva” izražavaju u 
relativnim brojevima, a sve to bez istraživanja migracija “uglavnom srpskog” i 
“uglavnom hrvatskog” stanovništva, jer sama priroda relativnih brojeva to nalaže.  

Izvori podataka su osnovni inioci valjanosti i pouzdanosti. Me utim, eksperti 
Tužilaštva ICTY nisu provodili vlastito nau no-empirijsko istraživanje, ak ni 
nau no-teorijsko, ve  su se koristili izvorima, koje su kreirali drugi po svojim 
kriterijima i metodologiji, tako e bez longitudinalnog istraživanja. Eksperti 
Tužilaštva su tako bili potpuno zavisni od onoga što im je dostupno, i što su mogli 
samo selekcionisati do mjere do koje ne bi ostali bez ikakvog materijala.  

Iz izvještaja navedenih eksperata, vidljivo je da su preuzimani spiskovi od 
raznih insititucija, koje ne pružaju dovoljno validnih podataka o smrtnim 
slu ajevima. Autori se ne koriste medicinskim, odnosno bolni kim ustanovama kao 
izvorima podataka, iako su medicinske ustanove jedini relevantni izvor utvr ivanja 
i konstatovanja uzroka smrti. U tome autori imaju ispravan na elan stav: «Finally, 
we realize that the source requirements of our empirical counting method are high 
(i.e. the availability of a pre-war census, post-war sources on survivors stc.), and 
cannot be easily followed for any other conflic (Tabeau, E.(2009).  

Autori Tužilaštva nisu primjenili analiti ko-sinteti ki pristup, na osnovu 
sveobuhvatnijih i validnijih izvora. Prvo, popis stanovništva u Sarajevu 1992-1994. 
godine, kao jednu od koriš enih varijabli, nikada nije prezentovan kao zvani an 
rezultat. Navodno, ta istraživanja je vršio Institut za istraživanje ratnih zlo ina.  

Poznato je da je kroz istoriju svjetsko stanovništvo doživljavalo velike 
promjene u svom razmještaju uzrokovano genocidom i etni kim iš enjem. Izme u 
ovih ekstrema je deportacija (progon) i veliki transfer stanovništva. Bosna i 
Hercegovina imala je veoma složenu istorijsku prošlost, posebno u pogledu 
demografskih promjena, uzrokovanih uglavnom ratnim dešavanjima na ovom 
prostoru.  

Najtragi nije i najupe atljivije su te promjene nastale tokom Drugog svjetskog 
rata, kada je od deklarisanih 1.700.000 žrtava na jugoslovenskom prostoru, najve i 
broj poticao sa prostora BiH (oko 705.000), gdje su se, u etni koj mješavini, i 
desila najokrutnija zbivanja, koja su dijelom bila izazvana postupcima stranih 
snaga, ali dijelom i komponentom gradjanskog medjuetni ko-vjerskog rata, bez 
koje nije bilo ni jednog rata u istoriji ovih prostora.  

U istraživanjima me unarodnih eksperata pojednostavljeno se posmatra  
pitanje pokretljivosti stanovništva tokom 1992-1995. godine, jer su ih podveli pod 
tzv. prinudne migracije. Poznavanje istorijskih migracija u Bosni i Hercegovini, 
upu uje na saznanja o Bosni i Hercegovini kao tipi nom emigracionom prostoru, 
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posebno srpskog i hrvatskog stanovništva ka državama maticama -  Srbiji i 
Hrvatskoj.  

Navodi u svim dosadašnjim radovima od strane me unarodnih eksperata u 
vezi pitanja demografskih promjena i velikog transfera stanovništva u Bosni i 
Hercegovini 1992-1995. godine, su generalizovani i prakti no  podvedeni  
isklju ivo pod progon i etni ko iš enje. To ukazuje na nedovoljnu istraženost, ili 
pak nedovoljno poznavanje demografskih kretanja na ovim prostorima, bilo u 
mirnodopskim ili u odre enim vanrednim okolnostima. S tim u vezi, može se 
zapaziti da su velika demografska kretanja u Bosni i Hercegovini, koja se mogu 
posmatrati  i u periodu 1992-1995. jednim dijelom uzrokovana brojnim faktorima 
koji su bili prisutni i prije rata, kao što su: 

-ekonomski (stalna želja za povoljnijim uslovima života, sada poja ana i zbog 
pogoršanih uslova izazvanim ratnim dešavanjima);  

-geografski (preseljenje u podru ja povoljnije politi ke klime);  
- socio-psihološki (vezani za li ne ili objektivne razloge za preseljenjem, 

potrebom za pripadanjem svojoj zajednici);   
-politi ki (usljed narušavanja ljudskih prava, rizik za grupu ljudi od strane 

druge društvene grupe na -religijskoj, etni koj osnovi, doživljaja koji su mogli biti 
od uticaja i prije rata, a koje je rat samo potencirao);. 

Dakle, velike demografske promjene u Bosni i Hercegovini usljed migracija 
stanovništva 1992-1995. godine, mogu se posmatrati kroz dobrovoljne (spontane) i 
prinudne migracije. 

   Ako se ovim podacima dodaju i podaci o razli itoj stopi prirodnog priraštaja 
pojedinih etni kih zajednica u BiH, pokaza e se da je udio Muslimana ro enih 
prije 1980. godine još manji, s obzirom da ova etni ka zajednica ima znatno ve i 
prirodni priraštaj od ostalih etni kih zajednica.  

 
Tabela 1. Stope nataliteta, mortaliteta i prirodnog priraštaja Srba,  

u Bosni i Hercegovini 1 
 

 Srbi Hrvati Muslimani 
Stopa n / 1000 
1961. 
1971. 
1981. 

 
26,6 
17,6 
14,8 

 
33,9 
21,4 
15,8 

 
40,6 
25,2 
21,0 

1991. 13,9 14,7 20,4 
2015.   8,0   
Stopa m /1000 
1961. 
1971. 
1981. 

 
7,2 
6,3 
7,1 

 
9,1 
6,7 
6,9 

 
11,1 
6,6 
6,2 

1991. 6,9 6,7 6,4 

                                                            
2 Podaci iznijeti u ICTY koji su u cijelosti prihva eni 
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2015. 12,8   
Stopa j / 1000 
1961. 
1971. 
1981. 

 
19,6 
11,3 
  7,7 

 
24,8 
14,7 
8,9 

 
29,5 
18,6 
14,8 

1991.   7,0 8,0 14,0 
2015. -4,8 -2,1 -0,2 

                 

Izvor: Pašali , S. (2012). Demografski gubici u BiH, ICTY, Hag 
 

Na ovom, i svim drugim primjerima, dokazujemo tezu o etni koj teritorijalnoj 
homogenizaciji kao procesu koji nije mogao biti kontrolisan, jer je bio posljedica 
rata kao više sile.  

 
 

Demografski gubici u Bosni i Herecegovini 
 
 U dosadašnjim istraživanjima demografske problematike ratnih dešavanja u 

BiH, naj eš e se nametao problem utvr ivanja direktnih ratnih demografskih 
gubitaka (poginulih i nestalih).  

Problematika demografskih uzroka, gubitaka i posljedica ratnih zbivanja u 
BiH, jedan je od najvažnijih aspekata koje je nužno poznavati za razumijevanje 
uzro no-posljedi nih odnosa tokom rata 1992-1995. i u poslijeratnom periodu.  

Demografsku sliku BiH danas karakterišu tri dugoro na, globalna i 
depopulaciona demografska procesa. Ukupnu depopulaciju stanovništva 
(smanjenje broja stanovnika) BiH je prvi puta nakon Drugog svjetskog rata 
zabilježila u posljednjem me upopisnom razdoblju (1991-2013).  

Ovo istraživanje se temelji na dostupnim, ali i validnim podacima, te procjena 
veli ine i strukture demografskih gubitaka u Bosni i Hercegovini tokom rata (1992-
1995)  i u poslijeratnom periodu, posebno u pogledu direktnih ratnih i migracionih 
gubitaka stanovništva, te gubitaka nataliteta.  

U istraživanju su koriš ene dvije grupe izvora podataka. Prvu grupu ine 
popisna i vitalna statistika Agencije za statistiku BiH, Republi kog zavoda za 
statistiku Republike Srpske i Federalnog zavoda za statistiku BiH. Rije  je o 
popisnoj gra i i dokumentima u kojima su izneseni rezultati popisa stanovništva ( 
1991. i 2013. godine, te podaci vitalne statistike, koji se odnose na natalitet 
(ra anje), mortalitet (smrtnost) i prirodni priraštaj. Radi se, dakle, o primarnim 
statisti kim izvorima podataka, najvišeg stepena dostupnosti i vjerodostojnosti.  

Drugu grupu ine sekundarni izvori podataka. To su izvori koji se primarno ne 
bave prikupljanjem i obradom demografskih podataka, ali ipak u okviru svoga rada 
imaju evidentiranje ili vo enje odgovaraju e statisti ke baze podataka. Ovo se 
naro ito odnosi na prikupljanje, evdenciju, obradu i publikovanje podataka o broju 
poginulih, umrlih zbog posljedice rata i nestalih vojnika i civila, te o broju 
izbjeglih, povratnika, interno raseljenih lica tokom rata i u postratnom periodu. U 
dosadašnjim istraživanjima demografske problematike ratnih dešavanja u BiH, 
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naj eš e se nametao problem utvr ivanja direktnih ratnih demografskih gubitaka 
(poginulih i nestalih).  

 
 
1.Ratni demografski gubici  (1992-1995 ) 
 
a) Direktni demografski gubici  
Prema raspoloživim podacima procjena je da su direktni demografski gubici3 

u BiH iznosili od 97.207 do 104.732.2. Uzmemo li navedene brojke kao osnovu za 
dalja i dublja istraživanja, možemo procijeniti da je tokom rata u BiH poginulo, 
ubijeno, nestalo ili umrlo zbog ratnih posljedica približno 2,40 %  ukupnog 
stanovništva BiH (po popisu 1991. godine). 

Direktne demografske gubitke karakteriše: 
- relativno visok udio stradalih civila, što upu uje na prostornu neselektivnost 

samih ratnih aktivnosti, a što pokazuje da su se ratna dejstva odvijala udaljenije od 
linija razdvajanja, zatim gra anske, posebno me uetni ke i me uverske prirode 
sukoba, te izmešanosti civila i vojnika u svakom pogledu, kako u borbenim 
akrivnostima, tako i izme u njih; 3 

- selektivnost ratnog mortaliteta prema polu i starosnoj dobi, odnosno ve e 
stradanje muškaraca, naro ito u starosnoj dobi od 20-40 godina života; 

-struktura ratnog mortaliteta prema vremenu i podru ju stradanja, tako e 
upu uje na vremensku i prostornu selektivnost direktnih demografskih gubitaka.4 

Odre eni metodološki problemi postoje i pri pokušaju definisanja vremenskog 
okvira direktnih ratnih gubitaka. Prema istraživanjima Istraživa ko 
dokumentacionog centra u Sarajevu, ubijeni i nestali u periodu 1991-1995. godine 
imaju sljede i trend: 
 

                                                            
Prema istraživanjima Istraživa ko-dokumentacionog  centra  (IDC) Sarajevo  i  we 

abeau '' Rat u brojkama'' . 
Ratna aktivnost daleko od linija razdvajanja, u dubokoj pozadini, karakteristi na je zbog 
gra anske, vjersko-etni ke prirode rata, jer je ‘’naoružani’’ narod iz ranije ratne doctrine 
SFRJ, bio u prilici da upotrebljava oružje bez kontrole i po vlastitom naho enju i ose anju 
ugroženosti. 
Treba imati na umu gra ansku prirodu rata u BiH, gdje nisu ubijale samo vojske, nego se 
borio svako protiv svakoga. 
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Iz podataka se vidi da je s obzirom na direktne žrtve rata najteža ratna 

godina 1992., tokom koje je poginulo, ubijeno, umrlo zbog posljedica rata i nestalo 
približno 46,41% smrtno stradalih stanovnika. Slijedi 1995.godina, sa 19,89%, 
1993. sa 19,68%, 1994. sa 9,88%, te 1991. godina sa 0,54% ratnog mortaliteta 
(poginuli iz BiH na ratištima izvan BiH).  

