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Abstract
In the 21st century, not only is Siberia the most important macroregion of Russia, the 
most extensive in its territory and significant in terms of natural resource potential, it is 
also one of the key objects of Eurasian geopolitics. The article shows the “sea factor’s” sig-
nificance in its influence on the formation of ideas about the external borders of Siberia, 
as well as substantiates the conjugation of the socio-economic development of Siberian 
regions with the markedly increased maritime activity in the Russian Federation since 
the beginning of the 2000s (first of all, with the port economy and extraction of hydrocar-
bons on the sea shelf). Based on the application of statistical, comparative-geographical 
and cartographic research methods, it is shown that it is precisely due to the post-Soviet 
geo-economic and geopolitical processes (including Russia’s accelerated entry into the 
global “oceanic” economy) that the duality of Siberia’s position in the “continental-oce-
anic dichotomy” is more clearly manifested. This is characterized by the continuing 
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“stratification” of Siberian territories into the “continental” ones (including those that 
were in the sphere of influence of the hinterlands of the largest seaports) and the coastal 
ones (both with historically established and newly formed centers of marine economic 
activity). Particular attention is paid to the possibilities and priorities of the conjugation 
of Russia’s “maritime” strategies (primarily in the Arctic) and efforts to mitigate the neg-
ative economic effects of the “continentality” of Siberian territories.

Keywords: marine economic activity, inland territories, socio-economic development, 
geopolitics, Siberia, Arctic, Russia.

Streszczenie
W  XXI w. Syberia jest nie tylko najważniejszym makroregionem Rosji, terytorialnie 
najrozleglejszym i  znaczącym pod względem potencjału surowcowego. To także jeden 
z kluczowych przedmiotów geopolityki eurazjatyckiej. Artykuł ukazuje znaczenie „czyn-
nika morskiego” i jego wpływ na kształtowanie się wyobrażeń o granicach zewnętrznych 
Syberii oraz przedstawia powiązania rozwoju społeczno-gospodarczego regionów sybe-
ryjskich z wyraźnie wzmożoną aktywnością morską Federacji Rosyjskiej od początku lat 
2000 (przede wszystkim z gospodarką portową i wydobyciem węglowodorów na szelfie 
morskim). Wykorzystując metody statystyczne, porównawczo-geograficzne i kartogra-
ficzne, wykazano, że z powodu postsowieckich procesów geoekonomicznych i geopoli-
tycznych (w tym przyspieszonego wejścia Rosji do globalnej gospodarki „oceanicznej”) 
uwidacznia się dwoistość pozycji Syberii w dychotomii kontynentalno-oceanicznej. Pro-
ces ten charakteryzuje się trwającą „stratyfikacją” Syberii na część kontynentalną (obej-
mującą tereny, które znajdowały się w  strefie wpływów zaplecza największych portów 
morskich ) i przybrzeżną (związaną zarówno z historycznymi, jak i nowo powstałymi 
ośrodkami morskiej działalności gospodarczej). Szczególną uwagę zwrócono na możli-
wości i priorytety sprzężenia rosyjskich strategii „morskich” (przede wszystkim w Ark-
tyce) z wysiłkami na rzecz złagodzenia negatywnych skutków gospodarczych kontynen-
talizmu terytoriów syberyjskich.

Słowa kluczowe: morska działalność gospodarcza, terytoria śródlądowe, rozwój spo-
łeczno-gospodarczy, geopolityka, Syberia, Arktyka, Rosja.

INTRODUCTION

Dividing the earth’s surface into “Land” and “Sea” is not only a spatial reality, 
but also a basic element of the geographical picture of the world. Since the end of 
the 19th – the beginning of the 20th century, not only has the dominant idea of 
the importance of the “sea factor” in the life activity of both Humanity as a whole 
and individual states taken root in science (Metchnikoff, 1889; Mahan, 1890; 
Mackinder, 1904; Semenov-Tyan-Shanskiy, 1915 et al.; Savitskiy, 1921; Braudel, 
1979), there has also been a  separation (with elements of opposition that have 
reached their maximum manifestations in publications on geopolitics) of “ocean-
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ic” countries and regions from the actual “intra-continental” territories (Spykman, 
1944; Dugin, 2012). The latter traditionally includes Russia (Kolosovskij, 1925), 
which indeed historically (since the 16th century) possessed vast land areas, in 
its overwhelming part located beyond the Urals, in the east of the country, on 
conjugated (although, at the same time, quite heterogeneous in natural landscape, 
resource, ethnolinguistic, economic relations) territories, for which it is custom-
ary to use a single toponym – Siberia. 

In today’s globalized world, human activity in the oceans and coastal regions 
is expanding on an unprecedented scale (Kildow, McIlgorm, 2010; Won, 2012; 
Stojanovic, Farmer, 2013). The universal process of “shift to the sea” (Cori, 1999; 
Bowen et al., 2006; Martínez et al., 2007; Chaberek-Karwacka, 2017) of population, 
production and infrastructure has been taking place in the Russian Federation in 
the last two and a half decades (Radvanyi, 2017; Druzhinin, 2019). The purpose 
of the article is to identify the degree and main directions of the influence of 
maritime economic activity in post-Soviet Russia on the regions of Siberia, to 
show the possibilities and priorities of combining the “maritime” strategies of the 
Russian Federation (primarily in the Arctic) with the extremely necessary (for 
socio-demographic, economic-structural and geopolitical reasons) efforts to stop 
the negative economic effects of the “continentality” of the Siberian territories.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The spatial structure of Siberia is characterized not only by its super-large size, but 
also by its multidimensional, polycentric, and non-static external boundaries. The 
latter characteristic is especially important for identifying the inland part of the 
region and determining the boundaries within which the marine economic factor 
influences the socio-economic development of Siberia. The concepts of Siberian 
boarders are extremely variable, and not only in historical retrospect. Due to ge-
opolitical, economic and other influences, the borders of the region (and ideas on 
those) have undergone significant changes in the past and continue to change in 
the present. 

