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Abstract 

Resource communities offer a valuable understanding of the unique industrial, cultural, 
geopolitical, and positional dimensions which are ignored in mainstream core-centric economic 
geography. Until recently resource communities throughout the world have faced a growing 
neoliberalism which has decreased state participation in local socio-economic development. 
This has required resource communities to promote viability through various mechanisms of 
adaptation and resilience. 
 
This study focuses on resource communities in the Russian North. Resource communities and 
their major enterprises in Russia have faced significant socio-economic problems since the 
collapse of the Soviet Union: diminishing population, volatilities of world market prices of their 
mining commodities with direct impacts to their economic well-being. At the local level the 
deterioration of the post-Soviet social sphere has resulted in such communities’ residents’ 
dissatisfaction. Globalisation and the volatility of global resource prices have directly affected 
the sustainability of local resource industries. This has forced resource communities to re-
evaluate their economic basis and to promote economic diversification to boost their long-term 
viability. Furthermore, the heightened political tension between Russia and the West since 2014 
has highlighted the importance of the impact of external forces and state-level policies in local 
development. Both the volatility of the resource economy and the volatility of higher level 
politics have affected the development of resource communities in Russia. This is an indication 
of the relatively strong driftwood effect of resource communities on the world economy and 
politics. 
 
This study positions itself into locality research tradition with a case study of local socio-
economic restructuring. This study contextualises the topic into discussion of problems of 
peripherality, generally shared by remote resource communities and single-industry towns. The 
study approaches the problems of restructuring in resource peripheries by analysing the reform 
of their socio-economic landscape from viewpoints of restructuring and economic 
diversification. 
 
The main objective of this study is to answer how peripheral single-industry mining 
communities in the Russian North responded to socio-economic changes, especially to financial 
busts after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and their capacity to address their current 
development challenges. The research uses a case-study method to study three mining 
communities in the Murmansk region. The study answers the following research questions: (1) 
How do the various general, institutional, sectoral, human, and local processes shape the socio-
economic development of resource communities in the Russian North? (2) What is the actual 
and locally preferred role of different actors in the socio-economic restructuring of peripheral 
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resource communities in the Russian North? (3) What is the potential for economic 
diversification in peripheral resource communities in the Russian North? 
 
The study contains a wealth of empirical material assessed by means of methodical 
triangulation: survey, in-depth semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews, and 
secondary sources such as newspaper articles and statistics are utilised. The main empirical 
material of the study is a quantitative survey conducted in Kovdor in September 2010. In 
addition, qualitative semi-structured interviews conducted in Kirovsk and Revda in 2012 are 
used in one of the study’s articles. The resulting data is largely analysed by use of quantitative 
methods, with qualitative methods playing a supportive role. 
 
The study shows the importance of globalisation in the socio-economic restructuring of 
resource peripheries in the Russian North. The changing positionalities of resource 
communities are important in the process of socio-economic restructuring. Moreover, self-
reflection in communities is required to overcome the structural and institutional obstacles to 
sustainable local socio-economic development, such as resource-based path-dependency, 
paternalistic expectation, and resource fatalism, which sustain local resource communities’ 
identity. 
 
This study brings new insights to discussion of resource geographies. Moreover, the study 
expands understanding of the socioeconomic restructuring process in peripheral resource 
communities. In addition, the study places itself into locality research tradition, and 
geographically to the contemporary changing economic geography of the industrial and urban 
Russian North. 
 
Keywords: resource community, mining community, single-industry town, socio-economic 
restructuring, Russian North, Murmansk region 
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Tiivistelmä 

Resurssiyhdyskuntien tutkimus käsittelee ainutlaatuisia teollisia, kulttuurillisia, geopoliittisia ja 
positionaalisia ulottuvuuksia, jotka jäävät vähemmälle huomiolle valtavirran maantieteessä. 
Kasvava uusliberalismi on vaikuttanut resurssiyhdyskuntiin kaikkialla maailmassa, mikä on 
vähentänyt valtion osallisuutta paikallisessa sosioekonomisessa kehityksessä. Tämä on 
edellyttänyt resurssiyhdyskuntia sopeutumaan ja joustamaan edistääkseen elinvoimaisuuttaan. 

Tämä tutkimus keskittyy resurssiyhdyskuntiin Venäjän pohjoisosissa, jossa 
resurssiyhdyskunnat ja niiden keskeiset teollisuusyritykset ovat Neuvostoliiton hajoamisen 
jälkeen kohdanneet merkittäviä sosioekonomisia ongelmia, kuten väestön vähenemisen ja 
kaivosteollisuuden tuottamien raaka-aineiden maailmanmarkkinahintojen heilahtelun. Tämä on 
vaikuttanut suoraan niiden taloudelliseen hyvinvointiin. Neuvostoliiton hajoamisen jälkeisenä 
aikana sosiaalipalveluiden heikkeneminen on myös aiheuttanut tyytymättömyyttä 
yhdyskuntien asukkaiden keskuudessa. Globalisaation tuoma maailmanlaajuinen 
luonnonvarojen hintojen heilahtelu on vaikuttanut suoraan paikallisen kaivostoiminnan 
kestävyyteen. Tämän vuoksi resurssiyhdyskunnissa on jouduttu arvioimaan uudelleen niiden 
taloudellista perustaa ja edistämään talouden monipuolistamista niiden pitkäaikaisen 
elinkelpoisuuden lisäämiseksi. Lisäksi Venäjän ja lännen välinen lisääntynyt poliittinen jännite 
vuodesta 2014 on korostanut ulkoisten voimien ja valtiotason politiikan seurannaisvaikutuksia 
paikalliseen kehitykseen. Sekä luonnonvaratalouden suhdanneherkkyys kuin myös 
korkeamman tason poliittisten suuntausten muutokset ovat vaikuttaneet resurssiyhdyskuntien 
kehitykseen Venäjällä. Tämä on osoitus resurssiyhdyskuntien suhteellisen voimakkaasta 
ajopuuroolista maailmantalouden ja -politiikan syövereissä. 

Tutkimus asemoituu paikkakuntatutkimuksen traditioon tapaustutkimuksella paikallisesta 
sosioekonomisesta rakennemuutoksesta. Tutkimus käsittelee syrjäisyyden ongelmia, mikä on 
yhdistävä tekijä sekä resurssiyhdyskuntille että yksittäisille teollisuuskaupungeille. Tutkimus 
analysoi sosioekonomisen rakennemuutoksen ongelmia syrjäisissä resurssiyhdyskunnissa 
rakennemuutoksen ja talousrakenteen monipuolistamisen näkökulmista. 

Tutkimuksessa on käytetty tapaustutkimusmenetelmää kolmessa 
kaivosteollisuusyhdyskunnassa Murmanskin alueella. Sen päätavoitteena on vastata siihen, 
kuinka Venäjän pohjoiset kaivosteollisuusyhdyskunnat ovat sopeutuneet sosioekonomisiin 
muutoksiin, erityisesti Neuvostoliiton romahduksen jälkeisiin talouden laskukausiin, sekä 
niiden kykyyn toimia nykyisten kehityshaasteiden parissa. Tutkimus vastaa seuraaviin 
tutkimuskysymyksiin: (1) Miten erilaiset yleiset, institutionaaliset, alakohtaiset, ihmislähtöiset 
ja paikalliset prosessit muokkaavat resurssiyhdyskuntien sosioekonomista kehitystä Venäjän 
pohjoisosissa? (2) Mikä on eri toimijoiden todellinen ja paikallisesti toivottu rooli Venäjän 
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pohjoisten syrjäisten resurssiyhdyskuntien sosioekonomisessa rakennemuutoksessa? (3) 
Millaiset ovat mahdollisuudet Venäjän pohjoisosien syrjäisissä resurssiyhdyskunnissa talouden 
monipuolistamiseen? 

Tutkimuksessa käytetään runsasta empiiristä aineistoa, jota arvioidaan metodisella 
triangulaatiolla. Aineisto koostuu kyselytutkimuksesta, puolistrukturoiduista haastatteluista ja 
fokusryhmäkeskusteluista sekä näitä tukevasta aineistosta, joihin kuuluu muun muassa 
sanomalehtiartikkeleita ja tilastoja. Tutkimuksen tärkein empiirinen aineisto on Kovdorissa 
syyskuussa 2010 toteutettu kvantitatiivinen kyselytutkimus. Lisäksi yhdessä artikkelissa on 
käytetty Kirovskissa ja Revdassa vuonna 2012 tehtyjä puolistrukturoituja haastatteluita. 
Kvantitatiiviset menetelmät ovat keskeisessä roolissa tutkimusmateriaalin analysoinnissa, kun 
taas laadulliset menetelmät tukevat kvantitatiivisia menetelmiä. 

Tutkimus osoittaa globalisaation merkityksen Venäjän pohjoisten resurssiperiferioiden 
sosioekonomisessa rakennemuutoksessa. Vaihtelut resurssiyhdyskuntien positionaalisuudessa 
ovat myös tärkeitä niiden sosioekonomisen rakennemuutoksen näkökulmasta. Tutkimus 
osoittaa rakenteellisten ja institutionaalisten esteiden, kuten polkuriippuvuuden, paternalistisen 
perinteen ja resurssifatalismin, ylläpitävän resurssiyhdyskuntien paikallisidentiteettiä. 
Tutkimus osoittaa myös yhdyskuntien itsereflektion tärkeyden kestävän paikallisen 
sosioekonomisen kehityksen vaalimisessa ja rakenteellisten ja institutionaalisten esteiden 
voittamisessa.  

Tämä tutkimus tuo uusia näkökulmia maantieteellisen resurssiyhdyskuntia käsittelevään 
keskusteluun ja laajentaa ymmärrystä sosioekonomisesta rakennemuutosprosessista syrjäisissä 
teollisuuskaupungeissa. Täten tutkimus sijoittuu paikkakuntatutkimustraditioon ja nykyhetken 
talousmaantieteellisen muutoksen tutkimukseen kaupungistuneella ja teollistuneella Pohjois-
Venäjällä. 

 
Avainsanat: resurssiyhdyskunta, kaivosyhdyskunta, yhden tehtaan kaupunki, 
sosioekonominen rakennemuutos, Pohjois-Venäjä, Murmanskin alue 
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1. Introduction 

The extraction of natural resources plays a crucial role in the economy of Russia. About two 
thirds of Russia’s total export revenues, 11% of Russia’s total GDP, and almost half its federal 
budget revenues come from the oil and gas industries (Ahrend 2008: 6; Gaddy & Ickes 2013: 
310). The mining of non-hydrocarbons has a less significant role at the federal level. However, 
it has a central role in several industrial regions like the Murmansk region, where the mining 
giants, such as Norilsk Nickel and JSC Apatit, make a significant contribution to the regional 
budget and play a central role in regional decision-making. Resource-based development is 
especially characteristic of the regional economies of the Russian North (Hill & Gaddy 2003; 
Rautio & Tykkyläinen 2008; Gaddy & Ickes 2013; Nuikina 2014; Prokhorova 2014). After the 
collapse of the Soviet Union the volatilities of global market forces have increasingly had a 
direct and destabilising impact on the local and regional economies of the Russian North, whose 
economy is based on resource extraction and whose spatial structure is dominated by several 
resource-dependant single-industry towns (Bradshaw & Lynn 1998; Razumova 2007: 147; 
Myllylä 2008; Rautio & Tykkyläinen 2008; Rautio & Round 2008: 116; Prokhorova 2014: 29; 
Nuikina 2014). Moreover, in recent years the indirect consequences of global political volatility 
(Fjaertoft & Øverland 2015) have had growing significance for the regional resource economies 
as well as for the local economies of resource communities in the Russian North. 
 
Restructuring in this study is defined as a continuous evolutionary process that shapes socio-
economic processes in communities and thus forms new geo-economic spaces (Neil & 
Tykkyläinen 1998). Historically, the top-down policies of the state have prioritised economic 
policies based on the well-being of resource industries, while social welfare in the resource 
communities of the Russian North has been secondary (Rautio 2003: 45; Rasell 2009: 92–93). 
However, the ‘town-constituting’ enterprises have provided several of these local welfare 
services, compensating for the state’s lack of social welfare provision (Rautio 2003; Prokhorova 
2014). The post-Soviet restructuring of the economic sphere has brought several problems for 
communities in their adaptation from a socialist to a market economy (Rautio 2003; Rautio & 
Round 2008; Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014). After the collapse of the Soviet Union the 
previously paternalistic community model has significantly deteriorated. The income of market 
values has exposed communities to a traditional life cycle model of resource localities, where 
the profitability of the resource industries defines their future (Rautio 2003; Prokhorova 2014; 
Nuikina 2014). This makes them vulnerable to the fluctuation of world market prices. However, 
the end of the Soviet era also freed communities from the shackles of central planning and gave 
them new economic opportunities to utilise their renewed positionality. It has therefore become 
possible to promote alternative avenues of local development (Prokhorova 2014). In this 
process the self-reflection of the potential for economic diversification is crucial and can reveal 
potential new avenues for development and improve the long-term viability of resource 
communities and single-industry mining towns (e.g. Connolly 2011; Prokhorova 2014). 
However, as global practice has shown, the existence of resource communities is temporary 
and includes boom-and-bust cycles (Halseth 2016). When resource extraction becomes 
unprofitable, policies targeting the controlled closure of communities and the relocation of their 
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residents should be promoted instead of their prolonged unprofitability (Kuyek & Coumans 
2003). 
 