Drugi, me unarodno pouzdaniji  izvor podataka o ukupnom broju stradalih 
tokom rata u BiH, je knjiga ''Rat u brojkama'', autora Ewe Tabeau, eksperta 
demografa u Me unarodnom krivi nom sudu za bivšu Jugoslaviju u Hagu. 
Navedeni autor uradila je više od 30 izvještaja za potrebe Tužilaštva u ICTY u 
Hagu, od 2000. do 2011. godine. Njen metodološki pristup u izradi izvještaja bitno 
se razlikuje od izvještaja koje je radio Istraživa ko dokumentacioni centar u 
Sarajevu. Klju na primjedba je da Tabeau nije koristila mnoštvo razli itih i 
relevatnih izvora podataka, kako bi se izbjegli neta ni statisti ki podaci i stvorila 
kriva istorijska slika o istraživanom problemu. Kona no, najbolja približna 
procjena o istini o ratnim stradanjima u BiH e se dobiti iz mnogih, relevantnih i 
referentnih izvora (Pašali , 2011).  kada se radi o broju žrtava u ratu, ni jedan od 
tih izvora, ako se koristi sam, ne može biti dovoljan, odnosno kompetentan. Pored 
Istraživa ko dokumentacionog centra u Sarajevu, ukupne žrtve rata u BiH iznijela 
je još i Tabeau u svojoj knjizi ''Rat u brojkama''. Prema njenim istraživanjima 
ukupan broj žrtava u ratu (1992-1995)  iznosio je 104 732, napominju i da podaci 
nisu kona ni i da broj žrtava predstavlja minimalan broj, i to: 

 
Bošnjaci -  68.101,  Srbi - 22.779 , Hrvati - 8.858 i Ostali - 4.992  

                               65,02%           21,75%                8,46%            4,77%. 
 

Ekspert Tužilaštva Ewa Tabeau kaže: "Kona na brojka od 104.732 žrtve 
rezultat je dvanaestogodišnjeg rada na bazama informacija, na gra enju i 
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obnavljanju tih baza, na izvorima provjere, na poboljšanju metodologije, u enju o 
ratu... mi smo 2005. godine objavili brojku od 106.222 žrtve, ova iz 2010. godine 
nije mnogo druga ija, ali je zna ajno pouzdanija i bolja kao dokument". Uz to, 
treba dodati da je navedeni ekspert posjetio BiH (Sarajevo) tek 2000. godine, tako 
da o nekoj vrsti empirijskog istraživanja nema ni govora.  

 

 
 

Prema E. Tabeau, 2012. 
 

Koliko su podaci o ukupnim žrtvama rata rastegljivi, te zasnovani na 
paušalnim procjenama, vidljivo je iz niza drugih izvora podataka, koji nisu 
utemeljeni na empirijskim istraživanjima:  
 -Institut za zdravsrvenu zaštitu Sarajevo, 1996. godine objavio je preliminarne 
podatke o 156.824 žrtve rata,  a samo dva mjeseca nakon toga objavio je podatke o 
ukupno 278.800 žrtava; 
-prema istraživanjima I. Bošnjovi a i A. Smajki a broj ubijenih i na drugi na in 
nastradalih iznosi 258.000, od ega 138.800 Bošnjaka;  
- po prof. Murat Paši, ubijeno je, smrtno stradalo ili nestalo oko 328.000 ljudi, od 
ega oko 218.000 Bošnjaka;  

 -V. Žerjavi  je objavio da je u BiH ubijeno 220.000 ljudi, od toga 160.000 
Bošnjaka, 30.000 Hrvata i 25.000 Srba;  
 Me unarodni institut za istraživanje mira iz Štokholma 1993. godine, objavio je 
podatak o 169.100 ubijenih;  
 -prema prof. Herbertu Hirschu, ubijeno je oko 200.000 ljudi;  
- prof. Francis Boyl je 1997. godine iznio procjenu od 139.000 smrtno stradalih, 
dok je George Kenneyu 1995. godine broj smrti vezanih za rat procijenio na 25.000 
do 60.000.  
 Postoji još niz drugih podataka od brojnih autora o razli itom broju žratava tokom 
rata u BiH, koji se kre u u rasponu do 150.000 do 250.000 žrtava.  

62,626 

42,106 

GRAFIKON 2: ŽRTVE RATA U BIH  
1992-1995 

Vojnici (59,8%) 

Civili (40,2%) 
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Dakle, iznijeti paušalni podaci i procjene od 25.000 do 328.000 žrtava rata 
navedenih autora govore o jednom diletantskom pristupu u istraživanju direktnih 
ratnih gubitaka u BiH, te kao takvi nisu upotrebljivi za iole relevantnija istraživanja 
o demografskim gubicima u BiH.  

 Prema brojnim izvorima podataka u Republici Srpskoj, ukupan broj srpskih 
žrtava u ratu u BiH kre e se izme u 30 000 do 32.500 i  (od ega oko 17.500 
vojnika na liniji fronta, 5.000 individualnih stradanja vojnika i do 10.000  civila).5  

 Ako se uzmu  podaci o ukupnom broju žrtava rata u BiH (1992-1995), po 
navedenim izvorima, o igledno je da se razlikuju od prethodno navedenih, što 
zna i da još uvijek  nema kona nih i potpuno ta nih. Prema navodima Tabeau, broj 
žrtava koje ona navodi su samo približne minimalnom broju, a ne ukupni broj. 
Upravo takva konstatacija nam daje uporište u tome da je broj žrtava srpskog 
nacionalnog korpusa minimiziran i da se kre e do 32 500, što je znatno više od 
njenih navoda (oko 10 000 žrtava).  

 Uzimaju i u obzir navedene podatke i istraživanja o stradanjima srpskog 
stanovništva u BiH (na osnovu više izvora podataka), direktni ratni demografski 
gubici u BiH iznose minimalno oko 110.000, od ega oko 29,5% su Srbi, oko 
60,5%  Bošnjaci, te 8%  Hrvati i 2% Ostali.6   

 
Tabela 2. Poginuli i nestali 1992-1995. 

 

Bošnjaci             % Srbi                 % Hrvati               % Ostali             % 
66 500            60,5 32500         29,5% 8800            8,0% 2 200           2,0% 

 

Izvor: Pašali , S. Exort report, ICTY, Hag, 2013. 
 

Ako se proporcionalno u eš e u populaciji stradalih uporedi sa 
proporcionalnim u eš em u opštoj populaciji, vidje e se da je za Srbe ta proporcija 
približno  ista, za Muslimane nešto viša, i to zbog toga što je proporcija hrvatskih 
žrtava daleko niža od proporcionalnog u eš a Hrvata u opštoj populaciji. 

U srpskoj zajednici, pri srednjoj vrijednosti gubitaka od 32,500  taj procenat 
iznosi  2,65%. 

Da je ukupan broj žrtava u Republici Srpskoj zaista validan, pokazuju to i 
podaci o ukupnom mortalitetu tokom ratnog perioda. 

 

                                                            
Podaci koje  autor laborirao u  kspertskom izvještaju u KSJ u Hagu, maj, 2011. 
Procjene koje   uradio autor na snovu više relevantnih izvora podataka. Na osnovu 
iznijetih (više) izvora podataka, broj poginulih u BiH 1992-1995., kre e se od 97.000-
110.000. 
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Tabela 3. Ukupni (i ratni) mortalitet u ratu (1992-1995) u Republici Srpskoj 
 

Godina Ro eni 
(natalitet) 

Umrli 
(mortalitet) 

Prirodni 
priraštaj  

1992. 16 226 18 136 -1 910 
1993. 13 684 15 438 -1 754 
1994. 16 587 12 809  3 778 
1995. 13 181 12 191     990 

SVEGA:    59 678    58 574     1104 
 

Izvor: Pašali , S. (2002), Anropogeografska stvarnost Srba u BiH, Banja Luka: 
Banjaluka Kompani 

                         
                                           

Prirodni mortalitet u toku rata iznosio je oko 60/00, što zna i da je tokom rata 
broj umrlih prirodnom smr u iznosio oko polovine od ukupnog mortaliteta, 
odnosno broj umrlih nasilnom smr u je približan podacima ukupnog stradanja Srba 
u BiH (32 500). 
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Tabela 4. Nestali, ekshumirani i indetifikovani u BiH i RS 
 

Ukupan broj 
nestalih 

Ekshumirani Utvr en  Nestali Srbi 
koji nisu 
prona . 

Ozren i 
Vozu a 

34 964 25 000 14 792 1 665 412 (129) 
 

Izvor: Podaci udruženja za nestale osobe RS, 2016. 
 

Antropogeografska destrukcija na prostoru BiH, gdje su bili nastanjeni Srbi, 
može se posmatrati i definisati sa aspekta uništenih naselja, poginulih i nestalih, ali 
i prognanih sa odre enih prostora, te utvr ivanje stratišta i logora u kojima su bili 
zato eni Srbi u BiH. 

 
Tabela 5. Zbirni podaci (po regijama) antropogeografske destrukcije Srba u BiH 

 

Regija (oblast) Broj 
Srba 
1991. 

Uništena 
naselja  

Naselja- 
prognani  

Naselja 
– 
stratišta  

Naselja
- 
logori   

Broj 
logora  

Posavina    29 094 14 46 13 26 46 
Srednja Bosna    66 462 39      150 19 28 52 
Sarajevska 
oblast 

153  182 56      105 28 29 91 

Lašvansko-
bug.kra 

   41 780 57      157  9 15 36 

Kupreško-
liv.kraj 

     8 560 28 34  6 13 29 

Zapadna 
Krajina 

 123 151     279      357 13  7 13 

Cazinska 
krajina 

   27 289 47 67  3  8 19 

Sjeveroist. 
Bosna 

   61 220 53 89  8 31 67 

Podrinje    24 535 68 90 40 17 28 
Hercegovina    46 724 45      116 20 29 60 
SVEGA: 518  362     686   1 232     159    203   441 

 

Izvor: Pašali , S. (2002). Antropogeografska destrukcija Srba u BiH, Banja Luka: 
Banjaluka kompani 

 
 

2. Migracioni demografski gubici.  
 

Pod migracionim demografskim gubicima podrazumijevamo gubitke 
stanovništva nastale zbog ratom indukovanog poja anog iseljavanja stanovništva iz 
zemlje. Oni su zbog svog obima, prostornog ishoda, te strukturno-demografskih 
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obilježja izazvali složene i nepovoljne, kratkoro ne i dugoro ne efekte na 
populacioni i društveno-ekonomski razvoj BiH u cjelini.  

Prisilni migranti su raseljeni usljed približavanja ratnih sukoba (pred rat), 
zatim usljed izbijanja ratnih sukoba, usljed osje anja egzistencijalnog i 
individualnog proganjanja, ili masovnih kršenja ljudskih prava. Od svih republika 
bivše SFRJ,  daleko najviše pogo eno izbegli kom krizom bilo je stanovništvo 
Bosne i Hercegovine. U periodu 1993-1998., preko 70% svih izbjeglica i interno 
raseljenih lica iz bivše Jugoslavije su bili gra ani BiH. 