In the works of a significant part of international researchers, Siberia has been 
identified with the Asian part of Russia from the time of its development by the 
Russians to the present. A widespread description of the region, as a territory from 
the Urals to the Pacific Ocean, is found not only in the works on history of Siberia 
(Lincoln, 2007), but also in the articles on cultural studies (Haywood, 2010), geo-
resource studies (Mueller et al., 2016) and geopolitics (Hill, 2004; Rousseau, 2013). 
Even scientific studies devoted to the regional features of Siberia rarely consider 
the region within the territory of a smaller area, most often in such cases, the Far 
East or parts of it are “cut off” (Groisman et al., 2013). 
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A similar view of the definition of Siberian boundaries in Russian scientific 
works prevailed even before the second decade of the 20th century. At the same 
time, an approach that originated in the late 19th century, which assumed the 
separation of an independent Far East, is gaining popularity (Minakir, 2006). The 
allocation of the new region was primarily due to the increased marine economic 
activity. Already in the middle of the 20th century, such a separation of the coastal 
zone (i.e., the study of the Far East outside the Siberian context) was fully estab-
lished in the Russian scientific literature (Sochava, Timofeyev, 1968). 

However, the separation of the territory of the Far East from Siberia was only 
the first stage of the “truncation” of the previously unified space. The gradual 
creation of the Northern Sea Route infrastructure has led to the formation, in the 
minds of the authorities and researchers, of the Arctic space, isolated from the 
rest of Siberia, gravitating towards the sea by the type of economic development 
and logistics. 

The reduction of the territory of Siberia also occurred from the west: the Urals, 
economic development of which began much earlier than Siberia, became the 
center of economic gravity for the oil and gas fields of Western Siberia developed 
since the 1960s. Over time, the oil and gas province became critically important 
for the economy of the whole country, but the connection with the Ural Economic 
Region did not lose its importance and even acquired administrative formaliza-
tion when the system of federal districts (Federal Okrugs) was created in 2000, 
according to which the Tyumen region with the Khanty-Mansiysk and Yamalo-
Nenets autonomous okrugs became part of the Ural Federal Okrug. 

Administrative reforms did not stop the process of transferring the territo-
ries of Siberia to other districts – another reduction took place in 2018, when the 
Republic of Buryatia and the Zabaikalsky Krai were transferred to the Far Eastern 
Federal District. As a  result, the territory, understood by the federal center as 
Siberia, is currently only slightly more than 25% of the territory of Russia (with 
the area of the Asian part of the country being 3/4 of the total Russian). 

This kind of age-old restructuring and reformatting Siberian spaces allows us 
to simultaneously define both the actual “mini-Siberia” (within the borders of the 
Siberian Federal District), and “Siberia mini plus” (the same structure, but with 
Buryatia and Zabaikalsky Krai transferred to the Far Eastern Federal District), 
and “Siberia medium” in its borders identified by Siberian geographers from the 
Tyumen Region in the west, to Yakutia in the east inclusive (Bezrukov, Korytny, 
2009), which occupies, in total, 56.7% of the country’s territory. The perception 
of Siberia Maxi as the entire Russian territory east of the Ural Mountains, a gi-
gantic territory with an area of 12.4 million km², also continues to be cultivated 
(Ryzhkov et al., 2012). There is still a traditional correlation of the spaces of Siberia 
(“Siberia maxi plus”) with the entire Asian part of the country (Semenov, 2018), 
with Eastern Russia (Dets, 2015). 
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In this study, we did not set out to determine the “fair” or final borders of 
Siberia, moreover, we do not stop at only one of their options. When making cal-
culations and comparisons based on official statistics, the borders of Siberia in 
the article include the smallest variant covered by the Siberian Federal District 
in 2021. The regions included in it are also the most continental, if we do not 
take into account the Arctic coast. However, the general patterns deduced in the 
course of the analysis generally correlate with Siberia, which stretches from the 
Urals to the Pacific Ocean, as an extremely differentiated territory, but at the same 
time practically everywhere demonstrating weak indicators of economic and in-
frastructural development in comparison with the European part of the country.

It is also important to note that the dependence of Siberia on the marine factor 
is not limited only to the physical distance to the seas. Export opportunities are 
undoubtedly one of the main limiting factors for the economic development of 
Siberia. Currently, relying also on the possibilities of maritime logistics, Siberia 
sends abroad 87% of Russian coal exports, 2/3 of oil, etc. (Bezrukov, 2013). The in-
clusion of Siberia in the global (“oceanic”) economy inevitably leads to its general 
“marinization”, and, at the same time, to the further “stratification” of Siberian 
spaces into “ultracontinental” (in the terminology of L. A. Bezrukov, who not-
ed, in particular, that the distance of the regional centres of the Siberian Federal 
District from the main domestic seaports is 3–4 thousand km or more in the 
shortest railway directions (Bezrukov, 2013)) and coastal, directly gravitating to 
the Arctic Ocean. At the same time, most of the Arctic coast of Siberia can be 
attributed to the coastal territories rather conditionally: in municipalities of huge 
area, even a strip of land adjacent to the sea has only spot economic and infra-
structural development. At the same time, all logistics operations are limited by 
the seasonality factor and the possibilities of icebreaking ships. 

At the same time, the continentality growing inland is also uneven. Despite 
the fact that the distance of even tens of kilometres from the infrastructure of sea-
ports in conditions of low transport accessibility practically isolates the territory 
from world markets, the main railway communications (first of all, the Trans-
Siberian Railway) form a kind of inversion in terms of “continentality”. In a situ-
ation where the coastal position in the transport-geographical sense is defined by 
the time spent on communication with seaports, the territories located in the strip 
up to 40 kilometres from the railway lines are much closer to the “sea” (Bezrukov, 
2013). In this context, the main zone of settlement and economic development 
located in the south of Siberia in the process of incorporating the economy of the 
Siberian regions into global value chains demonstrates pronounced “quasi-coast-
al” characteristics.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The marine factor for the Russian economy

The vast territory of the state for many years determined the formation of Russia 
as a continental power. Individual examples of the development of large port cities 
had practically no effect on the general trends in the distribution of the popula-
tion and production facilities. In Soviet times, many economic ties and supply 
chains were purposefully closed within the country, which also did not contribute 
to changing the current structure of the economy. However, with the gradual in-
clusion of the Soviet Union in the growing world trade since the 1960s, the coun-
try’s economy began to turn towards the World Ocean (Gorshkov, 1976). 

Along with the collapse of the Soviet Union, which brought not only geopolit-
ical and ideological changes, but also catastrophic consequences for the Russian 
economy, the country’s coastal position changed dramatically. Formally, Russia 
has become a more oceanic state, since most of the breakaway territories belonged 
to the inland. However, after 1991, 96% of all maritime boundaries began to be-
long to the Arctic and Pacific waters, while the main part of the coastal infrastruc-
ture before the collapse of the USSR was concentrated on the seas of the Atlantic 
Ocean basin. In general, 15 strategic port cities, 9 of the 17 shipping companies of 
the Soviet Union and 25 of its 67 seaports remained outside the borders of the new 
Russia (Alkhimenko, 2005).