The socio-economic restructuring of the Russian North has been the subject of various studies 
both on the macro level (Agranat 1998; Kauppala 1998; Hill & Gaddy 2003; Petrov 2008; 
Rautio & Tykkyläinen 2008) and on regional (Myllylä 2008) and community levels (Rautio 
2003; Spies 2009; Synberg 2010; Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014). However, despite the 
various approaches of socio-economic restructuring models presented by previous studies, the 
changing geographies of resource peripheries and the process of socio-economic restructuring 
with its various dimensions, processes shaping their development, and the preferences of their 
residents related to change need fresh interpretations and comprehensive theoretical modelling 
(Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998; Hayter et al. 2003: 17). The growing impact of globalisation and 
global forces as drivers of community restructuring requires an academic response with fresh 
approaches to socio-economic restructuring in resource communities. 
 
This study’s major contribution to socio-economic geography is to develop its theoretical 
discussion in relation to peripheral communities. By means of the study’s use of traditional data 
analysis methods, the author brings fresh theoretical frameworks to the discussion in most of 
his articles and draws conclusions concerning the development of peripheral resource 
communities based on his theoretical framework in this summary. This framework presents the 
post-Soviet socio-economic restructuring of a community as a spatial evolutionary process. 
 
The research is based on case studies in the Murmansk region, where the majority of local 
economies are based on the extraction of local resources. The Soviet history plays a huge part 
in the formation of the current socio-economic landscape in the Russian North in general, and 
in the Murmansk region in particular (e.g. Hill & Gaddy 2003; Rautio 2003; Rautio & Round 
2008; Nuikina 2014). The study analyses the socio-economic restructuring and potential for 
economic diversification in three peripheral case-study mining communities: Kovdor, Kirovsk, 
and Revda (Figure 1). It analyses structural and institutional obstacles to economic 
diversification in Russian resource communities, as well as the shortcomings of policies at 
various levels which also hamper economic diversification in Russia as a whole. The study’s 
general content was inspired at the end of 2009 by the political agenda of the then president 
Dmitry Medvedev, who included the economic modernisation and diversification of the 
Russian economy as one of the main focuses of his presidency (Medvedev 2009). This inspired 
the author to study whether the resource-based development of the Russian North could be 
diversified, thus improving the viability of the resource regions of the Russian North in general. 
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Figure 1. The Russian North (Heleniak 2008: 26; Spies 2009: 259; Synberg 2010: 137) and the 
case-study mining communities located in the Murmansk region. 

1.1. Research questions and structure of the study (Aims of the Research) 
 
The author analyses the following three research questions (RQ), which the individual articles, 
A1–A5, answer from different viewpoints and theories: 
 
RQ1:  How do the various socio-economic processes shape the development of resource 
communities in the Russian North? Processes in this question are classified as general, 
institutional, sectoral, human, and local. 
Hypothesis: External forces, especially increasing globalisation, and state policies are the 
major forces which have affected the development of Russian resource-based communities 
since the collapse of the Soviet Union. The communities have relatively few prospects and lack 
real opportunities to guide their own development. However, active repositioning and self-
reflection can promote community viability and local socio-economic sustainability. 
 
RQ2: What is the actual and locally preferred role of different actors in the socio-economic 
restructuring of peripheral resource communities in the Russian North? The actors in this 
question are the Russian state, the regional and local administrations, local people, town-
constituting enterprises, other industries and SMEs, as well as foreign actors such as foreign 
investors. 
Hypothesis: The town-constituting enterprise (TCE) has maintained its central role in the 
socio-economic restructuring in peripheral resource communities because of the lack of 
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resources and the failure of other actors to play a bigger role. 
 
RQ3: What is the potential for economic diversification in peripheral resource communities in 
the Russian North?  
Hypothesis: Worldwide experience shows several structural and institutional difficulties for 
economic diversification in resource communities. Despite several country-specific 
circumstances in Russian resource communities, these general worldwide problems are 
probably also evident in the resource communities of Russia. 
 
1.2. Introduction to the individual articles and their contribution to the study 

The study consists of five articles, which analyse the restructuring of the case-study mining 
communities of the Murmansk region from different perspectives. The research is 
contextualised as a priority in the Russian North (Articles 1–3 and 5), while the regional context 
of the Barents region is discussed in A4. The articles are published in geographical (Terra, 
Fennia, Polar Geography) and regional scientific academic journals (Barents Studies), and in 
regional science yearbooks (Arctic Yearbook 2014). Figure 2 shows how the different articles 
contribute to the study in general. In turn, Table 1 summarises the contribution of individual 
articles to the theoretical discussion of socio-economic geography. The process of restructuring 
in this study is approached from four different perspectives: economic restructuring, social 
restructuring, repositioning of the locality and self-reflection, which are all important elements 
of the restructuring process, as the author shows later in his theoretical discussion. Table 1 
shows which articles discuss the particular dimensions of restructuring. 
 

Figure 2. The content of the individual articles and their contribution to the study’s research 
questions. 
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Table 1. Contribution of individual articles to theoretical discussion of socio-economic 
geography. 

 Title of the Article Theories developed, 
implemented or 
discussed 

Contribution to 
Geographical Research 
and Discussion 

A1 The Arctic ‘Border Town’ Kovdor as 
a Living Environment and Mining 
Dependent Locality 

transition, 
(globalisation), 
(localisation) 

Empirical understanding of 
the post-Soviet socio-
economic restructuring in a 
Russian mining community 
(social restructuring, 
economic restructuring, 
self-reflection) 

A2 Socio-economic Restructuring of a 
Peripheral Mining Community in the 
Russian North 

Multi-causal theory, 
globalisation, 
localisation, 
transition 

The two-wheeled millstone 
of restructuring (social 
restructuring, economic 
restructuring, self-
reflection) 

A3 Local natural resource curse and 
sustainable socio-economic 
development in a Russian mining 
community of Kovdor 

Resource curse, 
Staple Thesis theory, 
Path-dependency 

Local resource curse 
(economic restructuring, 
self-reflection) 

A4 Resource-Based Development & the 
Challenge of Economic 
Diversification in the Mining 
Communities of the Murmansk 
Region  

Path-dependency, 
resource curse, 
paternalism 
 
 

Path-dependency, resource 
curse and paternalistic 
expectations as obstacles 
for local economic 
diversification (economic 
restructuring, self-
reflection) 

A5 Glocalisation of global market forces 
and the repositioning of a peripheral 
Russian mining community 

FDI, globalisation, 
localisation, 
positionality 

Glocalisation: glocalisation 
of market forces 
(repositioning, self-
reflection) 

 
The first article (A1) analyses how Kovdor’s residents experience the town as a place to work 
and live, Kovdor’s prospects, and the changing role of mining in the development of the Kovdor 
district. Despite of the positive economic development in the 2000s, negative perceptions of the 
future have majorly remained. The main finding of the article is that economic development in 
Russia in the 2000s impacted with the financial crisis of 2008–2009 led to unsatisfactory local 
development and pessimistic expectations of Kovdor’s future. The article discusses the 
prospects of sustaining social welfare in Russia’s peripheral northern resource communities. It 
also analyses the potential for economic diversification in Kovdor (RQ3) by examining the role 
of resource extraction in the historical, current, and future development of the locality. The first 
article explains the general trends of socio-economic development in the community after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union. 
 
The second article (A2) theorises the socio-economic restructuring process in post-Soviet 
Russia, and analyses Kovdor’s socio-economic restructuring. The article analyses how the 
development of the deteriorated social sphere of the Russian North is viewed in comparison 
with the restructuring of the economic sphere, where economic diversification was demand to 
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promote the community’s long-term viability. It shows that residents see the restructuring of 
the social sphere as a priority. Its findings contribute to all three research questions by theorising 
the impact of various socio-economic processes which shape the development of the 
community (RQ1), by analysing the local potential for self-imposed development (RQ2), and 
by evaluating local opinions about the economic diversification potential of the area in 
comparison with the official economic diversification plan (RQ3). The article also deepens the 
discussion of the dependency of local socio-economic development on the mining industry. The 
paper offers a developed theoretical modelling to socio-economic restructuring and shows that 
a resource community has small prospects of concrete improvements or changes despite of 
various development programs. Hence, it stays under influence of global market forces. 
 
The third article (A3) further develops the discussion of the first article (A1) of Kovdor as a 
mining dependent locality. The article utilises at the local level elements of the resource curse 
concept (Auty 1993) and staple thesis theory (Innis 1933), which have previously been 
discussed at state and regional levels. Using the local resource curse theory, it shows the 
structural dimension of the locality’s mining dependency. The local resource curse concept 
explains that the locality’s resilience suffers when most efforts are concentrated on the 
extraction of the major natural resource without paying sufficient attention to alternative 
industries, as well as to inward diversification and innovations in the main industry. This article 
answers RQ1 by showing that the resource curse has an impact on local development. 
Moreover, it answers RQ2 by presenting the structural and institutional levels of resource-based 
development in the locality and by focusing on the role of different actors in promoting the 
locality’s resource-based development, which support the continuation of the current 
development path. The article also answers RQ3 by revealing the structural and institutional 
obstacles for economic diversification in local development, which are related to the mining-
dependency of the locality. 
 
The fourth article (A4) analyses the challenges of economic diversification in Kirovsk and 
Revda. Both towns were encouraged to reflect on and re-evaluate their potential for economic 
diversification. The article asks how the challenge of economic diversification in these 
communities can be explained by the legacies of path-dependency, the resource curse theory, 
and the concept of paternalism. The article reveals how the communities’ different development 
paths have shaped their present ability to promote economic diversification and utilise their 
local potential. Similarly, like A3, this article contributes to all three of the study’s research 
questions by analysing the impact of the resource curse (RQ1) on local development, the 
structural and institutional dimensions of local resource-based development (RQ2), and the 
structural and institutional obstacles to economic diversification (RQ3). The article discusses 
the self-reflection of the communities as mining-dependent localities and reveals their potential 
for more diversified economic restructuring. 
 
The fifth article (A5) analyses how Kovdor’s economic position has changed under the impact 
of global market forces in the process of glocalication. It is based on data analysing local 
opinions about foreign direct investment (FDI) in Kovdor. It uses a theoretical framework 
which explains how the locality reacts to the potential income of foreign investors who 
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represent the glocalisation of global market forces. The article explains these reactions by 
means of economic, political, historical, cultural, technological, and environmental arguments. 
The fifth article answers RQ1 by studying the local reactions to foreign investors who represent 
glocalised external forces. It also answers RQ2 by revealing how the locals view the role of 
potential foreign investors in the community. The article positions resource communities in a 
globalising world and shows also how the position of the community is seen by the locals. 
 
2. The case study: resource communities of the Murmansk region 
 
2.1. The case-study communities: Kovdor, Kirovsk, and Revda 
 
Kovdor, Kirovsk, and Revda are mining communities in the Murmansk region. The case-study 
communities were founded in the 1930s (Kirovsk) and in the 1950s (Kovdor and Revda) under 
the Soviet Union’s pre- and post-war industrial policies, which aimed to promote the 
industrialisation of the Russian North (Rautio & Round 2008: 112; Bolotova & Stammler 
2010). The communities’ major enterprises are based in the mining industries. In Kovdor 
KGOK produces iron ore, apatite, and baddeleyite, while in Kirovsk JSC Apatit produces 
apatite and in Revda LGOK produces loparite and rare metals. Since the collapse of the Soviet 
Union KGOK (Eurochem) and JSC Apatit (PhosAgro) have become part of vertically 
integrated Russian holding structures, while LGOK has preserved its position without 
prosperous holding enterprises as a parent company. Figure 3 shows their demographic 
development since their establishment. The population trends of the case-study communities 
are similar, each showing post-Soviet decline, common for remote regions of the Russian North 
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, with a sharp decline in the 1990s and a slower trend in 
the 2000s (Heleniak 1999; Synberg 2010; Kinossian 2017). 
 