 Najve a prosje na godišnja stopa migracionog salda zabilježena je u BiH u 
prvoj polovini 1990-tih godina (-51,8%0), sa ukupnim gubitkom od oko jednog 
miliona ljudi. Skoro polovina tog gubitka je nadokna eno izme u 1995-2000. 
godine, povratkom iz bližih i daljih zemalja. 

 Nakon završetka rata 1995. godine, broj izbjeglica u inostranstvu po eo se 
smanjivati, sve do 2010. godine, kada ih je izvan BiH još 527 887, a odre eni broj 
je  integrisan u zemljama izbjeglištva (postali su državljani tih zemalja).  

 U uslovima bez rata 1992-1995. godine, prema dotadašnjem trendu 
iseljavanja stanovništva, iz BiH, bi otišlo oko 40 000 stanovnika. Na osnovu 
prezentovanih podataka o ratnim gubicima u BiH (1992-1995), njihov ukupan broj 
iznosi: 

- direktni ratni gubici 110.000,  isti demografski gubici (gubici nataliteta) 39 
750,  migracioni demografski gubici 986 216,   ukupni demografski (ratni) gubici 1 
135 966 (ili 25,95% ukupnog stanovništva). 

 
 
3. isti demografski gubici (gubici nataliteta) 
 
Jedan od vrlo važnih pokazatelja uticaja rata na prirodnu dinamiku 

stanovništva BiH u ratnom (1992-1995) i poslijeratnom periodu, jesu isti 
demografski gubici stanovništva. isti demografski gubici ili gubici nataliteta 
stanovništva BiH tokom rata i zbog rata ulaze u grupu nedirektnih demografskih 
gubitaka. Osnova je metodološko polazište definisanja veli ine istih demografskih 
gubitaka, kao odnos izme u ostvarenog nataliteta u posmatranom ratnom periodu i 
o ekivanog nataliteta koji bi se (s manjom ili ve om vjerovatno om), ostvario da 
nije bilo rata, i koji se može izra unati na osnovu dosadašnje prirodne dinamike 
stanovništva. 

Prvi korak u ocjeni gubitaka nataliteta jeste procjena ukupnog nataliteta u BiH 
izme u 1992. i 1995. godine. Prema procjenama u BiH je izme u 1992. i 1995. 
godine živoro eno oko 160.000 djece.  

 Drugi korak u ocjeni veli ine istih demografskih gubitaka stanovništva BiH 
jeste procjena kretanja nataliteta od 1992-1995. godine u uslovima izostanka rata. 
Pri tome treba imati na umu ve  istaknute nepovoljne dugoro ne tendencije u 
dinamici nataliteta, kao i injenicu da e upravo u tom periodu kroz najfertilniji 
period života prolaziti žene ro ene izme u 1967. i 1973. godine , u godinama vrlo 
niskog nivoa nataliteta.  
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 Procjenu o ekivanog mirnodopskog nataliteta proveli smo na osnovu 
prosje ne relativne godišnje promjene broja živoro enih od 1981.-1991. godine, 
koja je iznosila preko 14%0.  Pri tome smo duboko svjesni injenice da je to tek 
jedna od nekoliko mogu ih pretpostavki veli ine mirnodopskog nataliteta i metoda 
za njegovo izra unavanje.  

 Apliciraju i navedeno smanjenje broja živoro enih na svaku idu u godinu od 
1992. do 1995. godine, dobijamo podatak prema kojem se u BiH u neratnim 
uslovima  od 1992.-1995. godine mogao o ekivati natalitet oko 200 000 
živoro ene djece, što u odnosu na procijenjeni ostvareni natalitet u BiH u tom 
periodu predstavlja smanjenje od 40 000 živoro ene djece.  

 Kako i u normalnim prilikama, odre eni broj živoro ene djece umire, 
procijenjeni gubitak bi se mogao umanjiti za taj iznos. Smratnost odoj adi (do  
jedne godine) u BiH se može u tom periodu uzeti  oko 5,5%0. Umanjimo li utvr eni 
gubitak nataliteta (40 000) za stopu smrtnosti odoj adi (oko 250), dobi emo isti 
demografski gubitak od 39 750 živoro enih. 

 
 
4. Poslijeratni demografski gubici u  Bosni i Hercegovini  
 
Demografski ratni gubici su jedna od najvažnijih odrednica ukupne 

depopulacije stanovništva u BiH. Uprkos metodološkim ograni enjima za 
upore ivanja, ipak se sasvim pouzdano može tvrditi da stanovništvo BiH u 
posljednjem me upopisnom periodu (1991-2013) , karakteriše ukupna 
depopulacija ili pad broja stanovnika. Drugim rije ima, izme u 1991. i 2013. 
godine, broj stanovnika BiH zna ajno je smanjen.  

 Demografske gubitke poslije rata karakterišu pad nataliteta i migracije 
(negativan migracioni saldo). Visina demografskih gubitaka zavisi od procjene o 
tome kakve bi prilike vladale da nije bilo rata i njegovog uticaja na razvoj prirodne 
i ukupne depopulacije poslije rata. O tome su mogu e razli ite procjene, naro ito 
ako se stru ni argumenti pomiješaju sa ideološkim i politi kim motivima.  

 isti demografski gubici (gubici nataliteta) ra unaju  se od 1996. do  2013. 
godine, u slu aju da rata nije bilo, gdje se stopa nataliteta konstantno smanjuje, u 
desetogodišnjem razdoblju prosje no za 2,4%0.  Na osnovu o ekivanog broja 
stanovnika u poslijeratnim godinama i procjene stopa nataliteta, izra unava se 
ukupan broj živoro enih u proteklom petnaestogodišnjem periodu.  

Na osnovu direktnih i nedirektnih ratnih gubitaka u BiH u periodu 1991-2013. 
godine, o ekivanog broj stanovnika (u uslovima da nije bilo rata), te stvarno 
procijenjenog broja stanovnika, kao i drugih statisti kih podataka i procjena, 
ukupni demografski gubici u BiH iznose: 

-najve a prosje na godišnja negativna stopa migracionog salda je zabilježena 
u Bosni i Hercegovini u periodu 1992-95 (-51,8 na 1000 stanovnika), sa ukupnim 
gubitkom od jednog miliona ljudi. Polovina tog gubitka je nadokna ena izme u 
1995. do 2000. godine (blizu 500.000, a ostalo je izvan BiH 527.000).  
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Tabela 6. Demografski gubici u BiH (1991-2013) 
 

Kategorija 
demografskih gubitaka 

Apsolutno % 

Direktni demografski gubici (ratni 
mortalitet) 

110.000 
10,80/ 
  9,49 

Migracioni gubici 
(kao posljedica rata) 

908.480 
89,20/ 
78,42 

Ukupni stvarni demografski 
gubici 

1.018.450 100,0 

isti demografski gubici (gubici 
natalititeta) 

140.750 12,1 

Sveukupni demografski gubici 1.159.200 100,0 
 

Izvor: Pašali , S. (2012). Eksport report, ICTY, Hag 
 

Imaju i u vidu ukupne  promjene (smanjenje) broja stanovnika u BiH izme u 
1991. i 2013. godine, mogu e je kvantifikovati  njihov uticaj na nastalo smanjenje 
ukupnog broja stanovnika u tom vremenskom horizontu (koje je, kako smo naveli, 
i to: 

D = (N-M) + (I-E)   D= (665.505-688.9007) + (-935.085) = (-23.395) + (-
935.085) = - 958.480, dalje se izvodi ukupan broj stanovnina za 2013. iz obrasca: 

D = P2 – P1 gdje se dolazi do me upopisne promjene broja stanovnika: 
P1 = 4.377.033(1991) – 958.480 (ukupni demografski gubici 1991/2013.) = 

3.481.553. Od ovog broja oduzimaju se popisana nerezidentna lica (196.000), što 
nas dovodi do ukupnog broja stalnog (rezidentnog) stanovništva od 3.285.553. Na 
ovaj broj potrebno je dodati 49.606 imigranata (doseljeni u BiH), što u kona nom 
daje 3.335.159 (P2), odnosno P2 – P1= 3.335.159 – 4.377.033 = - 1.041.874. 

 Dakle, u me upopisnom periodu 1991.-2013. godine negativni migracioni 
saldo je bio glavni faktor ukupne depopulacije u BiH, dok je prirodno smanjenje 
djelovalo u istom smjeru, ali sa znatno manjim ponderom. Treba pri tome naglasiti 
da se radi, prije svega, o ratom pogoršanom migracionom bilansu, koji je ve  i 
ranije bio negativan, tj. o migracijama koje prati rat, a nakon rata, posebno u 
uslovima privredne recesije (slu aj u BiH), djeluje na smjer i intenzitet promjena 
ukupnog broja stanovnika i njegovih struktura (starosno-polne, ekonomsko-
socijalne, obrazovne, nacionalne i drugih). U popisu stanovništva 2013. godine 
primijenjena je nova koncepcija, tj. koncepcija prisutnog (de facto) ukupnog 
stanovništva, ali nešto izmijenjena u odnosu na njegovo izvorno zna enje. U skladu 
s preporukama Evropske ekonomske komisije UN-a i Statisti kog ureda Evropske 
zajednice iz 1998. godine, definicija ukupnog stanovništva u popisu iz 2013. 
godine temelji se na na elu ‘’uobi ajeno boravište’’  (usual residence), koja 
me utim nije potpuno identi na standardnoj definiciji tog pojma. Naime, bitno je  

                                                            
U ukupan mortalitet uklju eni su umrli prirodnom smr u (578.900) i stradali u ratu (110.00 
ratni mortalitet) 
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da se u ukupno stanovništvo BiH ne ubrajaju njeni gra ani koji su u inostranstvu 
duže od godinu dana, a istovremeno  ubrajaju se  strani državljani koji u BiH 
borave duže od godinu dana.  Dakle, proizilazi da podaci popisa 2013. godine o 
ukupnom broju stanovnika i broju stanovnika u pojedinim strukturama nisu 
precizno uporedivi sa istim podacima iz ranijih popisa. 

 
Tabela 7. Rezultati popisa stanovništva u BiH 2013.8 

 

BiH Srbi           %   Bošnjaci       
% 

Hrvati      
% 

 Ostali      
% 

3.531.159 1.086.733      1.769.592      544.780  130.036  
100% 30,78 50,11 15,43 3,68 

Demog.gub..91/13 
-845.874 
-19,32% 

-279.371 
-20,45% 

-133.364 
-7,00% 

-216.072 
-28,40 

-217.085 
62,53 

Dem.gub..prel./kona . 
-260.463 

-68.798 
-5,95% 

-134.129 
-7,04% 

-49.122 
-8,27% 

-8.432 
-6,09% 

 

 :    ,  , 
Sarajevo,2016. 

 
Razradimo li dalje smanjenje ukupnog broja stanovnika BiH u me upopisnom 

periodu 1991.-2013. godine analiti ki, sa demografsko-statisti kog aspekta, 
pokazuje se da su to smanjenje uslovile obje komponente ukupne depopulacije: 
prirodno smanjenje stanovnštva (uklju uju i ratni mortalitet) i negativan 
migracioni saldo.  Konstatovali smo da je smanjenje ukupnog broja stanovnika u 
periodu 1991.-2013. nastalo pod uticajem obje njegove odrednice, prirodnog 
smanjenja i negativnog migracionog salda. 