In these circumstances, the new sea vector of Russia had a pronounced com-
pensatory, “restorative”, adaptive character. The accelerated development of its 
own ports has become a guarantee of independence from the transit tariffs of new 
border countries, as well as an opportunity not only for a more reliable inclusion 
of the country in the world trade chains, but also a  chance to develop its own 
coastal regions (23 regions of the Russian Federation are located on the sea shores) 
and municipalities (183 of them account for more than 27% of the entire territory 
of the country). 

The explosive development of the port economy in Russia manifested itself not 
only in an increase in the turnover of seaports (8 times over the period 1994–2020), 
but also in the general restructuring of the Russian economic space. The new bal-
ance of interaction between inland and coastal territories was also reflected in the 
change in the vast areas of influence of large seaports (hinterlands), which includ-
ed the leading export-oriented regions of Siberia (Dets, 2017; Druzhinin, 2017). 

The development of Russia’s coastal zones since the early 2000s has also been 
complemented by the active construction of oil and gas transportation infrastruc-
ture, some of which was brought to seaports, and some in the form of underwa-
ter pipelines was built to the territories of importing countries. The construc-
tion of trunk pipelines, often perceived as part of Russia’s geopolitical strategy 
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(Pototskaya, 2018), has had a positive impact on the overall transport and logistics 
capabilities of the Russian Federation (Radvanyi, 2017; Druzhinin, 2021). At the 
same time, the high cost of these infrastructure projects, together with the una-
vailability of data on their payback, raise many questions regarding the need for 
their implementation in general and their routes in particular (Dets, 2020). 

The main driver of the “sea-orientation” of modern Russia is its clearly mani-
fested energy and raw materials specialization (according to the Federal Customs 
Service, almost 65% of Russian exports in recent years have been accounted for 
by fuel and energy goods), which contributes not only to the advanced develop-
ment of seaports and cargo transportation (stimulated also by the export of coal, 
metals, mineral fertilizers, grains), but also the growing interest of Gazprom and 
other specialized structures of large business (Lukoil, Novatek, Rosneft, etc.) in 
oil and gas fields in the coastal and shelf zones of the country. In recent years, 
there has also been a progressive trend in the Russian fishing industry, localized 
primarily in the waters of Pacific Russia (Kamchatka provides about 38% of all 
catches, Sakhalin – 22%).

Siberia’s distinct specialization in resource exports (see Figure 1) also reinforc-
es Russia’s overall “pivot” to the sea. It should be borne in mind that the Federal 
Customs Service distributes goods by region in accordance with the data provid-
ed by the exporting company, and this leads to the registration of more than half 
of the country’s raw materials exports in the capital (at the location of the head-
quarters of the companies). Nevertheless, the remoteness of the main exporting 
regions of southern Siberia from the sea remains obvious. And while pipelines 
for the export of liquid hydrocarbons have already been put into operation or are 
currently being built, the position of coal exporters remains extremely dependent 
on access to the limited resources of the railway infrastructure. 

The multidirectional growth of most types of marine activity observed in the 
last two decades has also contributed to the growth of the shipbuilding industry, 
which unites more than 150 enterprises. This circumstance, as well as the gener-
al strengthening of Russian economy’s orientation towards the development of 
coastal territories, has led, among other things, to a noticeable “shift” of the pop-
ulation to the largest coastal cities and the agglomerations formed by them. To 
a greater extent, this affected the St. Petersburg, Rostov and Kaliningrad agglom-
erations, to a somewhat lesser extent – Vladivostok and Arkhangelsk. The formed 
seaside economic centres not only represent “facades” and act as “outposts”, but 
also become the most important nodes of “communication corridors”.

Economic effects for Siberian regions

In the existing system of international trade, it is Siberia that forms and provides 
the most important components of the economic “profile” of Russia. At the same 
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time, practically the entire post-Soviet period has been steadily consolidating 
the raw material specialization of the Siberian economy, as the most competitive 
(Lomakina, 2015) and demonstrating steady growth (Bezrukov, 2020) in compar-
ison with other sectors of the region’s economy. The key position of Siberia for the 
Russian economy to some extent allows us to balance the prevailing centripetal 
vectors directed to the metropolitan agglomerations. 

At the same time, the general strengthening of the geoeconomic and geopo-
litical positions of the Russian Federation due to the accelerated development of 
its own coastal zones (often to the detriment of previously existing transit routes 
to ports of the countries of the former USSR) has little effect on the position of 
Siberian territories themselves. Inland territories continue to generate the main 
flow of export resources, while the natural resource rent created here is redirect-
ed not only to the federal metropolitan cities, but also to resonant, geopolitical-
ly motivated “seaside” infrastructure and production projects. The huge costs of 
creating new and expanding the capacity of old export routes cannot be com-
pared with the costs of developing transport, social and other infrastructure in 

Fig. 1. Exports per capita and by type of goods in the regions of Siberia in 2019
Source: own work based on Federal Customs Service.
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the inland regions of Siberia. Such long-term risks for the economy functioning 
of Siberia’s regions will continue to grow in the near future, since the growing 
geopolitical tension in recent years dictates the consolidation of the vector for the 
development of “offshore” projects and strategies, which will continue to limit the 
country’s overall investment opportunities.

In general, it can be noted that the unfavourable socio-economic position of 
Siberia is characterized by many negative aspects (see Table 1). At the same time, 
the GDP indicator, which acts as an integrated measure of economic develop-
ment, demonstrates the low development of the financial sector and other sectors 
of the economy in Siberia that are not related to the extractive and manufacturing 
industries. In general, we can note the lag of the regions of Siberia from the aver-
age Russian levels for most of the main socio-economic indicators. 

The official statistical “backwardness” of Siberia is caused by many reasons, 
only part of which is directly related to the actual inland position of the region, its 
remoteness from seaports and oceanic waters. Estimation of transport costs for 
certain types of products produced in Siberia can reach 50–70% (Bezrukov, 2008), 
however, in most cases, transportation costs are not so high (Bardal, 2015) and 
the degree of geographic factors’ influence on the efficiency of Siberian territories’ 
economy should not be exaggerated (Bezrukov, 2020). According to a number of 
researchers, a more significant role is played by the institutional factor, namely, 
the entry of all major enterprises in Siberia into large vertically integrated compa-
nies, which are the main (along with the federal budget) beneficiary of economic 
activity in the region (Nefedkin, 2017; Sysoeva, Violin, 2019; Ershov, Tarasova, 
2020; Minakir, 2021).