 
Figure 3. Population dynamics with the years of establishment of Kovdor, Kirovsk, and Revda 
and their town-constituting mining enterprises in square brackets (Murmanskaya oblast’ 2015). 
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Remoteness is generally common to resource communities (Hayter 2016: 15). The remoteness 
of northern resource communities is not only defined by the physical characteristics of climate 
and location but also by cultural, institutional, and economic remoteness (Huskey 2005). Their 
economic positionality also maintains their peripherality and economic remoteness. This study 
understands peripherality as a combination of these various levels of remoteness which affects 
their socio-economic restructuring, positionality in the global economic system, and self-
reflection. Table 2 shows how the various characteristics of remoteness meet in the case-study 
communities. For example, single-industry regions and towns are usually peripheral in 
comparison with centres of trade and diversified industrial regions because of their subordinate 
positionality in global economic flows. Although single-industry towns are part of global 
economic networks, their location maintains their peripherality in comparison with centres of 
trade. 
 
Table 2. Characteristics of communities’ remoteness in Kirovsk, Kovdor, and Revda. 

Economic Physical Cultural Institutional 
Single-industry 

Primary production 
Staple producer 

Bottom of the vertically integrated 
industrial enterprises 

Low-value added production 
Export oriented (small linkages with 

national economic networks) 

Peripheral 
location 
(distance 

from the core 
areas) 

‘North’ 
‘Arctic’ 
Severe 

climate (Cost 
of cold) 

Monoculture 
with relatively 

limited external 
connections 
with cores 

Cognitive lock-
in 

Position at the bottom of 
the economic and 
political verticals 

Institutions based on 
monoculture with 
limited economic 

interaction with other 
actors 

 
2.2. Reasons for choosing the case-study communities 
 
Markku Tykkyläinen (2008: 20) emphasises the importance of choosing case-study 
communities where some restructuring processes are on the cutting edge. These communities 
can reveal something important about the ongoing development processes on the periphery. 
These cutting edges of development or turning-point crises offer an opportunity for structural 
change or new paths of development, which is important to overcome the problems of path-
dependency (Hayter 2016: 14). The cutting edges or crossroads of development can therefore 
reveal the potential of change in a community’s development direction. Moreover, the study 
can reveal whether structural processes like path-dependency form obstacles to alternative paths 
of development. External shocks such as sinking product price and vanishing market especially 
challenge communities to reposition themselves. External shocks or extreme events 
(Tykkyläinen 2015) often promote self-reflection and stimulate new approaches to 
development in resource communities. External economic shocks, such as regional 
environmental catastrophe or a war, challenge single-industry communities to re-evaluate their 
development, and it is often needed if a community is to overcome lock-ins and to adapt 
(Prokhorova 2014: 38; Steen & Karlsen 2014; Tykkyläinen 2015). 
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Kovdor, Kirovsk, and Revda have several structural processes which are vulnerable to external 
shocks and can cause dramatic changes and the need for new approaches to development (Table 
3). The crisis of 2008–2009 required them to re-evaluate their economic basis (Figure 4). As 
the Figure 4 shows there have been three major economic crisis periods after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, both in the Murmansk region and Russia in general: first after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, second in 1998 and third 2008–2009. Due to lack of statistics of Regional GDP 
in the Murmansk region in 1990–1997, industrial production change is used to indicate the 
regional economic bust in the beginning of the 1990s. There was an external push to self-
evaluate long-term socio-economic sustainability and prospects for economic diversification. 
The push for economic diversification created by the restructuring programme of Minregion in 
2009 also provoked various local responses. Among these local responses were comprehensive 
investment plans (CIPs), which sought to promote local economic diversification. However, 
they were for the most part initiated by the push factor of the Russian state’s top-down policies 
(Slepukhina 2014: 156–157). 
 

 
Figure 4. The annual growth rate of GDP (%) in Russia 1990–2016, the annual growth rate of 
regional GDP (%) of the Murmansk region 1998–2016 and annual industrial production change 
(%) in the Murmansk region 1990–1998 (Lausala & Valkonen 1999: 158; GKS 2018; World 
Bank 2018). 
 
A comparison of the three mining communities of Kovdor, Kirovsk, and Revda with their 
different histories and economic profiles reveals whether there are some place-specific 
structural processes which lead to different local responses to the external push for economic 
diversification (Figure 5). The self-reflection process promoted by the creation of CIPs can be 
approached as a cutting-edge moment where communities’ attempts at re-positioning within 
global market flows and the awakening of their self-reflection are concerned. The study 
therefore reveals some general development trends of resource peripheries in general and 
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Russia’s northern resource peripheries in particular. It reveals some core processes of local and 
regional development and facilitates an analysis of the evolution of new socio-spatial structures 
and the formation of new economic landscapes in single-industry resource communities in the 
Russian North (Tykkyläinen 2008: 22; Tykkyläinen 2012). 
 

 
Figure 5. In addition to extraction industries, Khibiny mountains have traditionally been seen 
as a potential place for tourism development since the Soviet times (21 Sept 2008). 
 
The future development of resource communities in each case is unique. It depends on various 
economic and local conditions, which vary spatially and sectorally (Tykkyläinen & Neil 1995). 
Geography is important for an understanding of transitional variations in resource communities 
because of the attention it pays to various issues such as national (and regional) contexts and 
policies, geopolitics, relative location and connectivity, local cultures and institutions, as well 
as to resource endowments, the starting points for resource exploitation, and the nature and 
organisation of resources (Hayter 2016: 15). Several key driving forces promote restructuring 
in resource communities in general (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 8): the state and its policies, 
sectoral restructuring, the globalisation of the economy, international repositioning related to 
the continuous renewal of the host state’s role in international relations, the economic 
modernisation of production, and the revival of local economic policies. Table 3 shows 
structural ongoing processes in resource communities in general which constitute potential 
cutting edges for local development and lead to societal change in the case-study communities. 
The author has divided these processes into five main categories: general; institutional; sectoral; 
local; and human. These categories are inspired by the Tykkyläinen’s (1998b: 316) earlier 
classification. Based on his research articles the author argues that external shocks or extreme 
events may influence the direction of these processes and consequently affect communities’ 
development. Globalisation is the general trend that practically impact to all other processes. 
The discussion related to this table 3 is provided in the paragraphs after the table. 
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Table 3. Synthesis of ongoing structural processes forming potential cutting edges in the local 
development of resource communities and the general characterisation of the change in the 
case-study resource communities in the Russian North (e.g. Rautio 2003; Myllylä 2008; Rautio 
& Tykkyläinen 2008; Rasell 2009; Schmallegger & Carson 2010; Smith 2010; Carson & Carson 
2011; Rasmussen 2011; Orttung & Reisser 2014; Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014). 

Processes in 
resource 

communities in 
general 

Characterisation of the change in the case-study 
resource communities in the Russian North 

GENERAL 
Globalisation 

Globalisation: global volatilities of resource prices; increasing 
economic global interaction of resource communities; adaptation of 

resource firms to globalisation and volatilities in market prices 
INSTITUTIONAL 
Top-down social and 

economic policies of the 
state 

Neoliberal policies of the Russian state with changing social welfare 
and fading state paternalism; repositioning of northern localities in 

Russian recentralised fiscal federalism; institutional opening of 
resource communities; aspirations of the resource-based national 

economy to diversify and these policies at the local level 
INSTITUTIONAL AND 

SECTORAL 
Relationships between the 

state and resource 
enterprises 

Redefinition of the relationships between state and resource 
enterprises and internal relationships of vertically-integrated 

enterprises; 
changing policies of the holding enterprises towards their local 
daughter enterprises and repositioning of local enterprises in the 
holding enterprises’ structures of vertically integrated production 
chains; redefinition of firms’ social obligations and general social 

policies 
SECTORAL 

Sectoral and technological 
modernisation 

Sectoral modernisation as a response to globalisation: local 
industries’ continuing adaptation to market economy; customisation 

of the number of workers in the resource firms; outsourcing; 
technological modernisation with decreasing number of workers in 
the resource industries, leading to communities’ population decline 

with no alternative industries 
HUMAN 

Cognitive modernisation 
Adaptation of the residents of resource communities to change: 

cognitive adaptation needed to overcome path-dependency; new 
industries needed for sustainable socio-economic development; 

readiness to consider migration as a response to local unemployment; 
acceptance of shrinkage of communities as a consequence of post-
Soviet era demographic adaptation to new socio-economic space; 
adaptation to neoliberal top-down policies without paternalistic 

expectations 
LOCAL Unique locality-based changes combining various previous 

categories or which are locality-based independent and unique 
processes; self-reflection of the community’s economic 

diversification potential 
GENERAL, 

INSTITUTIONAL, 
HUMAN, LOCAL AND 

SECTORAL ALL 
TOGETHER 

Formation of new geo-economic spaces in the localities of the 
Russian North 

Outcome of processes: economic restructuring; social restructuring; repositioning; self-reflection 
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Strengthening globalisation is a central process shaping the development of resource 
communities and the North as a whole, as well as the Murmansk region, and the case-study 
communities in particular (Myllylä 2008; Rautio & Tykkyläinen 2008; Smith 2010; Rasmussen 
2011; Orttung & Reisser 2014: 196; Halseth 2016: 10). An understanding of globalisation’s 
geographical dimensions is crucial for an understanding of the current changes in the world 
(Sidaway 2013: 985). Increasing globalisation is one of the four main megatrends, which have 
shaped the global North in general in recent decades together with development based on the 
extraction of natural resources, the pressure of a growing global population and climate change 
(Smith 2010). 
 
Globalisation causes external shocks and affects resource communities’ raison d’etre (Neil & 
Tykkyläinen 1998: 13). The impact of globalisation in the resource communities of the Russian 
North is especially seen in the volatility in world market prices of natural resources (Rautio 
2003; Myllylä 2008; Rautio & Round 2008: 116; Suopajärvi et al. 2016: 65), which requires 
the resource firms to adapt. However, worldwide experience shows that the state often treats 
resource industries as staples and supports them with subsidies, which causes them to become 
structurally dependent on their position as staple producers (Barnes 2005; Schmallegger & 
Carson 2010; Carson & Carson 2011). The author argues that adaptation to the sudden impacts 
of global forces has the potential to inspire new paths in the resource communities’ development 
if they are capable of self-reflection and active repositioning. 
 
Climate change in the North is generally important (Smith 2010; Johansen & Skryzhevska 
2013), but underrated in the Murmansk region, with no impact on current municipal policies 
and local attitudes (Johansen & Skryzhevska 2013; Skryzhevska et al. 2015). Thus, in the 
Russian North, as well as in Canada, the cold climate causes high extra costs (Hill & Gaddy 
2003). While in the world the biggest concern is related to the warming climate, economic 
benefits of the climate change decrease the costs of cold in the north. Therefore, the discussion 
of climate change is limited in regions such as the Murmansk region, which has not acute locate 
problems caused by the climate change, such as melting permafrost, direct harms for the 
extraction industries of the region or risk of rising sea levels due to limited human and economic 
activities near the shoreline and hilly landscape in the city of Murmansk on the banks of the 
Kola bay. 
 
Demographic challenges, increasing resource exploitation, and a need for human capital shape 
the development of northern regions (Rasmussen 2011). However, while the world is concerned 
about the growing global population, these communities in the Russian North face the challenge 
of ongoing population decline (Heleniak 1999; Round 2005; Heleniak 2008; Synberg 2010; 
Nuikina 2014). 
 
The top-down policies of the Russian state as institutional processes affect both the social and 
economic development of resource communities. Moreover, institutional changes affect 
localities’ repositioning. For example, the institutional opening of resource communities 
influences their position within global economic flows (Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015). The 
main trend in social development has been changing social welfare and fading state 
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protectionism because of neoliberalism (Rasell 2009; Riabova 2012: 43). Moreover, an 
important aspect of socio-economic development is the repositioning of northern localities in 
fiscal federalism (Riabova 2012; Riabova et al. 2013). The development has recently been 
towards the fiscal centralisation of state-regions’ budgetary relations (Riabova 2012: 44; 
Alexeev & Weber 2013: 657). The changing policies of holding enterprises towards their local 
daughter enterprises also importantly redefine socio-economic development in northern 
resource communities (Riabova et al. 2013; Didyk 2015). The well-being of the northern 
mining communities depend on the well-being of their mining firms (Rautio 2003; Suopajärvi 
et al. 2016: 65), and in these cases on the well-being of their vertically integrated parent 
enterprises as shown in the articles of the study.  

The sectoral restructuring of the main industries, driven by technological modernisation, is a 
mostly independent process related to other processes (Rautio 2003). It is accelerated by the 
modernisation of outdated Soviet-era technology and continuous technological innovation 
development. Sectoral modernisation results in fewer workers being needed in the mining 
industries as technological innovation increasingly replaces the manpower required for basic 
tasks. It thus poses a threat to the socio-economic sustainability of the communities, which have 
to adapt to unemployment and shrinkage. However, controlled shrinkage or a governmentally 
subsidised shutdown is better for the long-term viability of unsustainable mining communities 
than their prolonged life (Kuyek & Coumans 2003; Nuikina 2014: 148). 