Ali ako uzmemo u obzir  objavljene rezultate popisa stanovništva od strane 
Agencije za statistiku BiH, gdje su uklju eni u stalno (ukupno) stanovništvo i 
popisani koji žive duže od godinu dana izvan zemlje, a potom ih isklju imo iz 
stalnog (ukupnog) broja, dobi emo objektivnije i realno (postoje e) stanje ukupnog 
broja stanovnika u BiH i njenim nižim teritorijalnim jedinicama. 

 
Popis stanovništva 2013. godine pokazao je da se i dalje pogoršava dosadašnji 

trend neravnomjernog prostornog razmještaja stanovništva. Takav je razmještaj po 
pravilu je posljedica neravnomjernog ekonomskog razvoja, a privredno zaostalija 
podru ja ujedno su podru ja slabije prirodne demografske dinamike i istovremeno 
emigraciono intenzivnija. Danas se me utim može re i da su takva demografska 
obilježja pojedinih krajeva postali faktor (uzrok) njihovog ekonomskog 
zaostajanja, jer bez njihove demografske revitalizacije nema osnove za dalji 
društveno-ekonomski razvoj. 

                                                            
Rezultate popisa je objavila Agencija za statistiku BiH, bez saglasnosti   Republi kog 
zavoda za statistiku Republike Srpske 
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Tabela 8. Broj stanovnika u BiH bez nerezidenata (popis 2013.) 
 

 

Izvor: Autorska izra unavanja na osnovu podataka Agencije  
za statistiku BiH 2016. 

 
U proteklom postratnom periodu, doseljavanje u Bosnu i Hercegovinu 

usmjereno je prije svega prema Sarajevu  i okolini (Kanton Sarajevo), kako iz 
unutrašnjosti BiH, tako i iz tzv.arapskih zemalja. 

Izbjegli ki egzodus iz Bosne i Hercegovine u  Srbiju i Hrvatsku bio je znatno 
ve i. Izme u 1991. i 1997., prema službenim podacima, u Hrvatsku je iz BiH 
doselilo oko 240.000 ljudi. Ali dio njih je iselio dalje, prema zapadnoevropskim i 
prekomorskim zemljama, a dio se zadržao i uzeo hrvatsko dž.avljanstvo (Markoti  
1999: 751-754). Broj iseljenih u Srbiju kretao se do 260.000, što je potvr eno 
popisom stanovništva 2002.godine, kada je u Srbiji popisano više od 400.000 lica 
koja su doselila od 90-tih godina prošlog vijeka iz bivših jugoslovenskih republika. 

Prirodni priraštaj, odnosno biovitalitet je glavni elemenat opstanka jednog 
naroda. 

da n postane negativan, ukoliko nema imigracije, dolazi do smanjenja 
broja stanovnika.   godišnja stopa prirodnog priraštaja stanovnika -4,610/00, 

da s  broj stanovnika dre ene teritorije upolovljuje za 150 godina. Stopi d -
9,20/00 dgovara period d 75,  stopi d -13,770/00 period d 50 godina.   
stopa prirodnog  priraštaja stanovništva -27,350/00, da se broj stanovnika 
dvostruko smanji, odnosno upolovi za 25 godina, t . za jedan generacijski razmak i  
brnuto, ko  stopa prirodnog priraštaja, na primjer, 35,260/00, tada  se broj 

stanovnika udvostru iti za 20 godina. Godišnjoj stopi d 6,960/00 dgovara period 
udvostru enja d 100, stopi d 3,470/00 d 200 i stopi d 1,390/00 period d 500 
godina.9   

SUF  Republici Srpskoj  po podacima popisa 2013.iznosi 1,18. nalizom 
pšte stope nataliteta  u Republici Srpskoj videntno   da na spada u niske stope 

( k  8,0%0), što s  dnosi i na bruto stopu fertiliteta. Strateški cilj Srpske i njenih 
nižih teritorijalnih jedinica  dostizanja nivoa tzv. stacionarnog stanovništva, 

dnosno uvanje postoje eg kontingenta stanovništva. Za dostizanje tog cilja sada 
nedostaje  više d 7.000 ro ene djece na godišnjem nivou. 

 

                                                            
9 Navedene godišnje stope za udvostru enje, dnosno za dvostruko smanjenje ili 
upolovljenje brojastanovnika izra unati su po brascima koji su navedeni u uvodu vog  
rada. 

BiH Republika 
Srpaska 

Federacija 
BiH 

Br ko 
Distrikt 

3.335.159 1.178.668 2.078.239 78.252 
100% 35,34 62,31 2,35 

Demog.gubici 
prelim./kona .. 

-148.323 -293.364 -14.776 
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Tabela 9. Depopulacija u BiH 1991-2016. (procjena) 
 

 Broj stanovnika 
1991. 

Broj stanovnika 
2016. 

Depopulacija 

Republika Srpska 1 569 332 1 143 084 -462 248 

Federacija BiH 2 720 074 2 007 548 -712 526 

Br ko Distrikt 87 627 75 992 -11 635 

Bosna i Hercegovina 4 377 033 3 226 624 -1 150 409 
                   

Izvor: utorovo izra unavanje na snovu podataka vitalne statistike 
 

Vrlo je izvjesno smanjenje stanovnika na broj ispod 1.000.000 po etkom 
2030. godine. Vjerovatno a ostvarenja projekcije  vrlo izvjesna,  u 
najoptimisti nijoj varijanti mogu e  stati na istom broju stanovnika kao i 2013. 
To bi bilo stvarivo dino uz manji pozitivan neto migracioni saldo i  uz zna ajno 
pove anje fertiliteta. Ipak, bj  varijante su malo vjerovatne, dok  smanjenje 
broja stanovnika najizglednije.  

 
Republika Srpska – indeks demografskih resursa 

 

Indikatori Io Pf (20-29) P '13/'91 Iv ID TIP 
Republika Srpska 2,65 11,54 0,75 4,19 44,59 E 
Demografski 
bilans 1981. % 1991. % 2013. % 

Srbi u BiH 1.320.644 32,0 1.369.258 31,28 1.056.291 30,41 
 

Izvor: Popisi stanovništva u BiH 1981., 1991., 2013. Agencija  
za statistiku BiH, 2016. 

 
Uzimaju i u obzir podatke o popisu stanovništva u BiH 2013.godine, te 

podatke koje je objavio RZS Republike Srpske, dobijaju se novi rezultati 
kombinacijom navedenih podataka. Na osnovu tih kombinovanih podataka 
dolazimo do ukupnog demografskog kapaciteta Srba u BiH.    

 
Tabela 10. Demografski kapacitet Srba u BiH 2013.10 

 

BiH Srbi           %   Bošnjaci       % Hrvati      %  Ostali      % 
3.473.078 1.056.291        1.746.230     544.641 128.877 

100% 30,41 50,28 15,68 3,71 
Demog.gub..91/13 

-903.955 
-20,65% 

-309.813 
-34,27% 

-152.726 
-16,89% 

-216.221 
-23,92% 

-218.244 
24,14% 

 

Izvor: Republi ki zavod za statistiku,  Banja Luka 2017. Agencija 
za  statistiku BiH 2016. 

                                                            
Rezultate popisa je objavila Agencija za statistiku BiH, bez saglasnosti 
Republi kog zavoda za statistiku Republike Srpske 
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Karta 1. Indeks demografskih resursa po opštinama i 
gradovima Republike Srpske 

 

 
 

Izvor: Autorovo izra unavanje na osnovu demografskih indikatora i 
Popisa stanovništva 2013. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
The BIH area is characterized by extremely complex historical, 

ethnodemographic, migration, cultural and other factors that had an influence to 
eternal movements and population migrations. Every research of war demographic 
losses must be afterward but that is not impediment to apply the most scientific and 
the most reliable method with equal methodology and standfast to primary data 
sources. 

The issue of demographic causes, losses and consequences of the war in BiH 
is one of the most important aspects that are necessary to be known in order to 
understand cause-and-effect relationships during the 1992-1995 war and in the 
postwar period. 
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Taking into account the above information and research about the suffering of 
the Serbian population in Bosnia and Herzegovina (based on multiple data 
sources), direct war demographic losses in Bosnia amounts to a minimum of about 
110,000, of which about 29,5,5% are Serbs, Bosniaks around 60.5% and between 
and Croats 8% and Others 2%. 

 
Natural mortality during the war was approximately 60/00, which means that 

during the war the number of deaths from natural causes was about the half of the 
total mortality, or number of violent death is approximate to the data of the total 
suffering of Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina (32.500). 
            If it is accepted that the war losses of Bosnian Croats  were about 8 800, 
then the population of 0.71% to 0.85%. of residents were perished. The highest 
average annual rate of net migration was recorded in BiH in the first half of the 
1990s (-51.8%0), with a total loss of about one million people. Almost half of that 
loss was compensated between 1995-2000 year  by returns from near and far host 
countries. 

If we elaborate whether a further reduction in the total population of BiH in 
the inter-census period from 1991 to 2013 analyticaly and from the demographic 
and statistical point of view, it points out  that the reduction  has conditioned  both 
components of the total depopulation: natural reduction of the population 
(including war mortality) and negative net migration. We have concluded that the 
decrease in the total number of inhabitants in the period from 1991 to 2013 was 
formed under the influence of both of its determinants, natural decline and negative 
net migration. 

Natural increase or biovitality is the main element of the survival of a nation. 
When it becomes negative, unless there is immigration, there is a decrease in 
population. If the annual rate of population growth is -4,61 0 / 00, then the number 
of inhabitants of a certain territory is being halved for 150 years. 

The strategic objective of the Republic of Slovenia and its lower territorial 
units is reaching the levels of so-called stationary population (equal number of 
births and deaths), and the preservation of the existing contingent of the population. 
In order to achieve this goal, more than 7,000 births annually are necessary. 
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Abstract: The last decade of 20th and early 21st centuries should be 

remembered for the political-geographical processes, which finally altered the 
political map of Europe and West Balkans in particular. Disintegration processes in 
Yugoslavian geospace had been largely affected by the civil and ethnic-religious 
conflict, which had escalated in Bosnia and Herzegovina geospace.  

In addition, the disintegration of Yugoslavian state and social community, 
which reflected in the ethnic conflict on historical territories, changed the ethnic-
demographic structure and resulted in a violent breakup that greatly affected the 
demographic growth and ethnic-territorial distribution of BiH population.  

Being a most pertinent resource and element of the social-economic 
development, the population forms a set of ethnic-demographic features that are 
vital for the geopolitical evaluation of a geospace. Ethnic-demographic processes 
and phenomena are one of basic elements of the geopolitical position of BiH.  
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distribution.  
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„  “, .       
  19.    .  

       -  
:   ,   

    - ,   
     .   

  ,         
,    „ “    . 

           
   .„    1463/1469.    
  37.125    332  .  

   (  )  1489.    25.068 
  4.485  “ ( , , , 

1992, . 11-12.).  
   XVI ,    1520-1530.   
 ,    19.619   16.935  . 

„   9.588   7.070     
 13.112   2.654  “ ( , 

, 1998, . 126).    „    
  1851.    (44%),   (37,3%),  

  (18,5%)“ ( , , 1998, . 126). 
     

 (1878-1918)   ,    
.        -  

 .  1879.     
      (1879, 1885, 1895.  1910.) 

          
    .  

     ,     
 „1.158.440 ,     496.761 ( -

),  448.613 ( ),  209.391 
( )“ (Štatistika miesta i pu anstva Bosne i Hercegovine, 1880, , 
4.).    1.  1885. ,       

  „1.336.091 ,   571.250 , 
492.710   265.788 “ (     

       1.  1885, 1886, . 363).  
     1895.   .   