Another important way in which Siberian economy influences the state is em-
bodied in its structural features: the dominance of raw materials industries com-
bined with the stagnation of manufacturing, as well as limited opportunities for 
the development of the service sector, including trade (in Siberia, its share in the 
total GRP structure is 10.3%, while in Russia as a whole – 16.7%), construction 
(including housing, concentrated mainly in the largest regional centres). 

Table 1. The share of the regions of the Siberian Federal District in the all-Russian 
indicators (%)

Indicator 2005 2010 2013 2019
Land area 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5
Population 12.2 12.0 12.0 11.7
GDP 10.0 10.2 9.5 10.4
Housing construction 9.4 10.4 9.6 8.8
Retail trade turnover 11.6 10.7 10.8 8.7
Fixed capital investments 8.8 9.9 10.0 8.9
Source: own work based on RosStat.
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Since the crisis of 2008–2009, the geo-economic factor has increasingly ex-
erted its influence on the Siberian territories. Its main component – volatility in 
global commodity markets – manifested itself most strongly here. The crisis of the 
raw materials economy took place on the background of increasing heterogeneity 
of the economic, social, technological and information space of the country. This 
was reflected in territorial concentration and an increase in interregional differ-
ences, an increase in the “east-west” gradient, and deepening regional inequali-
ty in terms of economic activity (Bufetova, 2016). One of the consequences was 
a reduction in investment in the regions of Siberia, so of the 261 plants built in 
Russia by foreign investors in 2012–2018, only 29 were built within Asian Russia 
(Gurkov, 2019). 

At the same time, large investment projects being implemented often have 
a  very limited impact on the economy of specific regions. Due to the fact that 
such economic development is “out of territory”, the opportunities for socio-eco-
nomic growth for Siberia are extremely limited and are directly dependent on the 
interests and strategies of large corporations, as well as the state regional policy. 
As a result, the regions of Siberia continue to maintain their function as financial 
“donors” with an ever-increasing dependence not only on the global economy as 
a whole, but also on infrastructure capacity and transport tariffs. 

The latter factor of dependence on transport infrastructure has a negative im-
pact on the interaction of Siberia with China, one of the largest economies in the 
world. The absence of the need for sea transportation of goods does not become an 
advantage in this case. A small number of border crossings and weak capacity of 
cross-border highways lead to the fact that Siberia is only one of the few suppliers 
of resources for a  rapidly developing neighbour. In a  situation where China in 
2020 began to purposefully restrict coal imports from Australia, coal exporters 
from Siberia could not sharply increase coal supplies due to the exhaustion of 
the Trans-Siberian Railway capacity, and Mongolia gradually began to occupy 
the position of the main supplier of coal to China (Sokolov et al., 2020). At the 
same time, the constructed and projected transport infrastructure (a branch of 
the ESPO oil pipeline, the Power of Siberia and Power of Siberia-2 gas pipelines) 
can also create an ambiguous effect. Ensuring a large volume of supplies is accom-
panied by dependence on a single buyer, and in the case of the second gas pipeline 
being designed, also dependence on a transit country (Mongolia), which Russia 
has been trying to avoid in the European direction of export in recent years. 

The very fact of the presence of such a large neighbour in all respects is also im-
portant for Siberia. The development of China, whose demographic and economic 
potential is not comparable to that of Siberia, not only creates a field of gravity for 
economic activity in Siberia, but also returns the Siberian borders of Russia to the 
quality of the most important frontier for the country. A certain ambiguous situ-
ation is created, in which the desire to trade with China more and more actively is 
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combined with the desire to prevent a complete sale of resources to the dominant 
neighbor, to protect oneself from its “economic expansion”. 

With all the shortcomings and distortions of statistical data inherent in the 
corporate economy, Siberia’s net exports turn out to be significantly larger than 
household consumption and fixed capital investment. According to the latest 
available comparable data, in 2017, the excess in Siberia of “production” (net ex-
ports) over “consumption” (investment and household spending) amounted to 
more than 1.6 trillion rubles. Almost 39% of this amount (exceeding the GRP of 
the Rostov Region and quite comparable with the same indicator for the entire 
North Caucasus Federal District) was provided by the Krasnoyarsk Territory, an-
other 23% – by the Irkutsk Region (see Figure 2). 

In the current situation, the issues of Siberia’s “continentality” are only a com-
ponent in the general problem of the region’s periphery, which has become aggra-
vated in the post-Soviet period, in the sea-oriented Russian and global economy. 
At the same time, the idea of glaring, excessive inequality of Russian regions is 
partly exaggerated, mythologised (Zubarevich, 2019), and the seaside position in 

Fig. 2. GRP of Siberian regions in 2017 and the difference between net exports 
and the amount of investment in fixed assets and household consumption per 
capita

Source: own work based on RosStat.
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the existing centre-peripheral structures, however, also does not guarantee in it-
self a privileged socio-economic position (Druzhinin, 2021). It is indeed incorrect 
to identify modern Siberia with a colony (Zubkov, 2019), however, in a number 
of aspects, comparison with a raw material province, a raw material appendage 
(Klistorin, 2019) can be quite justified. Overcoming the existing peripherality of 
Siberia requires, in this regard, systematic, strategic approaches and solutions, 
including those associated with the increasing marine economic activity of the 
Russian Federation. 

Prospects and opportunities of Russia’s “marine” strategies for Siberia

According to forecasts, the economic significance of Siberia as a “resource store-
house” may remain high in the coming decades (up to 30–50 years) (Kryukov, 
2015), which, together with other circumstances, including foreign and domestic 
politics, will ensure the attention of the Russian authorities to the socio-economic 
situation of the Siberian territories. At the same time, there will be a persistent 
shortage of state and corporate resources directed at smoothing the negative ef-
fects of continentality and levelling imbalances in territorial development. 

The combination of these trends will provide Siberia with an inertial devel-
opment scenario based on the natural resource potential, existing production 
structures, logistics and the conjugation of the most important regional “growth 
poles”. At the same time, it will be important for Siberia to adapt not only to the 
regional consequences of global processes, but also to the results of the imple-
mentation of large economic and infrastructure projects in the Arctic and Pacific 
coastal territories. 