Cognitive modernisation is needed to overcome path-dependency in local development. 
Cognitive modernisation means change in the ways of thinking: psychological readiness to 
resilience and to adaptation to changes in the new geo-economic landscape of the community 
or readiness to use own human capacity for moving outside the community if needed. 
Paternalistic expectations must be overcome in response to changes in local development such 
as unemployment and outsourcing. These require personal choices such as migration from 
economically depressed areas to regions where one can find a work (Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 
2014). However, according to Crowley (2016: 408) and Vinogradova et al. (2015: 193) 
territorial mobility and inter-regional migration is low in Russia because of economic, 
organisational, and psychological obstacles. Psychological obstacles to migration are based in 
part on the paternalistic expectation that a single-industry community’s major enterprise should 
provide welfare for the community (Crowley 2016: 408). Previously, this has minimised 
residents’ need to make decisions to relocate by themselves. The relative passivity of local 
people to out-migrate therefore forces the authorities to promote local policies of community 
viability such as economic diversification (Nuikina 2014). However, the strong willingness to 
out-migrate from the Murmansk region among young generations is previously shown in the 
study of Tuhkunen (2007). 

2.3. Development trends of the Murmansk region and the case-study communities 
 
In the post-Soviet era in the Murmansk region, as in Russia generally, the decentralisation 
period in the 1990s was followed by recentralisation, beginning with Putin’s presidency in 2000 
(Goode 2011). The collapse of the Soviet Union led to a switching of communities’ 
international and internal positionalities regarding global economic flows (Kortelainen & 
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Rannikko 2015). After the collapse of the Soviet Union, which deteriorated the protective 
economic shelter of the state, communities became directly exposed to the influence of global 
economic flows without the protective role of the state. Especially in the Murmansk region, 
ownership changes of several local mining firms have repositioned them in several cases at the 
bottom of the vertically integrated enterprises (Zimin 2007; Riabova & Didyk 2014). The 
policies of the parent companies, such as outsourcings and investment policies, have impacted 
to well-being of the communities. Because the TCEs are important for their communities, these 
changes in firms’ positionality are as important as communities’ switching positionalities in 
their relations with regions and the state. 
 
Socio-economic restructuring after the collapse of the Soviet Union has significantly changed 
the demographics, economy, and social sphere of the Murmansk region (e.g. Rautio 2003; 
Myllylä 2008; Didyk & Riabova 2012). The region has struggled to move from the old military-
industrial space to a modern regional economy (Rautio & Round 2008: 112). In the process 
several unsustainable secondary industries created by the planned economy have disappeared 
(Didyk & Riabova 2012: 240). This resembles the general trend in market economies’ regional 
economic evolution, whereby regional economies gradually start to concentrate around strong 
regional industries (Neffke et al. 2011). In the post-Soviet period the region has needed to adapt 
to a new economic environment in which external market forces affect regional development 
(Myllylä 2008: 252; Rautio & Round 2008). However, since the beginning of the 2000s 
development in the industrial communities of the Murmansk region has significantly stabilised 
in comparison with the post-Soviet bust of the 1990s (Figure 6). 
 
Globalisation, resource-based development, and institutionalism (which is seen in the 
continuation of Soviet-era governance and business practices) are central trends affecting the 
development of the Murmansk region (Myllylä 2008: 242; Kinossian 2017). Political decisions 
made at different levels play an important role in regional development. State policies are 
especially inportant for regional development (Blakkisrud & Hønneland 2006; Myllylä 2008: 
249; Didyk & Riabova 2012; Didyk 2015; Kinossian 2017). For example, the growing military 
interests of the Russian state in the region may hinder the growth of the transparency needed 
for more diversified regional economic development (Myllylä 2008: 252). 
 
Figure 6 shows the influence of developmental megatrends at various spatial levels in case-
study communities’ local restructuring processes by a process of spatial filtering (Tykkyläinen 
1998a: 350). The author has chosen these megatrends based on his research to highlight the 
most important development trends on his research area, which are central in formation of the 
current geo-economic space of the communities. For example, globalisation and world market 
prices affect the competency of the TCEs of resource communities, which has direct 
consequences for their well-being. Figure 6 demonstrates the influence of positionality in the 
development of resource communities. The first major repositioning moment for the 
communities was the collapse of the Soviet Union, when the decentralisation process in Russia 
exposed them to global market flows. This was followed by the privatisation of enterprises in 
Russia between 1993 and 1995 (Kortelainen & Nysten-Haarala 2009: 15). TCEs became 
independent actors which renewed positionalities in Russian single-industrial resource 
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communities. Furthermore, at the end of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s, in 
conjunction with the Russian state’s recentralisation policies, both JSC Apatit and KGOK were 
placed in vertically integrated holding companies. These enterprises became the owners of most 
major industrial firms in the resource industries of the region (Zimin 2007: 360). This had a 
dual impact on the positionality of the resource communities, as both local industrial and 
political development were recentralised. Hence, at the beginning of the 2000s the case-study 
communities were deeply embedded in their current positionalities within Russia and global 
market flows. However, LGOK has maintained its position without a prosperous holding 
enterprise as an owner. 
 

 
Figure 6. General trends and forces affecting the socio-economic restructuring of Russian 
resource communities, including case-study communities (Figure based on the research of the 
author). 
 
 
3. Theoretical Approach 

This chapter discusses theoretical approaches to the socio-economic restructuring and 
economic diversification of resource communities in the Russian North. 
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3.1. Position of the research and its main concepts 

This study positions itself into locality research tradition with a case study of local socio-
economic restructuring. The core idea of economic geography is to study the formation of new 
economic landscapes as a result of the spatial causalities of the events and geographical 
circumstances which are the basis of economic development (Tykkyläinen 2008: 11; 
Tykkyläinen 2012). The study’s theoretical discussion is positioned within the traditions of 
socio-economic geography and regional research of the socio-economic transformation of post-
Soviet Russia (Bradshaw 1995; Heleniak 1995; Granberg & Riabova 1998; Kauppala 1998; 
Rautio 2003; Brunstad et al. 2004; Round 2005; Blakkisrud & Hønneland 2006; Myllylä 2008; 
Rautio & Tykkyläinen 2008; Petrov 2009; Rasell 2009; Spies 2009; Litvinenko 2011; 
Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014; Kinossian 2017). This study approaches the restructuring of 
the case-study resource communities by analysing the reform of their socio-economic 
landscape, which, according to Tykkyläinen (2012: 265), is a cumulative result of various 
actors, spatio-social relations, societal structures, outside impulses, and natural conditions. The 
study is part of the locality research tradition, which in this study is represented by a resource 
community (e.g. Bradbury 1979; Dale 2002; Rautio 2003; Prokhorova 2014; Kortelainen & 
Rannikko 2015).  
 
The study represents the geographical research tradition in the following concepts: (1) the 
remote resource community (representing the locality research tradition); (2) the single-
industry town; (3) socio-economic restructuring; and (4) economic diversification, which in this 
case is part of the discussion of the economic modernisation of Russia in general. The study 
contextualises the findings with the Russian North in general, peripheral resource-based 
communities, and single-industry towns. The growing interest in socio-economic geography in 
the development of Russia’s northern and Arctic territories has been evident both among 
geographers and social and political scientists (e.g. Hansen & Tønnessen 1998; Rautio 2003; 
Blakkisrud & Hønneland 2006; Tynkkynen 2007; Rautio & Tykkyläinen 2008; Tykkyläinen 
2008; Myllylä 2008; Rasell 2009; Spies 2009; Wilson Rowe 2009; Synberg 2010; Johansen & 
Skryzhevska 2013; Laruelle 2013; Orttung & Reisser 2014; Suopajärvi et al. 2016; Orttung 
2017). Physical, economic, and cultural remoteness characterise the resource regions of the 
Russian North more than their northerness, which is often mystified to explain the uniqueness 
of northern regions in general (Coates 1994). The study therefore contextualises the resource 
communities in the Russian North within a wider framework of a peripheral locality-based 
research approach (see e.g. Varis 1998; Kotilainen 2001; Rautio 2003; Tykkyläinen 2008; 
Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015; Rannikko et al. 2015). Figure 7 shows previous studies that 
have inspired the author in his theoretical positioning of the study. 
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Figure 7.  Previous studies categorised in relation to various dimensions of the study. 
 
Resource communities, single-industry towns, industrial ‘Second Russia’ (Zubarevich 2012), 
and peripheral communities in general represent various forms of peripheral geography. 
Resource communities and single-industry towns share several similarities. Both are usually 
peripheral localities with a homogenous economic and production structure. Both types of town 
share several similarities, such as problems with booms and busts, gendered imbalance in local 
employment, and a need for economic diversification to promote long-term future development 
(e.g. Bradbury 1979; Tykkyläinen & Neil 1995; Hayter 2000; Barnes 2005; Lawrie et al. 2011; 
Didyk 2015; Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015). Resource-based communities usually have a 
single-industry structure. Hence, this study offers valuable insights for researching socio-
economic processes in the periphery (Hayter et al. 2003; Barnes & Hayter 2005), and continues 
the tradition of the institutional strand of evolutionary economic geography (Myllylä 2008: 39; 
Mackinnon et al. 2009; Prokhorova 2014: 34–35) by studying institutional processes as a basic 
element of community restructuring in resource communities. This study investigates the social 
processes in the case-study communities, which is important for the institutional dimension of 
economic geography (Myllylä 2008: 39). 
 
Figure 8 shows the recent discussion and regional dimensions of the study. The study 
approaches local development by globalisation, localisation and glocalisation. It combines 
locality research traditions of resource communities, single-industrial towns, resource 
peripheries and peripheral communities. In this study, the case study communities are 
contextualised within various spatial dimensions: Russian North, Russian Arctic, the 
Murmansk region and the Barents region as well as Second Russia that is an abstract definition 
of peripherality beyond centres of growth. The socio-economic restructuring is positioned in 
post-Soviet context, while the economic diversification is discussed in the context of 
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modernisation of the Russian society. In addition, globalisation is approached from the 
viewpoint of repositioning of the localities.  
 

Figure 8. Spatial and societal dimensions and theoretical approaches of the study. 
 
3.2. Case-study communities at the crossroads of different research traditions 
 
3.2.1. Main concepts: resource community 
 
 ‘Resource geography’ has been seen as old fashioned compared with the geographies of post-
industrial, service-oriented economies (Hayter et al. 2003: 15–18). Remote communities and 
peripheral regions have therefore been traditionally terra incognita: under-studied and under-
theorised within economic geography in comparison with industrial and non-industrial cores 
(Hayter et al. 2003: 15–21, Barnes & Hayter 2005: 467). Nevertheless, resource peripheries are 
valuable for the theory-building of economic geography. Unique industrial, environmental, 
cultural, geopolitical, and positional dimensions which are ignored and not theorised in 
mainstream, core-centric economic geography are found within resource peripheries (Hayter et 
al. 2003: 17–19, Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015, Hayter 2016: 13). 
 
Resource peripheries are ‘contested spaces’, fundamentally different when compared with core 
areas that contain large-scale inner variety (Hayter et al. 2003: 21; Barnes & Hayter 2005: 468). 
Despite their relatively homogenous economic structure concentrating on one field of industry, 
resource peripheries have, however, a high degree of conflict between their competing values, 
voices, and divided interests (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 5; Hayter et al. 2003: 17). Hence, 
regional and local approaches instead of universal development models are also needed (Barnes 
& Hayter 2005: 469). 
 
The resource community research tradition originates in Canadian resource communities at the 
beginning of the twentieth century, when academic works first questioned the impact of 
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positionality on the sustainability of resource communities. The staple thesis concept explained 
the positional limitations of development and the structural dependency of resource regions on 
the state (Innis 1933). Later, booms, busts, dependence, exploitation, and vulnerability emerged 
as new themes (Hayter et al. 2003: 19). Resource communities have also been studied with such 
approaches as resilience (Carlsson et al. 2014; Wilson 2014; Kotilainen et al. 2015; Halseth 
2016), global production networks (Mackinnon 2013), periphery syndrome (Tykkyläinen 
1988), community viability (Aarsaether et al. 2004; Nuikina 2014), sustainability in its various 
forms (Tynkkynen 2006; Southcott & Irlbacher-Fox 2009; Suopajärvi et al. 2016), the 
interdependency of socio-economic well-being and dependency of resource cycles (Lawrie et 
al. 2011; Hajkowicz et al. 2011; Tonts et al. 2012), and the social responsibility of the extractive 
industries (Riabova & Didyk 2014; Kotilainen et al. 2015). Moreover, resource communities 
have offered valuable understanding for institutional core-periphery relations (Barnes 2005; 
Polèse & Shearmur 2006; Halseth et al. 2014; Ellem 2015; Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015), 
historical paternalistic interrelations and their significance in contemporary development 
(Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 2009; Prokhorova 2014), industrial relations (Ellem 2015), 
various dimensions of single-industry and path-dependency (Carson & Carson 2014; 
Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014), specific patterns of fly-in fly-out dynamics between cores 
and peripheries (Spies 2009; Saxinger 2015), neoliberalism (Hayter & Barnes 2012; Ellem 
2015), and socio-environmental relationships (Hayter et al. 2003: 18; Bolotova 2012; Bolotova 
2014). 
 