„1.568.092 .      673.246 , 
 548.632,   334.142 “ (   

       22.  1895, 1896, . . 
LVII-LIX).     1910.   
„1.898.044 .   825.418,  612.137,  

 434.061 “ ( , 1995, . 410.). 
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 1:        
 1879.  1910.  

 

 
 

 
-
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 %  %  %  % 

1879. 1.158.440 496.761 42,88 448.613 38,73 209.391 18,08 3.675 0,31 

1885. 1.336.091 571.250 42,76 492.710 38,88 265.788 19,89 6.343 0,47 

1895. 1.568.092 673.246 42,93 548.632 34,99 334.142 21,31 12.072 0,77 

1910. 1.898.044 825.418 43,49 612.137 32,25 434.061 22,87 26.428 1,39 

 

( : Štatistika miesta i pu anstva Bosne i Hercegovine, C i Kr. Vladina 
tiskarna, Sarajevo, 1880. god, . 4,       

     1.  1885,  , 
, 1886. . 363,        

  22.  1895,  , , 1896. . 
LVII-LIX,  ,  „  “    

 (        
),  :        

 ,   , , 1995. . 410.) 
 

      -  , 
        ,   
.       ,    

    -  .  , 
         

.       
       .    

     ,    . 
          

  .  -    
  26.08.1939. ,     –  

  . 
        1921. .  

      1.890.440 . 
    829.360  43,87%;  588.173 

 31,11%; -  444.309 ,  23,50%. 
 
 
 
 



547 
 

  2:       
 1921.  

 

 

( :      31.  1921. 
.   -   , , 1932.) 
 

  ,    .     
 2.323.555 ,  :  1.028.139 (44,25%); 

 718.079 (30,90%)   547.949  23,58%. 
 

 3:        
1931.    (%) 

 

      
1.028.139 547.949 718.079 11.267 18.121 2.323.555 

44,25 23,58 30.90 0,49 0,78 100,00 
 

( : Definitivni rezultati popisa stanovništva od 31. marta 1931. godine, knjiga 
2, Prisutno stanovništvo po veroispovesti, Kraljevina Jugoslavija – Opšta državna 

statistika, Beograd, 1938. god.) 
 

      
       ,   

 .        
  .     

  829.360 (43,87%)  1.028.139 (44,2%),   588.173 
(31,1%)  718.079 (30,9%),    444.309 (23,5%)  547.949 
(23,6%) . 

    ,       
   .       ,  
       ,    

         
,         1941-1945. 

          40%    
 .       

      
-          

  ,    

 
-

 
-

 
-

 
-

 
-
 

-
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

829.360 
 

444.309 
 

9.308 
 

6.627 
 

588.173 
 

12.031 
 

538 
 

94 
 

1.890.440 

% 43,87 23,50 0,49 0,35 31,11 0,64 0,03 0,01 100,00 
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 .        
„ “ .  

         
 : 1948, 1953, 1961, 1971, 1981.  1991. . 

 
 4:        

 1948.  1991.  
 

 
 

 
100% 

 
 

 
% 

 
 

 
% 

 
-

 

 
% 

 
 

 
% 

1948. 2.565.277 1.136.116 44,3 614.123 23,9 788.403 30,7 26.635 1,1 

1953. 2.847.790 1.264.372 44,4 654.229 23,0 
891.800 

(591.800) * 
31,3 
25,6 

37.389 
(337.389) 

1,3 
7,0 

1961. 3.277.948 1.406.057 42,9 711.665 21,7 842.248 25,7 317.975 9,7 

1971. 3.746.111 1.393.148 37,2 772.491 20,6 1.482.430 39,6 98.042 2,6 

1981. 4.124.256 1.320.738 32,0 758.140 18,4 1.630.033 39,5 415.345 10,1 

1991. 4.377.033 1.366.104 31,2 760.852 17,4 1.902.956 43,5 347.121 7,9 

 

( :  ,  ,  ,  
    ,   

  , , 1992. . 46-47,  www.fzs.ba -  
  ) 

 

 *    1953. ,     
„  “. 

 
      1948. ,    

  2.565.277 ,    1.136.116,  788.403  
 614.123.         

      ,  44,3%   
.  1971.       

1.482.430,  39,6%  ,   1991.  43,5% 
 .        

1.366.104,  31,2%.        
           

:  23,9%  1948.  17,3%  1991. . 
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 1:         
 1991.  

 

 
 

( :     1991. , www.fzs.ba) 
 

       
,       , 2013. , 

      ,     
3.531.159.      1.769.592  

 50,1%.      1.086.733   
30,78%.       544.780  15,42 %   

. 
  ,           

     (      
    2013.       
),          ,   

  – ,         
. 
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 1:        
  2013.  

 

 
 

( : Popis stanovništva, doma instava i stanova u Bosni i Hercegovini 2013.  
godine, Agencija za statistiku BiH, Sarajevo 2016 godine, 

www.bhas.ba,https://sr.wikipedia.org/sr/ _ _ _ ) 
 
 

   -       
   

 
        

: , , ,    . , 
 ,   ,      

   ,    
    .    

    „ “  .  
     ,   
,  ,   ,   

    -     
.   ,   -

       ,  
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  „ “ -  .  

           
 . „  6.  1992.      
           

      “ ( , 2004, . 
334).        

         
       ,   

    .  6.  1992. ,  
      , -   

 ,         
,   . 

     ,     
  ,   ,   ,  1.  

21.  1995. .       
      „     

  “   : „         
 .          

 .        1992. . 
    –  1993. ,     

–      .  1994. ,    -
 ,      .    

-             
   21.  1995.      – 

   (  ) .“ ( , 2002, . 37.).  
      14.  1995. 

  “ ( , , 1999, . 11). 
           

     „  “, , 
       -  

,        ,  
    .  ,   

„  “       
,      -      

. ,          
    ( , 2012). 

  „ “   -  , 
    ,    -

 ,    ,   
   -   .   

       ,    
    .     
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 ,      1+2+3, :  
,        . 

      1991. , 
      4.377.033 ,  : 

1.902.956  (43,5%), 1.366.104  (31,2%)   760.852 
(17,4%).        

  : 42,8% , 30,1%   
17,7% .  

    1991,     
      :    
    2.720.074   61,14%  

.       52,34%.  
   1.569.332   35,85%  ,   

       55,43 %. 
 

 5:         
1991.  -     

 

  

-
 

 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 1.423.593 440.746 38.617 1.902.956 
% 52,34% 28,08% 44,07% 43,48% 

 594.362 144.238 22.252 760.852 
% 21,85% 9,19% 25,39% 17,38% 

 478.122 869.854 18.128 1.366.104 
% 17,58% 55,43% 20,69% 31,21% 

 62.059 39.481 2.899 104.439 
% 2,28% 2,52% 3,31% 2,39% 

 161.938 75.013 5.731 242.682 
% 5,95% 4,78% 6,54% 5,54% 

 2.720.074 1.569.332 87.627 4.377.033 
% 62,14% 35,85% 2,00% 100,00% 

 

( : Uporedna analiza pristupa pravima izbjeglica i raseljenih osoba, 
Ministarstvo za ljudska prava i izbjeglice Bosne i Hercegovine,  

Sarajevo 2005. god, . 42.) 
 

   , .    1992.  1995. 
        

  .        
  ,       .  

     .  
         , 

     „  250  ,    17  
    “ (Uporedna analiza pristupa pravima izbjeglica i 

raseljenih osoba, 2005, . 21). ,  a  -
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  ( )       
        Ewe Tabeau - 

       97.207  104.732 . 
     „      

   110.000,    31,5%  ,  60,5 
,  8%   “ ( , 2011, .341). 

 
 

       
- i    

 
  -  ,      

,      .   
  -         

    2,2  ,     
   .   ,  1,2 

        100   
.    1992.  1995.   1.200.000  

   :  (320.000),     
(297.000),  (170.000),  (86.500),  (58.000), 

 (43.000),  (24.500),  (23.500),  
(22.000), -  (20.000),  (20.000),  (12.100)   
(12.000).       72,8%    

    .  
           

.    ,     
 ,           

   .     1992-1995.  
       

          
   .       

    ,      
  ,        
 ,         

. 
  ,       

         
   .   ,  80%  
       ,    

   .  
    ,      

          
-  ,    
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 . ,  ,  1996.  
    100.000    . 

 
 6:     1996-2006. 

 
/  

 
1996. 

 
2000. 

 
2005. 

 
2006. 

.  381.095 248.289 85.877 69.765 
.  - 286.629 98.093 61.310 

 . - 16.834 2.168 1.123 
 - - 795 - 

   1.000.000 551.752 186.138 132.198 
 

( : Raseljeni, izbjeglice i povratnici u Republici Srpskoj, Vlada Republike 
Srpske, Banja Luka, 2006. god,  ,   

    ,    
, , 2005. . 76, Uporedna analiza pristupa pravima izbjeglica i 

raseljenih osoba,Ministarstvo za ljudska prava i izbjeglice Bosne i Hercegovine, 
Sarajevo, 2005. god, . 209.) 

  

         
 .  2005.       

       . .   
         .   
          

           
     . (Uporedna analiza 

pristupa pravima izbjeglica i raseljenih osoba, 2005) 
„ , ,       

  ,    2000. ,    
556.214   (183.355 ).“ (Uporedna analiza pristupa 
pravima izbjeglica i raseljenih osoba, 2005, . 81).  

, 10       
      ( ) , 

 190.000         . 
  ( )       

        ,    
 ( )         . 

,         10 
( )   /    
( )    1%    . 

  ,    7%    
( )      ,    

 : ,   , , ,  
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, ,  ,   ,    3.000 
  .  

          10 
    .    , 
        ( )      

 ,  40%   (  (10.153), 
 (7.423)   (6.431),  (3.971),  (3.897), 

 (2.959)   (2.930),       
(2.285),  (1.748)   (1.748)). 

       ( )  
          

(13.029),    (7.318)   (7.158)    
: , ,   ,     

( )    3.000  .     
,          . 
  ( )       : 

, , , , , ,  
  .  

 
„      ,    

  10.000  ,    10    
 40%    .  :  (4.404),   (4.209), 

 (3.738),  (3.201),  (2.845),  (2.496),  
(2.431),   (2.345),  (2.277)   (2.022).“ (Uporedna 
analiza pristupa pravima izbjeglica i raseljenih osoba, 2005, . 102). 

     ,   ( )  
 (  47%),      ,  
    , ,   . 

         (360 
, 978 )   (51 , 110 ),     

 , ,   .   
( )     2.168 (Uporedna analiza pristupa pravima 
izbjeglica i raseljenih osoba, 2005). 

 
       ,   

 ,        
 .        ,  

    ,       
     . 

 
 
 
 
 



556 
 

 7:   ( )      
 

      
  83.584 11.810 2.034 665 98.093 
% 85,2% 12,0% 2,1% 0,7% 52.7% 
  236 191 85.330 120 85.877 
% 0,3% 0,2% 99,4% 0,1 46,1% 

 
 

609 59 1.490 10 2.168 

% 28,1% 2,7% 68,7% 0,5% 1.2% 
  84.429 12.060 88.854 795 186.138 
% 45,4% 6,5% 47,7% 0,4% 100.00% 

 
 

( : UPOREDNA ANALIZA PRISTUPA PRAVIMA IZBJEGLICA I RASELJENIH 
OSOBA,Ministarstvo  za ljudska prava i izbjeglice Bosne i Hercegovine, Sarajevo 2005. 

god, . 108.) 
 