Marine economy projects can directly affect, first of all, 11 municipal-
ities of Siberia located on the coast of the Arctic Ocean in the Yamalo-Nenets 
Autonomous District, the Krasnoyarsk Territory, as well as in Yakutia. However, 
against the background of the regions themselves, coastal municipalities have 
significant shares in the population and investments in fixed assets only in the 
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Okrug (see Table 2), where in recent years, projects 
for the construction of terminals for the liquefaction of natural gas have been 
actively implemented. 

Given the nature of the development of these territories (the initial focus on 
the maximum possible compactness in the placement of infrastructure, indus-
trial and social facilities: shift settlements, offshore platforms, alluvial islands 
(Pilyasov, Putilova, 2020), the main task is not only the implementation of large 
investment projects in the coastal zones of Siberia, but also the positive impact 
of them on neighbouring territories, as well as other (primarily “non-resource”) 
sectors of the Siberian economy.
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This task turns out to be especially difficult, given the negative experience of 
the formation of such positive effects in the more populated territories of south-
ern Siberia, where the successful experience of the centralized planned forma-
tion of territorial-production complexes could not be reproduced in a competitive 
economy. Cluster support programs, which included tax incentives, lending and 
direct financing of infrastructure, helped to create separate extractive indus-
tries or complete individual large Soviet construction projects (for example, the 
Boguchanskaya hydroelectric power station). However, they did not form stable 
additional production chains or supporting industries, nor did they help create 
new production facilities for the creation of high-value-added products in Siberia. 

The northern coastal territories in other countries have similar problems. 
The example of the Quebec coastal maritime cluster shows that a  more than 
fifteen-year strategy to try to stimulate employment growth, especially in the 
knowledge-intensive and highly skilled, has failed (Doloreux et al., 2016). All the 
efforts of the authorities have led to the fact that jobs in the cluster are becoming 
less knowledge-intensive, and the target sectors of the economy in it are growing 
more slowly than in other territories of Canada. 

However, in the situation with Siberia, it is important to form stable links 
with the continental part of the region, where many of the most important ex-
port-forming areas are located (see Figure 3). The need to develop the links be-
tween the Arctic north and the inland south of Siberia was discussed back in the 
1920s (Mirotvortsev, 1923), but now, when the Arctic is acquiring the features of 
a priority coastal zone for Russia, this task is becoming even more urgent. At the 
same time, with the development of transport infrastructure and the localization 
of new resource-producing industries, the border of the Arctic coastal zone will 

Table 2. Coastal municipalities (CM) of Siberia: demographic potential and in-
vestment activity (2019)

Region

Number 
of coastal 

municipalities 
(СM), units

Total 
population of 
CM, thousand 

people

CM’s share 
in the total 

population of 
the region, %

CM’s share 
in the total 
volume of 

investments in 
fixed assets in 
the region, %

Yamalo-Nenets 
Autonomous District

5 165.0 30.7 90.2

Krasnoyarsk  
Region

1 32.0 1.1 6.0

Republic of Sakha 
(Yakutia)

5 26.0 2.7 0.8

Source: own work based on RosStat.
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tend to shift to the south, which in parallel will probably be accompanied by the 
expansion of the economic development zone along the Trans-Siberian Railway.

The importance of this highway in the development of Siberia (including for 
overcoming the negative effects of its “inland”) is increasing many times over, 
given the undoubted invariance and unpredictability of not only the future long-
term consequences of climate change, as well as the global demand for the re-
source potential of the Arctic zone. The unstable geopolitical situation, which de-

Fig. 3. The Arctic zone of the Russian Federation and the main existing and pro-
jected routes of communication with it of the main exporting territories of 
inland Siberia. The numbers indicate the projected railway lines: 1. Northern 
latitudinal railway; 2. Northern latitudinal railway – 2; 3. Ural Industrial – 
Ural Polar; 4. North Siberian Railway

Source: own work.
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termines the prospects of Siberian cross-border relations (primarily with China), 
will continue to exert its influence too.

It will be all the more important to strengthen the existing links between the 
continental part of Siberia and its coastal zone. The proposals already made by the 
authorities of Yakutia on the reversal of the northern delivery (these strategic sup-
plies of food and resources for the local population of remote villages of the Far 
North were traditionally carried out from the south of Siberia along the railway 
and further along the rivers to the north) suggest the beginning of annual deliv-
eries along the Northern Sea Route and further along the Lena River to the south. 
A similar scheme could be used on the Yenisei River in the Krasnoyarsk Territory. 
However, such changes will require significant investments in river shipping com-
panies that have been repeatedly underfunded since the Soviet era, whose worn-
out fleet can no longer provide the former levels of transportation.

The modernized river fleet could create the necessary connection between the 
continental export-forming territories and the coastal zone of the Arctic, but the 
seasonality of the use of river routes in Siberia will continue to be an insurmount-
able obstacle on this path. In such circumstances, the main railway connecting 
the southern regions with the ports of the Arctic could significantly reduce the 
transport and geographic costs of the inland regions. However, the construc-
tion of a railway along the Yenisei was never considered among the priority state 
projects of transport infrastructure, and the construction of the North-Siberian 
Railway (SevSib), which has been discussed for many years, has now been post-
poned indefinitely. SevSib could create an alternative to the main export route 
in the direction of the Pacific ports and expand the range of goods transported 
along the Northern Sea Route, which is now increasing its turnover almost ex-
clusively thanks to the transportation of LNG. How stable this cargo flow will be 
and whether the state’s investment in the modernization of Arctic ports and the 
construction of a new icebreaker fleet is justified, will only be clear in the future, 
while the authorities are prioritizing financing the expansion of the BAM and 
Trans-Siberian Railway, and the creation of any additional link between the south 
of Siberia and the Arctic is not yet planned.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the development of Russian economy (and 
Siberian, in particular) requires the implementation of multiplicative projects that 
provide multi-vector strategic benchmarks and partnerships, as well as multimo-
dality of transport and logistics solutions and schemes. It is only on this basis that 
it is possible to ensure the progressive dynamics of the economy and its necessary 
restructuring, the socio-economic development of Siberian spaces, which confirms 
the importance of Siberia as a “pivotal”, “middle” macro-region of Russia.
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CONCLUSION

Siberia (as well as the whole of Russia), following a prolonged intellectual tradi-
tion, is usually perceived (and characterized) as a predominantly “intra-continen-
tal” territory. The rapid intensification of port activities in the Russian Federation 
over the past two decades, the construction of large underwater gas transmission 
systems, the significant growth of oil and gas production on the offshore shelf, 
as well as the recovery dynamics in shipbuilding, nevertheless indicate that the 
post-Soviet Russia (its economy, infrastructure, and settlement systems) has actu-
ally already taken a “turn” to the sea, to the World Ocean. 