Resource communities in general are shaped by various external forces. External decision-
making processes, such as policies at national level and in geopolitics, have a great impact on 
the resilience of resource communities (Kotilainen et al. 2016: 311). The volatility of resource 
prices in world markets is a key factor, causing regional and local instability and resulting in 
the unsustainability of the resource-based model of development (Freudenburg 1992: 309; 
Bradshaw 2006: 725; Suopajärvi et al. 2016: 65; Hayter 2016: 14). The impact of globalisation 
has been especially marked in resource peripheries because of the massive impact of exogenous 
and non-local forces on local development following the removal of many protective or 
supportive public programmes in various countries since the 1980s (Hayter et al. 2003: 19; 
Halseth 2016: 10). 
 
The specifics of resource communities are defined by several characteristics related to their 
cultural, social, political, and historical issues as well as to their country or origin. This 
historical legacy manifests itself in factors such as path-dependency and the legacy of a planned 
economy with massive peripheral employment-intensive industrialisation. It presents 
difficulties for Russian resource communities as they seek to reorient themselves economically, 
culturally, socially, demographically, and cognitively from the Soviet legacy to the needs of 
today’s market economy and globalisation (Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014). Hence, an area-
specific understanding of the historical background of the command economy is essential for 
an understanding of the special circumstances of Russian resource communities’ socio-
economic development and prospects. 
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Locality theories (e.g. Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 6–7) usually emphasise the activity of local 
actors (Rautio 2003: 23). This may vary from innovative behaviour to passive adaptation 
(Tykkyläinen 2012: 254). The activity of locals, which the multi-causal theory of Tykkyläinen 
(1998a) defines as the basic requirement, is less than comprehensive in Russian resource 
communities, where locals are limited in local development to playing the role of passive 
recipients of reforms, according to previous studies by Rautio (2003: 72) and Nuikina (2014: 
116), which focus on resource communities with a history of a paternalistic community model. 
This allows external forces and the state to perform as major actors. Moreover, during the 
recentralisation of the 2000s the role of local and regional authorities has been suppressed in 
relation to the state. However, these authorities are now left with smaller resources and a bigger 
responsibility for the provision of social welfare to communities (Blakkisrud & Hønneland 
2006: 14–15; Riabova 2012: 44; Starodubtsev 2014; Kinossian 2017). 
 
3.2.2. Main concepts: the single-industry town 

Research into the socio-economic restructuring of remote northern resource communities and 
natural-resource single-industry towns has been especially popular in North America (e.g. 
Southcott 1998; Hayter 2000; Kuyek & Coumans 2003; Barnes 2005; World Bank 2011: 46; 
Booth & Halseth 2011; Halseth et al. 2006; Markey et al. 2010). However, it was only in the 
2000s that these towns’ problems and political attempts to resolve them received societal and 
academic attention in post-Soviet Russia, when the structural needs of the modernisation of 
Russia’s economic space became evident in the growing attention paid to regional restructuring 
(e.g. Hassink & Shin 2005; Tul’chinskiy et al. 2011: 178). The economic viability of Russian 
single-industry towns received notable government attention during the economic crisis of 
2008–2009 (Crowley 2016: 400). This was followed by academic attention (e.g. Fortescue 
2009; Lyubovny 2009; Komov & Martynov 2011; Zemlyanskii 2011; Uskova et al. 2012; 
Riabova et al. 2013; Anokhin et al. 2014; Turgel’ 2014; Didyk 2015; Crowley 2016). In 2010, 
with signs of economic struggle in several single-industry towns, economic diversification 
became part of Russia’s economic modernisation agenda (Connolly 2011: 431). Since 2014 the 
most recent economic crisis has brought the topicality of single-industry towns in Russian 
society to the fore (Crowley 2016). 
 
Single-industry towns belong to ‘Second Russia’ (Zubarevich 2012), which consists of old-
fashioned industrial towns whose economic competence requires industrial modernisation or 
deindustrialisation. There are several kinds of single-industry town in Russia, ranging from 
industrial to resource and military towns (e.g. Lyubovny 2009; Crowley 2016). Resource-based 
single-industry towns are constituted around deposits of natural resources such as mineral ores. 
They are usually characterised by their remote location. This means that most potential 
alternative industries such as manufacturing, which might boost their economic viability 
through economic diversification (Nuikina 2014), would be unprofitable. The TCEs of the 
single-industry towns of Russia are their existing centres, where various social functions 
deriving from the Soviet era, such as healthcare, infrastructure, and cultural services, were 
provided to their employees by TCEs (Rautio 2003; Razumova 2007: 156; Stepanova 2012; 
Nuikina 2014; Prokhorova 2014). The town and the enterprise share the same history and 



 

31 
 

identity (Razumova 2007: 156; Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 2009: 152; Bolotova & 
Stammler 2010). 
 
In the Russian North many towns are single-industry (Blakkisrud 2006: 39). Hence, the 
economy of the Russian North as a whole depends on the volatility of world market prices, 
which results in economically and socially vulnerable development (Tykkyläinen 2008: 18). 
The establishment of single-industry towns near resource bases in the Russian North 
represented a general trend in the Soviet Union from the 1930s to the 1960s (Uskova et al. 2012: 
8; Prokhorova 2014: 14; Nuikina 2014: 66–69). However, some single-industry towns, such as 
Kostomuksha in the Republic of Karelia (Prokhorova 2014: 71–72), were built in the 1970s and 
1980s, while the oil and gas towns of Yamalo-Nenets were built from the 1960s onwards 
(Saxinger 2015: 87). Since the 1980s temporary communities have also been built as bases for 
oil and gas workers, especially in Western Siberia, where the long-distance working method 
gained increasing popularity (Spies 2009; Nuikina 2014: 154; Saxinger 2015: 87). 
 
3.2.3. Main concepts: socio-economic restructuring 

There are various ways to approach the changes in Russia’s resource communities, such as 
transition (e.g. Johansen & Skryzhevska 2013), transformation (e.g. Kortelainen & Kotilainen 
2003; Rasell 2009) and restructuring (Varis 1998; Rautio 2003). The transition approach was 
dominant in studies of Russian society in the 1990s (e.g. Burawoy & Verdery 1999; Rautio 
2003: 23). Alongside it restructuring was used to explain the transformation of Russian society 
in the 1990s (Stenning 1997; Rautio 2003). As the post-Soviet development of Russia shows, 
transition is problematic due to its assumption that development reflects western market and 
societal values which have not been observed in Russia (Pagè 2011; Nuikina 2014: 91). 
Moreover, transition and transformation are often seen as synonyms (Prokhorova 2014: 24–
26). Hence, due to the shortcomings of transition theory, transformation and restructuring 
approaches without pre-defined goals are arguably better to describe local and state level 
societal change in contemporary Russia. 
 
Restructuring is a continuous evolutionary process which promotes sustainable and diversified 
development at the community level (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 16). Restructuring shapes 
socio-economic processes in communities and therefore forms new geo-economic spaces. It is 
a continuous reform of social and spatial structures (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 7; Tykkyläinen 
2008: 14). Ongoing socio-economic processes expose communities’ long-term vulnerabilities, 
which allows an analysis of the measures needed for the promotion of sustainable development 
and restructuring (Tykkyläinen 2008: 18). During stable and boom development periods 
resource communities generally fail to promote sustainable long-term development (Carson & 
Carson 2011: 374). However, the need for restructuring becomes evident when a crisis threatens 
conditions which have been stable for decades (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 15–16). Thus, an 
external economic shock is needed if an economic restructuring which can dismantle path-
dependency is to be launched (Martin & Sunley 2006: 416–417; Prokhorova 2014: 38; Steen 
& Karlsen 2014). 
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Economic restructuring in Russia generally is crucial for the modernisation of Russian society 
across state, regional, and local economic levels. Russia’s state policies for its resource 
peripheries have been ad hoc, failing to promote long-term sustainable and controlled 
restructuring (Blakkisrud 2006: 38; Tykkyläinen 2010: 257; Kinossian 2017). The successful 
restructuring and reform of the Russian economy require permanent structural socio-economic 
change (Tykkyläinen 2008: 14). Successful restructuring should therefore promote new 
businesses and lead to economic diversification (Prokhorova 2014). 
 
3.2.4. Main concepts: economic diversification and Russian resource communities 

Economic diversification is important for long-term socio-economic sustainability and to 
overcome lock-ins of path-dependency in regional and local development (Nuikina 2014: 36). 
Economic diversification can improve the resistance of the local economy to boom-and-bust 
periods. However, it seldom results in a quick response to economic crises or in answers for 
local and state economies dependent on the resource sector. Economic diversification therefore 
faces difficulties in resource communities and regions which are locked-in to a resource path 
in which the institutionalised relationships of local or regional and external actors maintain the 
existing economic processes based on their historical connections (Hassink 2010: 54; 
Prokhorova 2014: 31). While the postindustrial stage of economy favours centres in job creation 
in comparison with peripheries (Lehtonen & Tykkyläinen 2012), resource communities often 
depend on public support for their economic restructuring and face problems if it is lacking 
(Halonen et al. 2016: 213). Local initiatives for economic development have gained little 
success without the state’s involvement (Halseth 2016: 10). 
 
Remote communities dependent on one resource have limited potential for economic 
diversification compared with communities closer to core regions and markets (Nuikina 2014: 
36). Moreover, historic trade centres can better succeed in economic diversification than single-
industry resource towns, because their historic image can be used as an inspiration for economic 
diversification (Prokhorova 2014: 58). Thus, in the diversification debate the most obvious 
route to diversification within the main resource industry and its spin offs should not be 
overlooked (Kuyek & Coumans 2003: 15). However, the economic potential for diversification 
also depends on the existing industries in certain towns. According to Granberg & Sätre (2017) 
towns with high priority industries offer SMEs great potential for the diversification of 
production, while there are several institutional and other obstacles for locals in promoting spin-
offs in high-priority industries. 
 
3.2.5. Main concepts: community repositioning and self-reflection 

Repositioning 

Positionality describes how localities position themselves in the global economic space 
(Sheppard 2002). In this study positionality concerns the position of community’s enterprises, 
local government and inhabitants in global, national, and regional economic networks (Figure 
9). However, it also has other dimensions: local actors may change positions within the 
community, for example, switching social responsibilities between the town administration and 
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the TCE, which reconfigures their positions and internal roles towards residents and other local 
actors. Changes in external linkages greatly affect the positionalities of local actors. Moreover, 
changes in positionality can also occur because of the activity of the actors themselves, whose 
position with the state and within global economic flows is in continuous flux. The 
repositioning of a locality, also known as changing positionalities or the positionality switch, 
is a result of changes in its positionality related to external linkages, actors, and forces. Changes 
on higher spatial scales, in market forces, in core-periphery relations, or in internal changes of 
positionalities among a community’s actors lead to new positionalities at the local level 
(Nuikina 2014: 32, 202; Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015). 
 
Globalisation is the major external force which affects changing positionalities (Swyngedouw 
2004). Moreover, ownership changes in local industries can lead to dramatic changes in local 
positionality, with direct impacts on local socio-economic development (Kortelainen & 
Kotilainen 2003). Competing development ideologies within the federal state, regions, and 
localities, as well as global flows and changing institutions, influence the operations of local 
and regional economies (Tykkyläinen 2008: 15) and change their positionalities. Switching 
positionality, such as the opening of a formerly closed or semi-closed place, can also boost 
attempts at economic diversification which are sometimes successful (Prokhorova 2014: 77–
79; Kortelainen & Rannikko 2015: 75). Sustainable local development is based on an 
evolutionary process of continuous change in positionalities, both among local actors and 
between the locality and external actors and forces (Nuikina 2014: 205). 
 

Figure 9. Author’s understanding of the repositioning of a peripheral single-industry resource 
community. 
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The author evaluates repositioning as a significant process which influences local socio-
economic restructuring, in which communities take new development paths. Figure 9 shows 
the major repositioning dimensions of a peripheral industrial resource community. The collapse 
of the Soviet Union led to a redefinition of the external linkages of Russian resource 
communities, including a repositioning of their major enterprises in global flows (Kovalzhina 
2009; Fortescue & Rautio 2011; Humphreys 2011). The increasing impact of globalisation, 
along with the loss of privileged status at the beginning of the post-Soviet era, has led to the 
major repositioning of the resource communities of the Russian North (Nuikina 2014: 32). 
 