         
 1991.  2013.      2013. . 

  8,        
2013.     -    

   .  ,   
         1991.   55.231 

   54,6  90%.        
    59,2   86,1%       

   54,3%   89,4%,      19.697  24.650 
   42  78,3%    .    

    85,8%    ,  
  1991.       72,2% . 

      .    
   1991.   126.628 ,   43.856 

, 23.846   43.037 . ,    105.797 
,   46.752 , 4.421     

43.037 . ,        244 
 (78 , 153   11 ),      

    19.500 . 
     ,      527.049 

.    259.470,  157.143,  34.873  
 56.470.  ,      

  (  )    .   
  2013.        

 ,    473.509 ,   348.904 , 
69.799   17.945 . ,    

         
106.000    36.000  (  9  10).   



557 
 

 
 8

: 
 

 
/

 
 

 1
99

1.
 

 2
01

3.
 

 (
 

) 
20

13
 

%
 

* 2,
7 

16
,0

 
5,

8 
0,

5 
0,

2 
18

,3
 

0,
3 

0,
1 

23
,5

 
1,

6 
0,

4 
8,

4 
3,

3 
7,

5 
0,

3 
4,

6 
6,

2 
85

,8
 

0,
9 

0,
2 

0,
8 

2,
1 

0,
2 

0,
1 

0,
1 

3,
6 

0,
2 

0,
1 

(
: P

op
is

 st
an

ov
ni

št
va

, d
om

a
in

st
av

a,
 st

an
ov

a 
i p

ol
jo

pr
iv

re
dn

ih
 g

az
di

ns
ta

va
 1

99
1,

 D
rž

av
ni

 z
av

od
 z

a 
st

at
is

tik
u 

R
B

iH
, S

ar
aj

ev
o,

 1
99

3;
 

Po
pi

s s
ta

no
vn

iš
tv

a,
 d

om
a

in
st

av
a 

i s
ta

no
va

 u
 B

iH
, 2

01
3,

 A
ge

nc
ija

 z
a 

st
at

is
tik

u 
B

iH
, 2

01
6;

 
 

, 
 

 
 

 
 

 2
01

3.
 

, 
 

 
 

, 2
01

7.
) 

 
* 

4 
88

7 
39

3 
3 

26
5 

49
8 

30
 

5 
76

7 
32

 
13

 
90

6 
80

0 
58

 
2 

18
1 

1 
20

4 
8 

27
9 

24
 

85
2 

1 
55

3 
29

 2
73

 
14

8 
27

 
25

6 
1 

66
6 

18
 

7 14
 

1 
34

6 
7 6 

%
 

* 90
,0

 
82

,8
 

1,
6 

86
,1

 
63

,8
 

1,
2 

88
,4

 
95

,5
 

44
,0

 
82

,7
 

0,
8 

82
,9

 
1,

6 
2,

2 
94

,8
 

69
,3

 
1,

41
 

1,
3 

96
,3

 
95

,4
 

76
,5

 
67

,2
 

89
,5

 
91

,9
 

46
,7

 
75

,6
 

86
,9

 
81

,0
 

 
* 

16
2 

05
7 

2 
02

8 
91

0 
89

 4
74

 
11

 8
97

 
37

6 
8 

94
2 

8 
31

6 
1 

69
7 

40
 7

07
 

10
7 

21
 4

95
 

57
3 

2 
40

9 
8 

88
6 

12
 7

30
 

35
5 

43
8 

15
 3

40
 

11
 9

64
 

23
 6

38
 

54
 3

65
 

9 
21

7 
6 

96
3 

5 
46

7 
28

 1
66

 
2 

99
4 

3 
80

6 

%
 

* 3,
8 

0,
2 

88
,1

 
11

,2
 

35
,3

 
78

,3
 

8,
8 

3,
8 

32
,4

 
12

,7
 

95
,6

 
6,

5 
91

,0
 

84
,0

 
4,

4 
24

,6
 

89
,4

 
11

,9
 

2,
2 

4,
0 

21
,0

 
27

,6
 

9,
8 

7,
6 

52
,3

 
18

,5
 

12
,2

 
17

,8
 

 
* 

6 
81

6 
6 

49
 5

50
 

11
 6

80
 

6 
58

8 
24

 6
50

 
89

5 
33

2 
1 

25
1 

6 
26

6 
13

 3
76

 
1 

68
6 

32
 7

35
 

92
 9

88
 

41
3 

4 
51

6 
22

 4
86

 
4 

04
7 

35
4 

50
8 

6 
49

0 
22

 3
03

 
1 

00
9 

57
4 

6 
12

2 
6 

88
7 

42
0 

83
5 

 
* 

18
0 

05
3 

2 
44

9 
56

 2
61

 
10

3 
87

4 
18

 6
51

 
31

 4
70

 
10

 1
18

 
8 

71
0 

3 
86

0 
49

 1
96

 
13

 9
85

 
25

 9
22

 
35

 9
88

 
11

0 
66

3 
9 

36
8 

18
 3

61
 

25
 1

48
 

34
 1

33
 

15
 9

26
 

12
 5

42
 

30
 8

85
 

80
 9

16
 

10
 3

02
 

7 
57

8 
11

 6
98

 
37

 2
36

 
3 

44
5 

4 
69

7 

19
91

 
%

 
10

,7
 

12
,1

 
1,

6 
6,

2 
4,

6 
0,

7 
3,

3 
0,

2 
0,

8 
0,

9 
5,

5 
2,

4 
5,

9 
4,

8 
10

,8
 

0,
9 

2,
0 

3,
1 

2,
8 

2,
2 

0,
8 

3,
7 

5,
7 

0,
8 

0,
9 

1,
0 

5,
8 

1,
1 

0,
9 

. 
56

 4
70

 
23

 6
56

 
13

5 
4 

35
6 

4 
42

6 
22

3 
1 

56
1 

31
9 

84
 

11
8 

3 
31

1 
59

3 
3 

34
8 

2 
72

6 
15

 6
54

 
16

9 
74

5 
1 

35
8 

11
25

 
59

3 
12

3 
1 

55
7 

6 
45

9 
18

6 
10

6 
38

0 
3 

46
5 

68
 

77
 

%
 

6,
6 

14
,8

 
2,

7 
7,

9 
0,

5 
0,

1 
34

,2
 

0,
1 

0,
3 

1,
5 

5,
7 

2,
8 

38
,9

 
13

,2
 

15
,5

 
24

,6
 

29
,0

 
26

,2
 

72
,2

 
7,

8 
1,

4 
1,

0 
5,

6 
0,

6 
0,

0 
0,

1 
15

,9
 

0,
1 

0,
1 

 
34

 8
73

 
29

 0
26

 
22

6 
5 

58
0 

49
2 

40
 

16
 0

31
 

32
 

29
 

18
4 

3 
41

7 
68

2 
21

 9
52

 
7 

57
6 

22
 5

10
 

4 
77

0 
10

 6
95

 
11

 5
13

 
29

 3
24

 
2 

13
9 

21
0 

40
3 

6 
31

6 
19

 
5 38

 
9 

52
5 

7 5 

%
 

29
,8

 
54

,6
 

94
,9

 
17

,9
 

59
,2

 
34

,1
 

18
,5

 
31

,8
 

61
,7

 
79

,0
 

59
,6

 
38

,8
 

40
,6

 
20

,4
 

15
,4

 
68

,3
 

38
,1

 
15

,1
 

9,
6 

76
,9

 
74

,1
 

60
,2

 
42

,3
 

38
,2

 
70

,4
 

22
,7

 
55

,1
 

57
,9

 
52

,6
 

 
15

7 
14

3 
10

6 
82

6 
7 

88
8 

12
 6

89
 

57
 3

89
 

11
 4

75
 

86
73

 
6 

74
3 

6 
66

1 
9 

95
1 

35
 7

53
 

9 
53

3 
22

 9
38

 
11

 6
40

 
22

 4
33

 
13

 2
63

 
14

 0
56

 
6 

62
0 

3 
91

3 
21

 0
57

 
10

 7
11

 
25

 1
01

 
47

 5
81

 
8 

39
1 

81
50

 
8 

31
5 

32
 9

62
 

3 
67

4 
4 

70
9 

%
 

49
,2

 
14

,6
 

0,
1 

66
,1

 
31

,2
 

64
,1

 
42

,0
 

63
,5

 
35

,8
 

17
,9

 
26

,4
 

55
,0

 
12

,5
 

59
,8

 
55

,2
 

5,
5 

30
,1

 
54

,3
 

14
,3

 
11

,9
 

22
,9

 
33

,7
 

44
,0

 
60

,1
 

27
,0

 
75

,2
 

21
,4

 
40

,1
 

44
,9

 

 
25

9 
47

0 
28

 5
58

 
12

 
46

 7
37

 
30

 2
29

 
21

 5
35

 
19

 6
97

 
13

 4
71

 
3 

85
8 

2 
25

7 
15

 8
51

 
13

 5
09

 
7 

08
6 

34
 1

98
 

80
 3

59
 

1 
07

1 
11

 0
90

 
23

 8
15

 
57

93
 

3 
27

2 
33

13
 

14
 0

40
 

49
 3

51
 

13
 2

09
 

3 
13

0 
27

 5
72

 
12

 8
02

 
2 

54
3 

4 
02

4 

 
52

7 
04

9 
19

5 
69

2 
8 

31
1 

70
 7

32
 

96
 9

88
 

33
 6

19
 

46
 8

89
 

21
 1

99
 

10
 7

88
 

12
 5

93
 

59
 9

74
 

24
 5

44
 

56
 4

89
 

57
 1

64
 

14
5 

51
7 

19
 4

18
 

36
 8

53
 

43
 8

78
 

40
 6

00
 

27
 3

95
 

14
 4

48
 

41
 6

65
 

11
2 

54
3 

21
 9

78
 

11
 5

71
 

36
 6

66
 

59
 8

54
 

6 
34

8 
8 

95
6 

/
 

 
 

 
. 

 
 

    
   

. 
   

  
. 

   
. 

  
.

   
 

 
 

. 
 

 



558 
 

 9:   -    2013.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

55.181 41.702 2.186 3.333 

 23.891 22.120 218 179 
 66.730 58.120 1.600 3.030 

 19.603 18.151 421 382 
  118.553 99.773 4.367 4.947 
 

 
64.814 48.188 3.402 4.639 

  36.976 32.794 467 685 
- . 1.502 1.376 97 4 

 26.343 24.351 542 321 
 

 
413.593 346.575 13.300 17.520 

 
  

275.524 222.457 10.422 13.604 

 
( : Popis stanovništva, doma instava i stanova u Bosni i Hercegovini 2013. 

godine. (2016). Agencija za statistiku BiH, Sarajevo, 2016. god.) 
 

 10:    –    2013.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

. .  10.401 44 10.028 102 

.  14.437 632 13.455 148 

. .  1.116 41 1.059 6 
 11.620 629 10.894 28 

 20.359 165 19.932 126 
 1.983 818 1.131 15 
 59.916 2.329 56.499 425 

    

(  ,       2013. 
,    ,  , 2017. .) 

 
 

Conclusion 
 

A complex ethno-demographic structure of the geospace of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, numerous elements of demographic development in the past and 
political-geographical processes defined the modern ethno-demographic 
composition of the population in Bosnia and Herzegovina in the twentieth century. 
When it comes to political-geographical processes, religious and civilization 
determinants of this geographical area were twofold; on the one hand, they were 
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integrative in terms of ethnic homogenization and consolidation and disintegrative 
in terms of multiethnicity, on the other. The religious factor played a crucial role in 
the formation of ethnic identities and defining their geopolitical interests.   