This process is essential not only for coastal, but also “inland” territories; it is 
equally significant for Siberia, whose vast areas throughout the country, demon-
strating unconditional exclusivity, “specialness”, along with this, their structure, 
factors and development trends are in many ways typical, representative of the 
Russian Federation. In the future, in the coming years and decades, when, due 
to changing geopolitical, geo-economic and geodemographic circumstances, the 
focus of Russian national interests will inevitably begin to shift further not only to 
the East (and along with this – to the Arctic, to the many-sided Eurasian South), 
but to the “core” Russian regions as well (Druzhinin, 2021), the “Siberian theme” 
(including its “maritime” aspect), of course, will only be updated.

The issues of the socio-economic situation of the Siberian regions, the degree, 
ways and effects of their inclusion in international (including cross-border) eco-
nomic ties, the activity of large corporations on the territory of Siberia, the rela-
tionship between Siberian regions and the federal centre, at the same time, will 
not only acquire an even greater actual priority on the domestic Russian political 
and economic agenda, but they will continue to internationalize, they will act as 
an increasingly important aspect of Eurasian geopolitics. 

The study was carried out at the expense of a grant from the Russian Scientific 
Foundation “Eurasian Vectors of marine economic activity in Russia: regional eco-
nomic projections” (project No. 19-18-00005)”, as well as on the topic of the state 
task of the IG RAS 0148-2019-0008 (“Problems and prospects of territorial develop-
ment of Russia in the conditions of its unevenness and global instability”).

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Alkhimenko A.P. (2005). Morekhozyaystvennyy kompleks Rossii: Tendentsii razvitiya 

i problemy (Marine industry of Russia: Development trends and problems). In: Marine 
industry complex of Russia. Saint-Petersburg: Russian Geographical Society, p. 273.

Bardal A.B. (2015). Transport infrastructure of the Far East: Change of conditions for the 
enterprises. ECO, 45(7): 35–51. https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2015-7-35-51

https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2015-7-35-51


Problems and prospects of Siberian inland territories’ development in the context of Russian marine  21

Bezrukov L.A. (2008). Kontinentalno-okeanicheskaya dikhotomiya v mezhdunarodnom 
i  regionalnom razvitii (Continental-oceanic dichotomy in international and regional 
development) Novosibirsk: Akademizdat ‘Geo’.

Bezrukov L.A. (2013). The image of Siberia’s economy: Influence of geographical factors 
and statistical distortsions. ECO, (463): 5–22.

Bezrukov L.A. (2020). Transformation of the structures of the economy and population 
of Siberia at the post-Soviet stage. Geography and Natural Resources, 41(4): 327–337. 
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1875372841040034

Bezrukov L.A., Korytny L.M. (2009). Role of Siberia’s territories in the economic de-
velopment of Russia. Geography and Natural Resources, 30(3): 229–235. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gnr.2009.09.005

Bowen B., Frankic, A., Davis M. (2006). Human development and resources use in the 
coastal zone: Influences on human health. Oceanography, 19(2): 62–71.

Braudel F. (1979). Les structures du quotidien: Le possible et l’impossible. Paris: Colin.
Bufetova A.N. (2016). Spacial aspects of economic activity concentration in Russia. Spa-

tialEconomics, 3(47): 38–56. https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2016.3.038-056).
Chaberek-Karwacka G. (2017). Współczesne uwarunkowania procesów zarządzania prze-

strzenią w Polsce. Gdańsk–Sopot: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Gdańskiego.
Cori B. (1999). Spatial dynamics of Mediterranean coastal regions. Journal of Coastal 

Conservation, 5(2): 105–112. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02802747
Dets I.A. (2015). Development of eastern Russia: Experience of research, and current 

tendencies. Geography and Natural Resources, 36(1): 13–17. https://doi.org/10.1134/
S1875372815010023

Dets I.A. (2017). Approaches to identification and delimitation of sea ports’ hinterlands in 
Russia: Case studies of Novorossiysk and St. Petersburg. Geographical Bulletin, 4(43): 
60–68. https://doi.org/10.17072/2079-7877-2017-4-60-68

Dets I.A. (2020). Russian exports – Do we have time to turn it around? ECO, 50(8): 110–
124. https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2020-8-110-124

Doloreux D., Shearmur R., Figueiredo D. (2016). Québec’ coastal maritime cluster: Its 
impact on regional economic development, 2001–2011. Marine Policy, 71: 201–209. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.05.028

Druzhinin A. (2019). The sea factor in the spatial and socio-economic dynamics of to-
day’s Russia. Quaestiones Geographicae, 38(2): 91–100. https://doi.org/10.2478/qua-
geo-2019-0017

Druzhinin A.G. (Ed.) (2017). Transboundary cluster formation in coastal zones of the Eu-
ropean part of Russia: Factors, models, economic and settlement effects. Rostov-on-
Don: SFU.

Druzhinin A.G. (2021). Idei klassicheskogoyevraziystvaisovremennost: Obshchestven-
no-geograficheskiyanaliz (Ideas of Classical Eurasianism and Modernity: Socio-Geo-
graphical Analysis). Rostov-on-Don: SFU.

Dugin A.G. (2012). GeopoliticheskoyebudushcheyeRossii: Mnogopolyarnost’ iosnovnyye-
strategicheskiyeperspektivy v XXI v. (The Hepolitical Future of Russia: Multipolarity 
and Main Strategic Prospects in the 21st Century). Sociology, 1: 47–71.

Ershov U.S., Tarasova O.V. (2020). Asian Russia – Main contradictions of current devel-
opment. ECO, 50(8): 8–30. https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2020-8-8-30

https://doi.org/10.1134/S1875372841040034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gnr.2009.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gnr.2009.09.005
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2016.3.038-056
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02802747
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1875372815010023
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1875372815010023
https://doi.org/10.17072/2079-7877-2017-4-60-68
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2020-8-110-124
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.05.028
https://doi.org/10.2478/quageo-2019-0017
https://doi.org/10.2478/quageo-2019-0017
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2020-8-8-30


22 Alexander Georgievich Druzhinin, Igor Andreevich Dets

Gorshkov S.G. (1976). Morskayamoshchgosudarstva (The naval power of the state). Mos-
cow: Voenizdat.