Self-reflection 
 
Self-reflection is an important element of industrial community restructuring (Fosse 2014). In 
this respect the author has applied a self-reflection approach to the study. This is a personal 
cognitive process, which evaluates the values, preferences, and thought processes of the 
community’s actors (Figure 10). Self-assessment is important for community development, as 
individual choices define a community’s development directions, which may vary between 
evolution, devolution, and stagnation (Tykkyläinen 2015: 45). Evgenia Prokhorova (2014: 35) 
suggests that a re-evaluation of the development path with the active participation of locals is 
needed in communities which are cognitively locked-in to their development path. A successful 
process of self-reflection is therefore a key issue in overcoming path-dependency in 
communities with a mono-industrial path and cognitive lock-ins. Self-reflection is useful in this 
process; it is needed for the reinvention of the town, which Prokhorova (2014) suggests is 
required for successful local socio-economic restructuring. A cutting edge or game changer or 
‘turning-point moment’ requires a response from the community to promote resilience through 
reorientation and renewal (Kotilainen et al. 2016: 297). Successful community restructuring 
and repositioning require most locals to give up passive adaptation and participate actively in 
the restructuring process (Prokhorova 2014; Tykkyläinen 2015: 48). The author argues that 
active self-reflection can promote resilience as well as improve community restructuring and 
repositioning. 
 
The stimulus for self-reflection can be external, such as a socio-economic shock or push from 
higher authorities. However, the self-reflection can be as well internal, such as inborn cognitive 
process within the locality that requires activity of locals in adaptation to changing 
positionalities. The potential for self-reflection depends on community features, such as 
geographical location and distances in functional geographical networks, potential for 
alternative industries in the locality as well as local history and culture. Self-reflection supports 
repositioning of the community. It allows to imagine community beyond its current socio-
economic position and evaluate sustainable future development of the community. Moreover, 
self-reflection improves community viability and resilience to overcome cognitive lock-ins in 
path-dependence, activates locals to promote sustainable socio-economic development and 
seeks ways to utilize diverse local economic potential.  
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Figure 10. Author’s understanding of the process of self-reflection in peripheral resource 
communities. 

The Soviet legacy greatly influences the contemporary development of the resource 
communities of the Russian North. Soviet legacies are often represented in social structures and 
in the thought processes of people in Russian towns, which creates difficulties for their 
adaptation to the needs of the post-Soviet era (Mah 2012: 117; Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 
2014). In Russian resource-based single-industry towns paternalistic relations maintained the 
single-industry economy in the Soviet era (Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 2009). This 
reinforced the local self-images of resource communities as resource producers and maintained 
the local resource path, creating obstacles to economic diversification which resulted in 
cognitive path-dependency and deeply rooted expectations of state paternalism (Prokhorova 
2014: 25; Nuikina 2014: 34). Hence, changing thought processes is crucial for the successful 
economic restructuring of communities in overcoming cognitive lock-ins in development (Mah 
2012: 117; Prokhorova 2014). Successful self-reflection should allow the community to be 
viewed beyond the local resource path, with prospects of a more diversified economy for the 
community as the basis for sustainable long-term development (Razumova 2007: 156–157). 
Ownership changes in major industries, which often lead to massive layoffs and production 
rationalisation (Kortelainen & Kotilainen 2003), give an external impulse to self-reflection. 
Self-reflection has the potential to succeed when the impact of restricting factors such as 
remoteness, a lack of alternatives, and cognitive lock-ins are limited in a particular locality. 
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4. Data and methods 
 
4.1. Survey-based fieldwork – rationale of the chosen method 
 
An approach with mixed methods which combines on-site fieldwork with a survey, statistical 
analysis, and case-study methodology (Tykkyläinen 2000: 24–26; Prokhorova 2014: 65) was 
considered valid and chosen for the study. This method is especially suited to an analysis of a 
range of empirical evidence and has the potential to reveal the existence of different processes 
and mechanisms in case-study communities (Prokhorova 2014: 60; Tykkyläinen 2015). 
Moreover, it can reveal weak signals from resource communities, which can be early signs of 
significant changes such as economic diversification which would be overlooked in a more 
statistical review (Tykkyläinen 2008; Tykkyläinen 2012: 260; Prokhorova 2014: 19–20; 
Tykkyläinen 2015). A mixed method approach with empirical data grounded in fieldwork such 
as observations, interviews, surveys, and appreciative theorising offers occasional socio-
economic signals which are potentially first indications of profound institutional or structural 
changes (Tykkyläinen 2008: 19, Tykkyläinen 2012). Fieldwork-based methods allow an 
understanding of ongoing processes and theorise the current development trends (Varis 1998). 
Statistical analysis as a method alone would be problematic for this study because its emphasis 
is on the economic, evolutionary factors of restructuring (Prokhorova 2014: 60). It might 
therefore fail to reveal several social and cultural aspects of restructuring which are challenging 
to express quantitatively (Prokhorova 2014: 60). Other kinds of data and method are thus 
needed. Because the chosen method includes surveys, it reveals perspectives which the local 
and regional press and statistics would reveal incompletely. 
 
A triangulation of data is used, consisting of a questionnaire survey, expert interviews 
(interviews with the representatives of the towns and the TCEs), and secondary sources, which 
are largely composed of statistics and newspaper articles. The triangulation of methods 
constructs validity and improves the reliability of the data in case studies by highlighting the 
studied phenomenon through various methods (Tykkyläinen 2008: 19; Yin 2014: 45). The 
survey data forms the core of the analysis. A survey method was used as the main method in 
fieldwork because it allows generalisations to be drawn from the questions studied and enables 
the gathering of a large-scale data set from the studied field. Choosing a case of Kovdor, where 
the data was approached by various previously-used theories, provides external validity for the 
study (Yin 2014: 45). The chosen method, which focuses on employees as key informants and 
their perceptions, reveals local values, attitudes, and expectations of regional and local 
development and of global cooperation (Tykkyläinen 2008: 22; Spies 2009: 16; Tykkyläinen 
2012: 268). Fieldwork-based methods give authentic information about the restructuring 
process in the Russian periphery from the perspective of local residents. It extends our 
understanding of the perception of the residents of communities and workers of the TCE of the 
restructuring in their community. The internal validity of the data (Yin 2014: 47) was 
approached by the focus group meetings as well as discussions with scholars in the Kola 
Science Center in Apatity. These discussions encouraged the author to contextualise his 
findings as well as exclude some potential explanations that were raised from the survey data. 
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The thematic interview method was chosen for fieldwork in Revda and Kirovsk to benefit from 
the triangulation of methods. The interviews targeted the achieving of a deeper understanding 
of whether the local cutting edges, the glocalisation of external market forces after the 2009 
crisis, and the external push for economic diversification had changed potential cognitive lock-
ins in these communities, and whether there were signs of a newly diversified local 
development path. Newspaper articles were also used as secondary sources in the fourth article. 
These comparative cases from other mining communities with ongoing restructuring processes 
in the same region also improved the internal and external validity of the data as well as 
constructed the validity. 
 
The study’s empirical data was gathered in fieldworks undertaken between 2010 and 2012 in 
the Murmansk region. However, everything written by the author has been affected by his wide 
impressions of the region gathered during the project’s fieldworks as well as during personal 
journeys before the beginning of the research project. The author has visited the Murmansk 
region on various trips in 2004–2017 and gathered personal experience of the region. During 
his fieldworks in 2010–2012, he visited the region several times that lasted mostly from five to 
ten days. Moreover, the author also visited the region in 2012–2014 in various seminars in 
Murmansk and Apatity where he discussed about the data, his findings and theories with various 
local scholars. Several other trips to different urban and rural locations in the Murmansk region 
as well as more largely in Russia have allowed the author to contextualise his personal 
impressions of the region, its specifics and specific socioeconomic characteristics within Russia 
and within his own world of experience. The general impression of the author about the 
Murmansk region is a relatively prosperous area in comparison with other peripheral regions 
of North-West Russia, excluding St. Petersburg. However, the Soviet-era architectural image 
as a dominant character in the physical structure of the urban settlements hardly changes as the 
diminishing population spreads within the existing housing infrastructure. The urban 
environment has a significant visual Soviet heritage that changes slower than in various other 
regions of Russia with less regressive population dynamics. The industrial heritage dominates 
the views of the industrial towns of the region with various sceneries from moonscape landscape 
with destructed nature to slag mountains and massive combines of extractive industries. 
 
4.2. Data 
 
The case study focuses on the preferences and opinions of the various actors, especially 
residents, of the mining communities. As a methodological approach, the survey was built on 
the experience gained from previous surveys in the Russian North (Rautio 2003; Spies 2009), 
which also place the preferences of the localities’ individuals at the centre of the research. The 
planning of the survey questionnaire was undertaken in the spring and summer of 2010. The 
questionnaire was written in Russian in the summer of 2010 during the author’s fieldwork in 
Yakutia. The survey questionnaire was tested and improved after feedback had been received 
from a small-scale test sample survey that was conducted in the Yakutian coal mining town of 
Neryungri among respondents belonging to a local college closely connected with a local 
mining firm. The questionnaire was translated into English in 2014. 
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The basis of the data consists of a survey (Appendix 1) conducted in September 2010 in Kovdor 
and interviews conducted between 2010 and 2012 in Kovdor, Kirovsk, Revda, and Murmansk. 
The survey was carried out in cooperation with the town-constituting enterprise KGOK, which 
is a subsidiary of Eurochem. KGOK’s workers’ union was a research partner. The survey 
returned 356 completed questionnaires out of a total of 700 distributed. KGOK distributed the 
questionnaire to its workers, who answered independently and without supervision. 
Participation was voluntary. The survey produced both quantitative and qualitative data because 
the survey also contained open-ended questions. 
 
There are some potential problems with this method of data collection – generalisation and 
survey data reliability, for example. Thus, this survey does not attempt to make generalisations 
related to the development of Russia or its single-industry towns. However, the author argues 
that the results can be generalised in the context of single-industry towns characterised by 
resource extraction and peripherality, and located in the Russian North due to comparable 
geographical and socio-economic conditions. Moreover, there is some uncertainty in the results. 
For example, the data may be distorted by KGOK’s role as a partner in the study which 
distributed the questionnaires to potential respondents which causes a risk for the survey data 
reliability (Yin 2014: 48–49). However, if the TCE of Kovdor had not been involved, at least 
as an accepter, it would probably have been impossible to undertake the research. It should also 
be noted that workers’ unions in Russian industrial enterprises are not independent, but 
company tools to deepen workers’ engagement with the company (Rautio 2003; Melin 2005: 
63). This was the case in the author’s main case-study town of Kovdor. This should be 
considered in analysing the results. However, case-study research, as a priority, seeks to reveal 
generalisations related to the existence of processes, mechanisms, reactions, and theoretical 
propositions instead of their precise prevalence in populations (Tykkyläinen 2015: 50). The 
results of the survey should therefore be approached more as directive results, allowing 
generalisations concerning the existence of various phenomena in case-study communities. 
 
When the author was on other research trips to the Murmansk region between 2010 and 2012, 
he undertook interviews with representatives of local and regional administrations and 
enterprises in Kovdor, Kirovsk, and Revda, as well as in the regional capital, Murmansk 
(Appendix 2). The author also used focus-group discussions in Kovdor in 2011 when discussing 
the survey results with representatives of the town, KGOK, and its rank-and-file workers. The 
focus-group interview method was chosen to analyse the survey data more comprehensively, 
as this method provides a deeper understanding of and insights into studied phenomena (Eskola 
& Suoranta 1999: 95–99). The author also used thematic interviews in 2012 in Murmansk, 
Kirovsk, and Revda. The thematic and focus-group interviews provided answers to questions 
arising from the survey’s findings. Table 4 shows the data and methods used in the different 
articles. 
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Table 4. The empirical data analysed in the study’s articles. 
Article  Data Methods 

A1 Survey, interviews Quantitative (frequencies measurement, Pearson 
Chi-Square X2 test), qualityative (semi-structured 
interviews) 

A2 Survey, interviews, focus groups, 
official documents, newspapers 

Quantitative (frequencies measurement), 
qualitative (semi-structured interviews, focus 
groups) 

A3 Survey, interviews, focus groups Quantitative (frequencies measurement, Pearson 
Chi-Square X2 test) 

A4 Interviews, newspapers, official 
documents 

Qualitative (Analysis of interviews and 
newspapers) 

A5 Survey, interviews, focus groups  Quantitative (frequencies measurement), 
qualitative (semi-structured interviews, focus 
groups) 

 
 
5. The preferred actors and development priorities revealed by the Kovdor 
survey 
 
This chapter discusses unpublished data from the Kovdor survey and offers supportive results 
for answering the study’s research questions. 
 
5.1. The preferred leader of the Kovdor district’s development 
 
This subchapter provides supportive data for the answers to the second research question. 
Figure 11 shows that in the Kovdor survey local administration and deputies were chosen as 
the most popular leaders of local development. This reveals a notable preference for local 
decision-making. The second most popular choice, KGOK – Eurochem, reflects support for the 
paternalistic tradition in the community, where local development is led by the TCE. Local 
people was the third most popular choice. The evident dispersion of the answers between the 
various alternatives reveals a general dubiety concerning the ideal leader of local socio-
economic restructuring. The results show an actual desire among locals to influence local 
development despite their minor role in the community’s history. This potential for self-
reflection and repositioning in the community is promoted by the favouring of local actors. 
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Figure 11. Who should have the leading role in the development of Kovdor district? (n=336). 