Historical-geographical, ethnic-geographical and geopolitical circumstances 
on the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina at the time and the destruction of 
Yugoslav state and social community, manifested in a form of ethnic conflicts over 
historical territories, led to the ethnic division of B&H on the basis of ethnic 
majority and bipolar ethno-geographic structure.  

Today, twenty-six years after the conflict in B&H, the aftermath of the war is 
seen in demographic characteristics ethnic and territorial population distribution. 
Certain are not only quantitative but also qualitative losses, given that in armed 
conflicts killed a large number of reproductive population. 

In addition to war victims, exile, as a specific form of migration, is the basis of 
ethnic and territorial distribution of population in the geographic space of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. It has had a series of political consequences in a wider 
geopolitical setting and had an impact on the spatial distribution of the population 
and ethnic groups in the area. Furthermore, it has also had social-economic, 
psychological, cultural-historical and political consequences.  

Therefore, the victims of the conflict and the process of exile as a result of the 
conflict are still an important part of modern demographic processes and 
distribution of territory and ethnic groups in B&H. 

From the political and geographic aspect, civil, ethnic and religious conflict 
and exile process, definitely changed the ethno-territorial composition geoterritory 
and have firmly established ethnic consolidation and homogenization of 
population.  
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Abstract: The paper discusses the demographic aspects of revitalization of the 

Serbian ethnic geospace and the issue of preservation of the Serbian ethnic identity 
in Republic of Croatia, focusing on geopolitical, social-economic, and cultural 
features. One such complex issue is rests upon the historical, ethnic-
demographical, statehood-wise, and modern geopolitical determinants as well as on 
basic human rights. The paper is fundamental when it comes to both global and 
regional development processes as it points out the key properties crucial for the 
sustainable development of Serbian subjectivity in Croatia based on the ethnic-
cultural development model and the strategy for achieving vital national interests.  

 : , ,   , 
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Key words: the Serbs, Croatia, Serbian ethnic space, demographic, ethnic-
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    1941-1945.      ,  
 1990. ,       .  

,    ,  
  ,   XIX   

 ,        
      .   

1910.         3 460 584  
  611 257  (17,7%).     

    400 000   71,8%    
(  1  2) 
 

 1.          
 , 1910.  

 

 
  

  

  
 

 

 % 

 
 

163 555 81 969 50,1 

 
  

  

35 780 27 314 76,3 

   210 271 160 577 76,4 
 140 230 100 226 71,5 

 
 

124 384 68 614 55,2 

 674 221 438 700 65,0 
 

: ,1993, . 33-38 
  

 ,     ,   , 
        

        
   1910–1991. .   ,  

      38,3%,        
    4,8% ( , 1993, . 121).  

         
      (  2). 

  1991.     4 784 265 ,  
 581 663 (12,2%)  (  2).   ,  

     ,     ,  700 
000.   ,         

.          365 
000 ,    63%      ,   
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:  (2003);  Popisi stanovništva R Hrvatske 1991 (1991); Popisi 
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  (  4),        2011. 



569 
 

   80 000,   22%   . ,  
        ,    

   .       
  ,  . ,    

         
„  “.       2011.  158   
10     37   ,  1991.    

 ( , 2014). 
      .   

     (  5).   
   41,7 ,     53,1  

(Popis stanovnika R Hrvatske, 2011, 2013).       -  
(      )        

  .       , 
    -      

    ,       
   .         2001-

2011.        15 000 (Popis stanovništva R. 
Hrvatske 2011, 2013). ,       

  ,        
    . 

  
 4.        2011.  

 

 
 

: http://www.dzs.hr/Hrv_Eng/publication/2012/SI-1469.pdf 
 



570 
 

 5.       
   2011.  

 

 
 

: 
http://www.dzs.hr/Hrv/censuses/census2011/results/htm/H01_01_18/H01_01_18.html 

 
         

      ,   
      (Gjenero, 2012). 

        
         ( , 

, ...),    , ,   
.  ,     ,   

  .      . 
      ,  .  

,  1996   83   ,      
     ( , 2014).   

    ,      
   .        

.     ,    
  - ,        . 
         (  1 700  2011). 

 30 000        
     (Mesi  i Bagi , 2011).    

       
.         

  .       
  : 78  , 29 , 920 

-     ,    



571 
 

       ,  
     ,     

181  ,     . (  
, 2010).  ,   ,    

,     .   
         

 ,    .    
       (Laji  i Bara, 2010). 

        ,  
           
   ( , 2013).  ,   

    :  
-  ,  ,   -  

     ;  
-    ,     

 ; 
-    . 

      
  ,       

 . 
   ,     

 ,     , . ,  
         
.   „    “,   

       , 
    - ,    .    

   ,     
      (    

   15% ),     (  3). 
 

 3.         
 2012. . 

 

   
. (%) 

  
. 

(%) 

   
. (%) 

  
. 

(%) 
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Conclusion 
 

The Serbian historical and ethnic space in modern Croatia covers the 
historical-geographical regions of west and east Slavonia, west Srijem, Banija, 
Kordun, Lika, and north Dalmatia. The Serbian people have been the major 
population of these areas ever since the primary Slavic colonization. Hence, the 
local spiritual and material cultures of the Serbian people have defined its ethnic 
territoriality for centuries.  The territory in question is a domicile Serbian ethnic 
space   with specific autonomy within Croatia, which has played a statehood role 
among the Serbs. The ethnic properties of the Serbian ethnic space in modern 
Croatia have destructively altered over the years, resulting from the overall 
historical processes such as cultural assimilation, genocide suffered by the Serbian 
people, and artificial ethno-genesis. These processes among the Serbian people, its 
ethnic culture and ethnic-territoriality formed the majority of Croatian nation, i.e. 
its modern statehood. 

It is feasible to revitalize the Serbian ethnic space and its spiritual, cultural, 
and material values which were violated, devastated, and demographically 
devastated by Croatia during the recent war events (1991-1995) only through a 
model of formation of Serbian ethnic-cultural self-sustainable regions and cross-
boundary cooperation within the Serbian geospace that is still not geopolitically 
uniformed.  

Thus, we focus on real, legitimate, and universal civilization values and issues 
which are determined by a whole range of geopolitical and other relevant 
development factors.  
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Abstract: The paper analyzes development problems and changes within the 

settlement network and system in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the Republic of 
Srpska) resulting from disintegration of Socialist Federative Republic of 
Yugoslavia (SFRY).  SFRY disintegration took place during the complex 
rearrangement of Europe and the global process of transition of the Socialist social 
system under the influence of foreign political factors and severe internal 
nationalist antagonism. Ethnical clashes grew into the civil war in B&H, which 
lasted from 1992 to 1995 and had political, geospatial, economic, demographic and 
other consequences that were sublimated into the physical destruction of 
settlements and changes in their typological and structural properties and total 
development opportunities. The paper addresses consequences of disintegration of 
the space within the context of settlement development and points out the 
vulnerable sustainability of our target settlement system. 
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Conclusion 
 
Disintegration of SFR Yugoslavia took place under the complex conditions of 

social transition of socialist countries and changes in the political map of Europe. 
Internal antagonism started the secession of the country’s federal units including 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. The ethnical and religious heterogeneity of the 
population and the opposed positions of ethnic groups regarding B&H secession 
played a key role in political divisions and beginning of the civil war. The spatial 
distribution of ethnic groups caused the vast spread of the clashes and defined the 
proportion of war destruction.  

We may discuss consequences of SFR Yugoslavia disintegration on the 
settlement development in B&H from different aspects: geopolitical, demographic, 
cultural, social-economic, spatial-functional, etc. In addition, the consequences 
timeline may be separated into the war period in B&H and post-war period. It was 
the start of the civil war that marked the beginning of SFRY disintegration, the vast 
physical destruction of settlements, the spatial re-distribution of population 
followed by human losses, the ethnic homogenization of space, and changes in 
cultural identity. The Dayton Peace Agreement defined the political arrangement of 
B&H and the borderline of its entities. The post-war settlement development has 
been taking place under the conditions of a new spatial-functional organization 
with a whole range of problems emerging from the internal administrative-
territorial organization, the division of former unified settlements, the stagnation of 
commercial growth, and constant depopulation. All these problems result from the 
nature of the war, the new system of arrangement, and the processes initiated by 
the war itself. The weakening of demographic potential manifests through the 
settlement network along the entity borderline and negatively affects the total 
sustainability of the space. The ratio of undersized settlements keeps growing and 
their spatial continuity makes the space an expanding problem area.  

  Geospatial facts (spatial distribution and age of the population, infrastructure 
condition, commercial inactivity, ecological risks) indicate the unfeasible 
sustainability of the existing settlement network and compulsory planning 
interventions. A sparsely populated space is commercially, ecologically, and 
geopolitically unsustainable if there are no measures for its spatial-functional re-
organization and integration into the settlement and commercial systems of more 
prosperous areas in the Republic of Srpska, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the 
region.  
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M. Lojovi , O. Gnjato 

 
NEW TRENDS IN TOURISM OF EASTERN HERZEGOVINA 

UNDER THE NEW DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
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       , 
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. 
 
Summary: In contemporary conditions, relevant for the development of 

tourism, east Herzegovina presents a natural and functional bond between Croatia, 
Montenegro and the overall area of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Key factors for the 
development of tourism in this region are tightly connected with geopolitical 
circumstances in Bosnia and Herzegovina and the total area of West Balkan. 
Related to this are new tourism trends of this region, which prefer individual 
experience, authenticity and the background. 

Key words: eastern Herzegovina, geopolitical position, development factors 
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Conclusion 
 
Contemporary demand on global tourism market and new geopolitical reality 

in the area of West Balkan affirmed new types of tourism, which each day involves 
more clients with specific requirements. In this regard, eastern Herzegovina 
positions itself on the tourism market of Republic of Srpska, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, as well as on the overall market of former SFR Yugoslavia, as a 
tourist destination of exceptional tourist value and specific interests. Its geo-
diversity, natural and anthropogenic, fully contributes to affirmation of new trends 
in the tourism industry. In this way, in the tourist traffic within this region, due to 
new geopolitical circumstances and the new forms of demand, an increasing 
presence of foreign tourists in one-day arrangements is noticeable, which cannot in 
any way satisfy interests of tourism industry. This industry involves each day more 
and more subjects of different interests in the field of agriculture, trade, education, 
culture, hotel industry, catering, protection and spatial planning etc. Therefore, 
more organized tourist offer, more complete tourist product and additional efforts 
within the area of marketing and tourist destination management should contribute 
to the improvement of stationary tourism, and in that way to the volume and effects 
of tourist traffic. This would improve tourist industry as well as integrated regional 
development of eastern Herzegovina. 
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Abstract: It is assumed that Skadar Lake is one of the most important 

resources of Montenegro in economic, ecological and tourism sense. In addition, 
viewed from the geopolitical and geo-cultural aspect, Skadar Lake with its coastal 
area represents historical, cultural and spiritual hub of Montenegro. The paper 
analyzes the geopolitical position of Skadar Lake through the stages of geo-
historical development of Montenegro, as well as components of its modern 
geopolitical position and importance which are at the same time, factors of future 
development of the region. 

Key words: Skadar Lake, geopolitical importance, geocultural space, cross-
border cooperation 
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   24,4° ,   8,4° ,       
     28°  (Stankovi , Kasalica, 1997).  

     2, , II ,        
  .       