Groisman P.Ya., Gutman G., Shvidenko A.Z., Bergen K.M., Baklanov A.A., Stackhouse 
P.W. (2013). Introduction: regional features of Siberia. In: P. Ya. Groisman, G. Gutman 
(Eds.), Regional Environmental Changes in Siberia and Their Global Consequences 
Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands (p. 1–17). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4569-
8_1

Gurkov I.B. (2019). Location of Russian manufacturing subsidiaries of foreign corpora-
tions opened in 2012–2018. Spatial Economics, 15(2): 17–36. https://doi.org/10.14530/
se.2019.2.017-036

Haywood A.J. (2010). Siberia: A cultural history. Oxford–New York: Oxford University 
Press.

Hill F. (2004). Siberia: Russia’s economic heartland and daunting dilemma. Current His-
tory, 103(675): 324–331. https://doi.org/10.1525/curh.2004.103.675.324

Kildow J.T., McIlgorm A. (2010). The importance of estimating the contribution of the 
oceans to national economies. Marine Policy, 34(3): 367–374. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2009.08.006

Klistorin V.I. (2019). Siberia as a  colony. N.M. Yadrintsev’s opinion on problems and 
prospects of the Siberian development. ECO, 49(1): 25–40. https://doi.org/10.30680/
ECO0131-7652-2019-1-25-40

Kolosovskij N.N. (1925). Khozyaystvennyye problemy Sibiri (Economic problems of Sibe-
ria). Planned economy, 5: 236–246.

Kryukov V.A. (2015). Social and economic ‘capitalization’ of the Russian resource capaci-
ty. ECO, 45(2): 62–75. https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2015-2-62-75

Lincoln W.B. (2007). The conquest of a continent: Siberia and the Russians. Ithaca, N.Y. 
Cornell University Press.

Lomakina N.V. (2015). Key mechanisms of new model of development of the Far East 
and their influence on the role of mineral sector in region economy. ECO, 45(7): 5–15. 
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2015-7-5-15

Mackinder H.J. (1904). The Geographical pivot of History. The Geographical Journal, 
23(4): 421–437. https://doi.org/10.2307/1775498

Mahan A.T. (1890). Influence Of Sea Power Upon History, 1660–1783. Boston: Little, 
Brown and Co. 

Martínez M.L., Intralawan A., Vázquez G., Pérez-Maqueo O., Sutton P., Landgrave R. 
(2007). The coasts of our world: Ecological, economic and social importance. Ecologi-
cal Economics, 63(2–3): 254–272. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2006.10.022

Metchnikoff L. (1889). La civilisation et les grands fleuves historiques. Paris: Hachette et 
cie.

Minakir P. (2006). Russia in the Pacific. Russia’s gaining Pacific provinces and the 
genesis of managing their development. Spatial Economics, 3: 104–124. https://doi.
org/10.14530/se.2006.3.104-124

Minakir P. (2021). Strategies for Russia and Russia. Spatial Economics, 17(1): 7–17. https://
doi.org/10.14530/se.2021.1.007-017

Mirotvortsev K.N. (1923). Ob ekonomiches kom i administrativnom ustroystve neob-
zhitykh territoriy Sibirskogo severa (Peacemaker K.N. On the economic and admin-

http://P.Ya
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4569-8_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4569-8_1
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2019.2.017-036
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2019.2.017-036
https://doi.org/10.1525/curh.2004.103.675.324
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.08.006
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2019-1-25-40
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2019-1-25-40
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2015-2-62-75
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2015-7-5-15
https://doi.org/10.2307/1775498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2006.10.022
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2006.3.104-124
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2006.3.104-124
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2021.1.007-017
https://doi.org/10.14530/se.2021.1.007-017


Problems and prospects of Siberian inland territories’ development in the context of Russian marine  23

istrative structure of uninhabited territories of the Siberian North). State Planning 
Committee Bulletins, 10: 70–79.

Mueller L., Sheudshen A.K., Syso A., Barsukov P., Smolentseva E.N., Khodzher T., … 
Eulenstein F. (2016). Land and water resources of Siberia, their functioning and eco-
logical state. In: L. Mueller, A.K. Sheudshen, F. Eulenstein (Eds.), Novel Methods for 
Monitoring and Managing Land and Water Resources in Siberia. Cham: Springer In-
ternational Publishing, p. 3–73. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24409-9_1

Nefedkin V.I. (2017). Exterritorial and local content of regional development. Regional 
Research of Russia, 7(3): 208–214. https://doi.org/10.1134/S2079970517030078

Pototskaya T.I. (2018). Geopolitical aspect of the contemporary transport and geograph-
ical position of Russia. IzvestiyaRossiiskoiAkademiiNaukSeriyaGeograficheskaya, 3: 
5–17. https://doi.org/10.7868/S2587556618030020

Radvanyi J. (2017). When Putin turned geographer. Hérodote, 166–167(3): 113–132. 
https://doi.org/10.3917/her.166.0113

Rousseau R. (2013). The Kremlin’s strategic plans for Siberia (http://www.thewashington-
review.org/pdf/articles/the-kremlins-strategic-plans-for-siberia.pdf; access: 20.04. 
2021).

Ryzhkov V., Inozemtsev V., Ponomarev I. (2012). Continent Siberia. Russia in Global Af-
fairs, 10(4): 3–14.

Savitskiy P.N. (1921). Kontinent-Okean (Continent-Ocean). In: Exodus to the East. Pre-
monitions and accomplishments. Statements of the Eurasians. Book 1. Sofia: Balkans, 
(p. 135).

Semenov M.A. (2018). Dynamics of ethnic composition of the Asian part of Russia ac-
cording to the census (1926-1989). ECO, 48(5): 93. https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-
7652-2018-5-93-109

Semenov-Tyan-Shanskiy V.P. (1915). O mogushchestvennom territorialnom vladenii pri-
menitelno k Rossii. Ocherk politicheskoy geografii (About the powerful territorial 
possession in relation to Russia. An outline of political geography). Bulletin of the 
Russian Imperial Geographical Society, 51(8): 425–457.

Sochava V.B., Timofeyev D.A. (1968). Fiziko-geograficheskiyeoblasti Severnoy Azii 
(Physico-geographical regions of North Asia). Reports of the Institute of Geography of 
Siberia and the Far East, 19: 3–19.