 
5.2. The priorities of socio-economic restructuring 
 
This subchapter provides supportive data for the answers to the first research question. In the 
Kovdor survey an open question was asked to arrive at a comprehensive understanding of the 
priorities for restructuring from residents’ perspective: ‘What has to be done in Kovdor to 
improve the quality of life and economic activity in different fields of economy in the town? 
Who should have the main role in improving life in Kovdor?’ The replies were classified by 
group, using the principles of grounded theory to gain a deeper understanding of the answers. 
The responses of the survey respondents were divided into the following categories, using 
frequency measurement (Figure 12): social restructuring (1st group); economic restructuring 
(4th group); self-reflection (3rd group); and repositioning (2nd group). Some subcategories of the 
four main categories are shared between two of the main categories. This is explained by the 
fact that the sum of mentions in the four main categories (245) is greater than the number of all 
mentions (n=200). The results of this survey question show the four dimensions of the process 
of restructuring and their interconnections: economic restructuring; social restructuring; 
repositioning of the locality; and self-reflection (Figure 12). The importance of social 
restructuring is prioritised over economic restructuring among the survey respondents. 
Moreover, the notable incidence in local opinion concerning the need for a repositioning of the 
locality showed the necessary potential for self-reflection to overcome path-dependency in the 
community. 
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Figure 12. Opinions of Kovdor survey respondents on priorities for restructuring in Kovdor 
(n=200 mentions from 116 survey respondents). 

 
6. Summary of the study results 
 
6.1. Processes of the socio-economic restructuring (RQ1) 
 
The first research question asked how various socio-economic processes shape the development 
of resource communities in the Russian North. The summary of answers to this question, shown 
in Table 5, is based for the most part on the processes previously presented in Table 3. The 
classification of processes is inspired by the earlier classification of Tykkyläinen (1998b: 316), 
with a few modifications. The table also shows the local and state responses to these processes. 
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Table 5. Processes shaping resource communities and local and state responses. 
PROCESSES Local response State response 
GENERAL: 
Globalisation 

Passive adaptation to global forces 
Paternalistic expectations of state 

protectionism: subsidies and social 
interventions to compensate negative 

socio-economic impacts of the volatility of 
global raw material prices 

Neoliberal social policies 
Ad hoc policies to protect communities 

through strategic selectivity to avoid social 
conflict and support strategic industries 

INSTITUTIO-
NAL: Socio-

economic policies 
of the  state 

Cognitive lock-in (paternalistic 
expectations), local institutions promote 

resource extraction and maintain 
circumstances prone to the resource curse 

Neoliberalism, ad hoc policies, push for self-
reflection on alternative development 

methods, 
promotion of resource extraction as the 

Russian North’s major development method 
INSTITUTIO-

NAL AND 
SECTORAL: 

State and 
resource 

enterprises 

Repositioning of local enterprises in 
vertical production chains: understanding 
the needs of prosperous parent companies 

but maintaining a concern for the local role 
in decision-making 

Promotion of a bigger formal and informal 
role for the state (national champions, state-
controlled vertically integrated companies) 

LOCAL:  
Local socio-

economic 
restructuring 

processes 
Glocalisation 

Inactive adaptation to economic 
restructuring: expectations of active 

participation of external actors and TCE in 
the restructuring process,  

limited efforts to utilise opportunities 
afforded by new positionality 

Neoliberal policies, reaction to potential 
unrest, economic glocalisation partly limited 

because of the impact of the state’s 
recentralisation policies and position of local 

TCEs in vertically integrated domestic 
enterprise structures with decision-making in 

Moscow headquarters 
HUMAN: 
Cognitive 

modernisation 
 
 

Adaptation to globalisation of mining 
industry: Paternalistic expectations, 

resource fatalism,  
concern of more disruption of paternalistic 
community relations and local well-being 
Path-dependency: cognitive lock-ins and 

path-dependent ways of thinking 

Ad hoc top-down push for re-education and 
re-evaluation of current values and 

development path 
Path-dependency: maintaining and 

supporting institutions which promote path-
dependency 

SECTORAL: 
Mining sector 
modernisation 

Fear of loss of work through technological 
modernisation, limited opportunities and 

desire to migrate if work is lost in the TCE 

Push for minimal risk of social instabilities 

POLITICAL: 
Recentralised 
development 

Resource 
nationalism and 
protectionism 

Desire for decentralised local development 
with shelter of paternalism provided by the 

state and regional authorities 
Moderate. Open to foreign cooperation, 

local well-being the biggest concern, 
related to foreign investors and their 

working culture 

Control of local strategic resources through 
various policies, such as the control of the 

parent companies through formal and 
informal agreements 

Relatively open to foreign cooperation, local 
well-being the biggest concern 

 
The author hypothesised that the importance of external forces, especially increasing 
globalisation, and state policies were the major forces affecting the development of Russian 
resource-based communities. The results of the study show that the communities have relatively 
few prospects and real opportunities to guide their own development. Thus, against the second 
hypothesis active repositioning and self-reflection have few opportunities to affect 
development, which is generally defined by the impact of external processes. However, self-
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reflection can promote community viability and local socio-economic sustainability to some 
extent. The study showed the importance of globalisation and global processes in local 
restructuring. As the theoretical framework of A2 showed in general, resource communities are 
positioned as millstones in the process of restructuring, where their development is dependent 
on global volatility. Globalisation as a general process and the global volatility of world market 
prices of natural resources as a sectoral process are the central processes shaping the 
development of the case-study communities. They have deep consequences that also affect the 
general willingness of the community to promote active local repositioning, such as economic 
diversification. The communities therefore seek protection from the state to prevent the 
negatively perceived impacts of globalisation at the local level. The resource communities of 
Russia are significantly dependent on higher level decision-making. However, residents prefer 
local government and the TCE to be the major actors in the community, which reveals that the 
selection of the leader of local development is pragmatic. 
 
The impact of glocalisation on local development is limited. The level of glocalisation, local 
attempts to actively promote repositioning, and self-reflection vary in different Russian 
communities. The previous studies of Kotilainen (2001: 241) and Prokhorova (2014) have 
shown active examples of border towns with international actors in local development in which 
these processes generally differ from the culturally and institutionally closed mining-based 
mono-towns of the Murmansk region. In contrast to the studies of Kotilainen (2001) and 
Prokhorova (2014), this study strengthens the findings of Rautio’s study (2003) that the state, 
rather than the glocalisation of global forces, exercises a strong role in local development, and 
is actively engaged in the processes of self-reflection and repositioning. Hence, the international 
role of the state as a resource producer in the first place maintains and preserves the institutional 
structures favouring resource industries, which consequently define also the development of 
local communities. Local repositioning is limited within international political-economic 
confrontations that restrict the opportunities of the Russian industries to integrate more closely 
to international economic co-operation. 
 
6.2. The role of the various actors (RQ2) 
 
The second research question investigated the actual and locally preferred roles of the different 
actors in the socio-economic restructuring of peripheral resource communities in the Russian 
North. This question analyses the roles of the different actors, including the Russian state, 
regional and local administrations, local people, TCE, other industries, small and medium 
enterprises, and foreign actors in their development (Table 6). 
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Table 6. The role of the different actors in the socio-economic restructuring of peripheral 
resource communities in the Russian North (A = Actual role, E = Expectations). 

ACTOR ACTUAL ROLE & EXPECTATIONS OF THE ROLE BY LOCAL 
RESIDENTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

The Russian 
state 

 

A: Neoliberal social policies, recentralisation: restrictions to free external positioning of 
northern regions and communities; demand for other actors (TCEs and their owners) to 
promote policies targeting social stability in the communities as a priority 
E: Expectations of subsidies and protective role in local development, expectations of 
central driver of the economic diversification of localities and support for local resource 
industries as ‘strategic’, allowing more budgetary resources for the local budget to allow 
the promotion of local restructuring initiatives 

Regional 
administration 
 

A: The voice of resource firms important in decisions of regional government as resource 
industries’ main source of regional budget incomes; supports occasionally unprofitable 
resource industries in prolonging their existence to provide social stability in struggling 
communities; targets social support policies for localities; realisation of state initiatives 
and policies at regional level 
E: Expectations among local people and local administrations that the state and TCEs 
provide social welfare for the localities 

Local 
administration 
 

A: Small, budgetary possibilities limit the opportunities to promote local interests; 
difficult adaptation to responsibilities given in post-Soviet era by TCE 
E: Desire for bigger role proposed by locals. However, expectations towards TCE as the 
main provider of welfare, expectations of redefinition of state-locality relationship in 
fiscal federalism, increasing transparency in the management culture 

Local people 
 

A: Relatively small role, path-dependent disbelief and lack of opportunity to influence key 
issues in local development 
E: More active role expected in promoting general prosperity in the community through 
locals’ active participation, administration tries to push locals to activate local 
entrepreneurship 

TCE:   
 

KGOK 
(Kovdor),  

 
LGOK 

(Revda),   
 

JSC Apatit 
(Kirovsk) 

Kovdor: A: central role in Kovdor, provider of welfare, social services and programmes 
in the town, thanks to parent company Eurochem’s financial strength (E: Expectations of 
driver of economic diversification, expectations by locals shown in redefining the role in 
the community between the company and local administration) 
Revda: limited economic opportunities provide economic shelter for Revda; social 
functions in the community limited (E: expectations of larger state support for the TCE 
by naming it as strategic) 
Kirovsk: also plays a role in economic diversification; supports self-reflection in the 
community by viewing it beyond resource path; also promotes economic diversification 
policies through the parent company FosAgro (E: high expectations in the town 
administration of support for development of tourism and social sphere instead of market-
oriented restructuring of the enterprise) 
In general: avoiding massive layoffs to sustain social stability in the communities and 
keep enterprises working; plays the main role in the economic repositioning of the 
locality, with policies related to FDI and firm’s international positionality  

Other 
industries, 

SMEs 
 

A: Relatively small role; supportive role; TCE the direction-defining and identity- and 
image-forming enterprise in the communities; potential to flourish when existing potential 
is promoted and properly invested in its development (tourism in Kirovsk) 
E: Resource-pathed localities (Kovdor, Revda): Unrealistic belief in authorities’ 
potential to effect economic diversification in official statements with the aim of being 
awarded federal budgetary transfers; actual disbelief in new economic paths shown in 
path-dependent policies; community with limited resource path (Kirovsk): realistic 
expectations of other industries in local economic development 

Foreign actors 
(foreign 

investors, 
other foreign 

actors) 
 

A: Relatively little interest in natural resource industries of Russia except for oil and gas; 
little interest in natural resource industries of the Murmansk region; potential role 
restricted by formal and informal restrictions, depending on the state’s changing policies 
as well as tendencies in international relations and resource nationalism; restrictions to 
cooperation between Russian regions and foreign countries 
E: Preference for domestic actors to play main role in local socio-economic development; 
evaluation based on their role in local socio-economic well-being: suspicion of foreign 
investors because of fear of their anti-paternalistic social policies 
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The author hypothesised that the TCEs have maintained their central role in the socio-economic 
restructuring in peripheral resource communities. The state’s role has diminished in the socio-
economic development because of its neoliberal policies. Locals also prefer the TCE as a central 
player in the local socio-economic restructuring, but expect the state to play a bigger role as a 
provider of local welfare (Figure 13). For the most part the hypothesis was proved correct, but 
also revealed differences in the roles of various actors in different communities. There were 
also big differences in the role and expectations of local actors in relation to the state and TCEs. 
These expectations show incomplete self-reflection, which favours directing major 
responsibilities for other actors over the locals themselves. 
 

 
Figure 13. The ‘town-constituting’ enterprises have traditionally been central actors in the 
mining towns of the Murmansk region (view from the Kovdor’s town administration towards 
KGOK, 17 May 2011). 
 
6.3. Prospects for economic diversification (RQ3) 
 
The third research question aimed to establish the potential for economic diversification in 
peripheral resource communities in the Russian North. Tables 7 and 8 show the results of this 
study. Table 7 shows the obstacles and challenges to economic diversification. Table 8 also 
reveals the roles of the various actors involved in economic diversification. 
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Table 7. Prospects for economic diversification in the resource communities of the study (Ko 
= Kovdor, Re = Revda, Ki = Kirovsk). 