   5,5 m,     4,3 m.    
1,1 m    ,       

-  ( or evi  i dr., 2010).       
   (    62%    ), 

,  ,      
 ;          , 

, ,   .    .  1858.   
       ,   

          
                                                            
1  .  (2003, .104)         169 km, 

           172 km 
(  ,     , , 2008, .18). 
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        ,     
    .        

           
 :        

,          
    .       

     1 m       
    ( or evi  i dr., 2010).   

         , 
            

 .      130 km²,   
  20 km² (Radulovi , 2011).2       (  

50)    :    , ,    
,  ,    , ,    

, ,  , ,   3,   
 , , ;      

     , ,  ,    
.  
   (     )   

-   -  : , , 
 ,  ,     .   

 ,   .     
      - : -

, - - , - ;  : 
- - ,  - - .  

        
 (     10 - 12 km). 

 
 

        
-    

 
       

  ,  ,       
   : (1)     

      , (2)  
      1054.    

 , (3)        XIV 
                                                            
2 T  2010.      -  ,   

.              
  20.  2010.    30 cm, 1.   

 512 cm,     553 cm (Buri , Duci , Doderovi , 2016). 
3        -    

    . 
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, (4)    - ,    
4, (5)   , , , 

  , (6)     , (7) 
  1912/1913. .  

              
 .  V  II  . . .      

   (     ,    
   Lacus Labeatis),  II  . . .  V  . . 

     ,   V-VI    
   .      

 - ,       
    .       

  ,        
:  (Lusca),  (Podlugiae),  (Cupelnich),  

(Obliquus),  (Cermeniza)   (  , 1967).   
           

       ,     , 
    IX  X      .   

 XII         
    ,       

.           
   ,          
    ,      (  , 

1970).            
     XIV .    

      - , , 
    ( , 2011).     

 (1396. .)         
,             

   .      
     (  , 1970). 

       
    ,     

 .        
            

       -
-  .      „  

“  ,     - -    
,        XVI     

   ( , 1964).     
                                                            
4            

 -        ( , 1909. ), 
    -     1906.  

1908. . 
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      .     
 (   1697.  1735. .),       

   ,        
 ,      1717.  (  , 1975). 

 I -  (1784-1830)    -   
          ,   

   ,  ,       
 .           

      .  
       „  “.  II 

-  (1830-1851)        
       .   

            
         . 
      1840.      

1843.       1878. .      
     1847.  .   

            
   ,       ( , 2004). 

      31.  1856.   
   ,   ,  

,       .   
           ,    

   1768. . -     
       ( , 1981;  

, 1975; , 1990).      1861-1862.  
    ,         

   , ,   .    
     1876-1878. ,      
  ,    (Franetovi , 1960).   

          , 
           

 . ,    1913.      
       ,     

       . 
  XIII         

,             
  ,      .   

       1406. .  
        (Franetovi , 

1960).       ,  1846.    
1858/9. ,        

.    ,      
       1878. .  
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 :   ,    

 1884. .,  .  1889. .,  .   1893. ., 
.   1896. .,   .   1910. .,  
.   1910. .    ,    

          1913. . 
 I           

: 1923.  .       
          
;   .   1923.    

 ; 1925. .       
         
,   ,        

     1930. .     
          

    5;     
1940. .           

  600  ,  ,      
     ,     
    ; 1947. .    
          

     1948. .; 1956. .    
          

-        
     ; 1962. .   
   -     
 ,   ;   1968.  „  “ 

     ;  1973.  
„       “    

 „13. “  ;      
  ,      

„ “  6 ( , 1983).    
          

,            

                                                            
5     ,     ,  : 
„               

    .       
          . 

        ,       
        “ 

(  : , 1983, .82). 
6      1930., 1968.,     1973.   
: , .(1983).       , 

  . :  . : , .87-98. 
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      ,    
      .    

          
  .       1858-

1860. ,   -   1878. ,     
     .   -  

    ,    ,  
  ,  28  29      

            
.           

 1879.  1918. .        1913. , 
       1926.  

  ,       
(Franetovi , 1960; , 1979).     

           
   .      

         -
-  .  

 
 

 -       
 

           
, ,     ( or evi  

i dr., 2010).7            
,           

       ( , 
2001). 

          
,     ,       

        1,76  4 km³.   

                                                            
7      -    

      19  21.  2010.    
  4 : „1.        

      . 2.      
     : ,  ,  

         . 
3.            

          
  .   ,     

  ,         
  . 4.         
            

.“  
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     .      
     .        
  10m     0,4 km³,     25 m 

   1 km³ (Radulovi , 1997).     
        : (1) , 

  , ,    (  14 000 ha), (2)  
  (  10 000 ha),  (3)       
  (  10 000 ha).        

  250 km²,        , 
     .       (   

 )      .    
(       )     

 .         
       ,     

       (>  50%  
)   (30-50%  ),       

       , 
-    ,      

 (Dragovi , 1997). 
        ,  

          
 ( ,  , , , ,   

.).      95-96%     
   .        

    1000-1200  8     
  ( , 1964; or evi  i dr., 2010).   
          

      XV  ( , 1964),  
            
     .      
 45     17 .    

   : ,  ( )  -  
      (  75%),  , 

, ,  ,   .    
  ,    ( , 1990). „ “ 

           ,  
  8     2    

. 
     .    

            .   
     (II  . . .)    

                                                            
8  1937.         484 t, 1939. 577,6 t, 1948. 
890,3 t, 1958. 1328 t,  ,       
2008. , 2006.      410 t   30 t . 
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  .         
.          

    .     
           

  ,     (   XVIII )  
    .       

  (      50 )   
     ,    1862. . 

        ,    
 .        , 
       ,     

  .        
 3/5  ,    29     

    (Franetovi , 1960).    
        ,    1885. 

     .  1894.  1905.   
  The Anglo-Montenegrin trading company,     

1905.  1916.       
.   I       

     -   1918.  15.  1920.- 
   ,   1920.  1923.    

  .    1920. .  -
  (      ,   ) 

   -      -
    ,   ,    

1925.     . -   
 (  1920. .)   1928.      , 

   -  .  II 
         .    

1948. .          
    .    

  1954. .         
   ,   1981. .      

( - , 1988).      
         ,  

   .        
           .  

         
 :  , , , , , 
  .9 

                                                            
9 :          

 ,   , 2014 (   ). 
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       ,      .  

1983.          
  40 000 ha,    1995.       

 ,    20 000 ha.      
  ,        

2005.     .     
;        . 

          24 
     - Ecological 

Brick Sites.     EMERALD , IPA  
 ,  IBA     (Buškovi , Buli , 2011).  

          
 (279         

)   (45     17 ),   
  .    3 :  

   ;       
    ,  (    

     „  “),   
;          

 .       
( , , ,  ),   

  (     ,  
  ,  ,     

 ,    );       
  ,   ,  

   . 
        

 ,    ,  
  ,    , 

 ,  -       
   .       

,     ,       
    .    

     ,  „  “  
     , ,   , 

        10 
   (Stankovi , Kasalica, 1997; Uskokovi , 

1997).         2020. , 
      -      

                                                            
10        :  , 

 ,  , , , ,  
   -         

. 



611 
 

         
      . 

        , 
  ,       , 

      . 
 
 

-     
 

         
,       .    

           
 -  11.      

    , ,   
     (Vujovi , 2011).  

       : 
       , 

  (    ,  
  ,    ,    
 ,    ,   ), 

   (  :    ,  
.   , .   , .   , 
.   , .     .),12   

 ,   ,    
 (  ,   ,  , 
 -  , , ,   
, , -  ,   ),   

  (  .     , 
   ,      ,  

  ).     :   
 (III-II  . . .),   ,    (  

),      (  ),   
    (Vujovi , 2011). 

         
    ,      

           
(  , 1970).        11   

  -    : 
  (  . , 13. ,    15. 

                                                            
11 .  (2011)          29 

 ,    18   ,  18 
  - . 

12     : A. ilikov, Crkve i manastiri basena Skadarskog jezera, 
CANU, Podgorica, 2013. 



612 
 

        ,   
,      1886.     

,     ),    
    (      

14. ,    ,      
      ,  

   ;      
   ,       

;     ),   (    
-  .       

  14. .,    ,  
  ,    15. ;    

 ),     (   
1404.  1417. ,      III;    

     ;    
 ),      (    

   ,  . ),   
 (    ,   

 ;      ,    
         I  ; 

     ,    
),   (  . ,    
),      (  . , 

1475. .    ;      
       ;    

       1493-1494. ;   
  ),      

 ,        (  
  ,   1415.  1427. ,  

   ;        
        1478. .;   
  : , ,     ; 

    ),       
       ( )  (  . 

,   14. ,     )   
         , 

    (    ,    
       11. ;     

    ) ( , , 2013). 
       ( )   -    

      -  
 (  )   .  -  

     -      
       ( ,  ) ( ilikov, 
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2013).          
(  , , , , )    

          , 
  XIV  XV ,      ,  

            
( uraškovi , 2013). 

           
   ,     

      ,  
,    -    

     1442. .,     
 .        

 13        
 († 1016. .),     (  , ,   

)   .      3  
   .  :  

      (     
  ),  .   (     

    )         
     ( uraškovi , 2013). 
 
 

      
 

         ,   , 
         
   ,       

   -      
           

  (Petrovi , 2004).     
       14     

,      -   
   ( , 1983).     

     ,   
 ,        

 .      

                                                            
13  .           2016. ., 

   ,      
 .              
                 

 ,        ( uraškovi , 2013). 
14           

,        
      ( . , 1997). 
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      2020. ,   
      , ,   , 

: , , ,      . 
        : 
 ,      , 

, , , ,    
(Prostorni plan RCG, 2006). 

      2000-2009. .      
          
         

 ( ,  ,  ,  , 
 ,    ); 2003.   

        
         ; 

2005.     „  ,  
   “; 2008-2012.   

„     “; 2010.   
   „  -   “. 

               
 ,         

  (IPA).        
     : 1.      
, 2.     ,  3.   
   - .      

  2007-2013. .       : 
-          

  ,         
        ; -

      - 
EMA ,            

      . 
 
 
Conclusion 

 
Skadar Lake is one of the most important resources of Montenegro, of highly 

ambiental, ecological and landscape values, especially in hydrological, ecological, 
water and tourist sense, which is an important condition of the development of 
Montenegro. 

Skadar Lake and its coastal area had an important role during geo-historical 
development of Montenegro, an extremely important geopolitical, traffic-
geographical, geostrategical, defense, and geocultural importance; besides that, 
basin of the Lake was a geographical embrio, a historical core of Montenegro, as 
its coming out and management of its coasts and equatorial was considered to be a 
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historical necessity, national interest and vital issue of Montenegro. Therefore, this 
area has a special role and significance for cultural-historical identity of 
Montenegro. 
On the cultural heritage there is an imposing delineation of cultural-historical 
continuity in the development of Montenegro, especially on the islands of the 
Skadar Lake, valley of the River Crnojevica and their environment. Although they 
have a role of the basis for perspective of further development of this value, they 
are still not valorized enough. In spite of having all important factors of 
attractiveness, the level of its touristic valorization is behind a lot smaller and 
touristically less valuable limnological facilities. 
Montenegro shares the Skadar Lake with Albania, coming from the assumption of 
indivisibility that the Lake should be treated as an integral, not a non-
administrative regional unit, at which formal borders shouldn`t represent barriers. 
Therefore it is expected that the Lake would get more integrational role between 
these countries during solving development issues in accordance with advantages 
of cross-border cooperation, as well as postulates of sustainable development.  
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