Sokolov A., Takaishvili L., Punsalmaagiin O. (2020). Prospects for the development of 
Mongolia’s coal export. Energy Systems Research, 3(1): 43–50. https://doi.org/10.38028/
esr.2020.01.0004

Spykman N.J. (1944). The geography of the peace. New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co.
Stojanovic T.A., Farmer C.J.Q. (2013). The development of world oceans & coasts and 

concepts of sustainability. Marine Policy, 42: 157–165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar-
pol.2013.02.005

Sysoeva N., Violin S. (2019). Local Communities as a potential for self-development in 
resource regions of Russia. Proceedings of the International Scientific-Practical Con-
ference “Business Cooperation as a  Resource of Sustainable Economic Development 
and Investment Attraction” (ISPCBC 2019). Pskov, Russia. https://doi.org/10.2991/isp-
cbc-19.2019.114

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24409-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1134/S2079970517030078
https://doi.org/10.7868/S2587556618030020
https://doi.org/10.3917/her.166.0113
http://www.thewashingtonreview.org/pdf/articles/the-kremlins-strategic-plans-for-siberia.pdf
http://www.thewashingtonreview.org/pdf/articles/the-kremlins-strategic-plans-for-siberia.pdf
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2018-5-93-109
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2018-5-93-109
https://doi.org/10.38028/esr.2020.01.0004
https://doi.org/10.38028/esr.2020.01.0004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2013.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2013.02.005
https://doi.org/10.2991/ispcbc-19.2019.114
https://doi.org/10.2991/ispcbc-19.2019.114


24 Alexander Georgievich Druzhinin, Igor Andreevich Dets

Won B.K. (2012). The rise of Coastal China and inter-regional relations among core eco-
nomic regions of East Asia. 48(1): 283–299.

Zubarevich N. (2019). Inequality of regions and large cities of Russia: What was changed in 
the 2010s? Obshchestvennye Naukii Sovremennost, 4: 57–70. https://doi.org/10.31857/
S086904990005814-7

Zubkov K.I. (2019). Early colonization of Siberia: Meanings and lessons of history. ECO, 
49(1): 8–24. https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2019-1-8-24

https://doi.org/10.31857/S086904990005814-7
https://doi.org/10.31857/S086904990005814-7
https://doi.org/10.30680/ECO0131-7652-2019-1-8-24

	__Fieldmark__3547_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3557_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3567_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3585_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3594_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3600_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3632_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3640_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3647_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3653_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3659_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3679_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3694_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3735_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3744_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3752_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3758_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3775_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3786_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3813_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3825_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3840_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3853_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3864_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3870_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3877_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3922_718171588
	__Fieldmark__3927_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4063_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4068_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4079_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4087_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4108_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4115_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4141_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4171_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4177_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4185_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4190_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4209_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4329_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4344_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4401_718171588
	__Fieldmark__4419_718171588
	_Hlk80712971
	_Hlk73086215
	_Hlk75344958
	_Hlk80638198
	tw-target-text
	tw-target-text4
	tw-target-text51
	tw-target-text2
	tw-target-text3
	screen-reader-main-title
	publication-title
	screen-reader-main-title1
	_Hlk64135393
	_Hlk64207510
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	Problems and prospects of Siberian inland territories’ development in the context of Russian marine economic activity 
	Alexander Georgievich Druzhinin1, Igor Andreevich Dets2
	Wykluczenie społeczne w Gruzji oraz jego wpływ na rozwój społeczno-gospodarczy kraju i jego regionów
	Julia Kaczmarek-Khubnaia
	Głębokie uczenie w procesie teledetekcyjnej interpretacji przestrzeni geograficznej – przegląd wybranych zagadnień
	Maciej Adamiak
	Metody statystyczne w geografii społeczno-ekonomicznej: szkic historyczny oraz ograniczenia i korzyści stosowania w dobie cyfryzacji
	Jan Hauke
	Wpływ pandemii Covid-19 na zasięg oddziaływania portu lotniczego Poznań-Ławica
	Radosław Bul
	Wpływ pandemii COVID-19 na funkcjonowanie regionalnego transportu kolejowego obszarów przygranicznych – na przykładzie województwa dolnośląskiego (PL) i kraju libreckiego (CZ)
	Mateusz Smolarski1, Michał Suszczewicz2
	Students in East-Central Europe: Symmetry or asymmetry of life goals? A study of Poland and Ukraine
	Viktoriya Pantyley1, Ganna Kisla2, Marek Butrym3
	Artur Jach-Chrząszcz
Uniwersytet Pedagogiczny im. KEN w Krakowie
	Prof. UP dr hab. Wiktor Osuch (1969–2021): 
Nasz Przyjaciel i Współpracownik
	Danuta Piróg, Agnieszka Świętek
	Dr Jędrzej Gadziński (1985–2020)
	Przemysław Ciesiółka
	Sprawozdanie z 62. Zjazdu Polskiego Towarzystwa Geograficznego
	Marta Helt
	Warsztaty Geograficzne 
Zróżnicowanie przyrodnicze, społeczno-ekonomiczne
i kulturowe Gruzji
5–19 lipca 2021
	Opracowanie: Leon Andrzejewski i Katarzyna Skolasińska
	Problems and prospects of Siberian inland territories’ development in the context of Russian marine economic activity 
	Alexander Georgievich Druzhinin1, Igor Andreevich Dets2
	SOCIAL EXCLUSION IN GEORGIA AND ITS IMPACT ON SOCIOECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE COUNTRY AND ITS REGIONS
	Julia Kaczmarek-Khubnaia
	DEEP LEARNING IN THE GEOGRAPHICAL SPACE REMOTE SENSING INTERPRETATION – REVIEW OF SELECTED ISSUES
	Maciej Adamiak
	Statistical methods in socio-economic geography: A historical outline as well as limitations and advantages of their use in the digital age
	Jan Hauke
	The influence of the Covid-19 pandemic on the catchment area of Poznań-Ławica Airport
	Radosław Bul
	The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the operation of regional rail transport in border areas – on the example of Lower Silesia (PL) and Liberec Region (CZ)
	Mateusz Smolarski1, Michał Suszczewicz2
	Students in East-Central Europe: Symmetry or asymmetry of life goals? A study of Poland and Ukraine
	Viktoriya Pantyley1, Ganna Kisla2, Marek Butrym3