POTENTIAL FOR ECONOMIC DIVERSIFICATION 
Kovdor Revda Kirovsk 

Resource-based diversification: 
internal diversification of mining 

industry with diversified production of 
KGOK and former Kovdorslyuda; no 
real potential for alternative industries 

Internal diversification of mining 
industry, no real potential for 

alternative industries, long-term 
potential for nature to be utilised for 

tourism 

Internal diversification 
of mining industry 

which has diversified 
with NPWC income, 

real potential for nature 
to be utilised for 

tourism, and an existing 
tradition of tourism 

Processes OBSTACLES AND CHALLENGES TO ECONOMIC 
DIVERSIFICATION 

General Resource-based locality with institutions and culture based on resource extraction (‘resource 
fatalism’) (Ko, Re), remoteness and lack of obvious potential beyond mining industry (Ko), 
local policies do not support economic diversification (Ko, Re), resource-based locality 
where institutions are supportive of existence of an alternative industry (Ki) 

Political Shortage of serious actors promoting economic diversification (Ko, Re), positionality at the 
bottom of the industrial vertical of Eurochem – interests of the external holding company 
define the concrete utilisation of local resource potential (Ko), shortage of serious actors 
promoting economic diversification (Re), position as a primary producer for unstable 
purchasers struggling to effectively utilise the mineral potential of LGOK, diversification of 
mining industry based on great local mineral potential difficult without prosperous owner 
(Re), interests of the resource industry prioritised at the local level, rendering potential needs 
of other industries secondary (Ki), diversification of mining industry: utilisation of 
Fedorova Tundra faces setbacks partly because of difficulties of foreign firms in utilising 
Russia’s strategic deposits (Ki); diversification beyond mining industry: the economic 
diversification of tourism suffers from international relations unsupportive of foreign 
tourism in Russia (Ki) 

Sectoral Resource firms based on production of staples with low-value added in resource 
communities (Ko, Re), lack of prosperous vertical ownership structure behind the TCE (Re), 
no major obstacles as utilisation of mineral potential well organised (Ki) 

Local Physical and logistical remoteness, limited opportunities for alternative industries in the 
local environment (Ko, Re), local conflicts of interest between mining and recreational use 
of land (Ki) 

Human Shortage of diversified human skills, cultural remoteness, challenge of re-education of 
workers for new industries (Ko, Re), relative shortage of diversified human skills, challenge 
of re-education of workers for new industries (Ki) 

Cognitive Resource fatalism of actors who could promote economic diversification in their positions, 
‘historical place-images’ support self-images as a resource locality (Ko, Re), lack of 
resource fatalism in the locality, potential to see beyond mineral extraction, historically 
developed place-images with tourism supportive of economic diversification (Ki) 

Institutional Path-dependency supporting resource development (resource curse) (Ko, Re), institutions 
supporting needs of resource industries as a priority (Ko, Re, Ki) 

Structural Path-dependency supporting resource extraction (resource curse) (Ko, Re), remote resource 
locality which does not attract innovative people who could be drivers of economic 
diversification, economic diversification dependent on investments of big companies such as 
the TCE (Ki) 

Economic Economic remoteness, limited finances to promote economic diversification by local 
administration or local non-resource-based business community (Ko, Re), investments in 
alternative industries dependent on the prosperity of the main resource industry (economic 
dependency of the well-being of the mining industry) (Ki) 
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Table 8. Roles in economic diversification in the case-study region. 

EXTERNAL ACTORS IN THE COMMUNITIES 
Russian State 
(and federal 
ministries) 

External push for economic diversification, ad hoc solutions to avoid conflicts and 
guarantee social stability in struggling SIRTs instead of long-term policies, state 
programmes struggle to activate local economic diversification 

Regional 
administration 

Intermediaries between the state and the localities: guiding mono-communities to 
diversify their economies; need to fulfil the requirements of the state and activate 
mono-communities to reflect on their development; promotion of regional programmes 
for economic diversification 

Parent 
companies of 

TCEs 

Positive attitude needed, parent companies for the most part national champions or 
national firms following and supportive of national agendas, positive role of TCE in the 
inception of diversification important and support for economic diversification during 
further steps of the process helpful, support for diversification initiatives to promote 
community viability, permissive attitude of TCEs towards economic diversification 
without conflicting interests needed for successful economic diversification. 

External 
investors 

Needed in large-scale investment projects (private funding obligatory in projects with 
public-private funding), problems in their commitment (Revda), state’s participation 
practically needed: diversification dependent on the traditionally responsible actors of 
the local economic development; state and the resource company 

LOCAL ACTORS IN THE COMMUNITIES 
Town-

constituting 
enterprise 

Central role in local economic diversification: providing spin offs, sponsoring 
alternative industries, central role in the creation of CIPs, luring investors, re-education 
of locals, also defines the general atmosphere of the community in relation to economic 
diversification, the level of resource fatalism depends greatly on TCEs and their formal 
and informal attitudes 

Local 
administration 

Limited resources for the promotion of economic diversification. The role differs 
depending on the locality’s realistic potential and resource fatalism. In communities 
with a high level of resource fatalism an external push is needed for a self-reflection of 
resource paths and the potential for economic diversification, and a need to demonstrate 
commitment to fulfilment of state agendas to the authorities that may lead to unrealistic 
‘showy project’ plans. 

Local people Main role at grassroots level economic diversification in service sector, based mainly 
on providing services for the other residents of the communities, relatively small role 
related to large-scale diversification that could generally affect communities’ raison 
d’etre, expectations that other actors will undertake initiatives in local economic 
restructuring 

Local SMEs Major role expected in official statements and plans by state and regional government, 
limited opportunities to provide as big a role as expected in stagnating communities 

 
The author hypothesised that despite several country-specific circumstances in Russian 
resource communities the general structural and institutional difficulties of economic 
diversification in resource communities were likely also to be evident in Russia. The study 
showed both global and specific problems for the geo-economic area studied. However, the 
general factor for problems of economic diversification was the lack of realistic alternatives to 
economic diversification because of the communities’ remote location. 
 
The results showed that in general the potential for economic diversification derives largely 
from resource-based development. The internal diversification of the mining industry often has 
the most potential for economic diversification in mining-based resource communities. It 
therefore does not change the raison d’etre or positionality of communities and requires little 
self-reflection. However, diversification towards new development paths and other industries 
faces several challenges if it is to be realised. The study revealed structural and institutional 
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processes which are common obstacles for economic diversification in resource communities. 
Especially, remoteness in its various forms – physical, cultural, economic, institutional, and 
cognitive – is a hindrance to their economic diversification. Resource communities’ remoteness 
entrenches their institutionally peripheral positionality. The case of Revda especially showed 
the cognitive lock-in typical of mono-industrial communities (Prokhorova 2014: 35). 
Moreover, historically formed place-images (Prokhorova 2014) have an impact on the potential 
for local self-reflection to promote aspirations of economic diversification, which is seen in the 
differences between Revda and Kirovsk (Figures 14 & 15). The study also showed that the 
limited activity of locals, seen in passive adaptation to socio-economic restructuring, also 
limited communities’ opportunities in seeking economic diversification. The self-reflective role 
of the locals may improve economic diversification in non-priority industries such as tourism. 
However, the diversification of resource industries is largely enabled by the activity of big 
business. 
 

   
Figures 14 & 15. Historical place images and nature potential allow to promote economic 
diversification in Kirovsk both on extractive industries and tourism (Figure 14: 21 Sep 2008; 
Figure 15: 9 Mar 2007). 
 
 
7. Conclusions and discussion 
 
This study has shed light on the processes of socio-economic restructuring in Russian single-
industry resource communities in the Murmansk region. Figure 16 summarises the study’s 
findings by showing the transformation from the Soviet-era model of community relationships 
to the present model. It shows the socio-economic restructuring, self-reflection, and switching 
positionalities which lead in a continuous evolutionary process to the formation of new geo-
economic landscapes in Russian SIRTs. The transformation of relationships between various 
actors plays a crucial role in the reform of the processes of socio-economic restructuring in 
resource communities. 
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Figure 16. Post-Soviet socio-economic restructuring as a spatial evolutionary process in 
Russian SIRTs (SIRT = Single-industry resource town). 
 
The state and TCE are central players in socio-economic restructuring, despite the changes in 
their positionality especially when the Soviet model is compared with the present community 
relationships model, which describes the situation in the decade in the aftermath of the global 
financial crisis. The results show the importance of the TCE’s well-being as an essential feature 
of resource communities. The model based on the results and theories of the study especially 
shows the importance of TCEs’ changing positionalities in resource communities. The TCE, as 
Figure 16 shows, is the central actor in the positionality switches between various actors in 
resource communities, because several internal and external linkages and dependencies are 
connected with it. Despite the switching responsibilities between the TCE and local 
administrations following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the role of TCEs has not diminished, 
and it is as important as ever in most communities where economic diversification has failed to 
transpire. 
 
The study shows no clear signs of change in the resource path of the Russian North towards 
long-term socio-economic sustainability with a diversified economic base promoted by 
communities’ active self-reflection and repositioning. The current resource-based development 
path is hardly being challenged and is maintained by several processes, including general, local, 
historical, economic, human, sectoral, and political. Moreover, the prospects for economic 
diversification also depend on the welfare and support of resource industries both in Russia 
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generally and in resource communities in particular. Nevertheless, distance from the markets is 
a central problem that limits the possibilities for economic diversification. 
 
The study has demonstrated the importance of globalisation and global forces in local 
restructuring. External processes affecting the restructuring and current development of Russian 
resource communities are largely beyond the control of their local actors. This illustrates the 
second article’s theoretical framework, which describes the restructuring process as a millstone, 
where local development is the result of a combination of external forces, leaving the local 
community as a relatively passive recipient. However, various processes of state involvement 
and restrictions to local development also play an important role in local development. The 
process of glocalisation in Russian resource communities is therefore partly restricted by the 
state, because both local industrial and political development are centralised and national actors 
are gatekeepers of local resource communities’ positionality. The study’s local examples 
demonstrate the problems of the top-down approach to Russian modernisation, which continues 
to leave local communities as passive adaptors to top-down policies, as Tykkyläinen (2012) 
shows. 
 
This study highlights that the process of self-reflection is important among locals as a personal 
cognitive process, which is required in a continuous process of sustainable socio-economic 
restructuring. The expectations of state paternalism represented in various resource 
communities illustrate the global difficulties to diversify face in resource communities. Future 
expectations emerge as generally low in the case-study communities, which poses a question 
for the future socio-economic viability beyond resource extraction in the Russian North’s 
single-industry resource communities. Communities’ limited self-reflection is underlined by 
the finding that diversification efforts are highly dependent on the authorities’ actions instead 
of those of locals. The study therefore strengthens the understanding that sustainable local 
socio-economic development requires the active participation of locals through self-reflection. 
 
Changes in international relations since 2014 and their consequences both for Russian 
development and for local resource communities have probably strengthened resource-based 
development at least in the short term, because resource industries do not require the same level 
of transparency as several other industries. These developmental ‘wild cards’ (Myllylä 2008: 
58–59), such as the impact of unstable international relations on local resource industries, can 
greatly influence resource communities’ socio-economic development. The case of Kirovsk 
shows that local initiatives also exist in communities which are not locked-in to the resource 
path, as Prokhorova (2014) has shown in the case of Kostomuksha. However, in communities 
with a resource curse the process of repositioning the community is greatly dependent on top-
down policies and processes instead of local efforts. The case of Kirovsk in this study shows 
that active support for self-reflection in the community by local authorities such as former and 
present town leaders has boosted local tourism development. This has resulted in the growth of 
a small business tourism infrastructure in Kirovsk. This self-reflection, which was already 
encouraged in the town before the end of the Soviet era, has created a supportive atmosphere 
and the institutions needed to exploit the varied potential of local resources. This has also 
allowed Kirovsk to continue to develop its secondary industry in the present era. 
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The case-study method generated rare and unique insights into the studied resource 
communities, with a grassroots view of trends and indicators of their weak socio-economic 
development (Tykkyläinen 2008; Prokhorova 2014: 19–20), including the problems presented 
by the top-down approach to their economic diversification. Alongside previous studies, such 
as Rautio (2003) and Spies (2008), this study therefore offers valuable data for comparative 
case studies and further analyses of the socio-economic change and the preferences and choices 
of residents in the resource communities of the Russian North. However, since the survey in 
2010 several external trends affecting the socio-economic development, repositioning, and self-
reflection of Russian resource communities have changed. Nevertheless, it may be argued that 
several questions in the Kovdor survey might now produce different results due to changes in 
the internal and external forces affecting Russian resource communities. This also shows the 
importance spatial and temporal contextualisation has for the findings. For example, the 
preferred international business connections and positionality revealed in Article 5 have 
probably changed in conjunction with the transformation of Russia’s general international 
relations. These relations have seen twists and turns in recent years, with increasingly hostile 
attitudes in Russia towards the EU and USA with the worsening economic-political relations 
following the annexation of Crimea in 2014. This has had consequences for the socio-economic 
development of Russia as a whole, and it has had direct and indirect consequences for its 
resource communities. 
 
The special historically developed positionality of the relations of various actors in Russian 
single-industry resource communities has affected the formation of current processes of socio-
economic restructuring in general, as shown in Figure 16. The findings of this study cannot 
therefore be easily adapted to resource communities in general, but need to be interpreted in 
their spatial context. However, when the spatio-temporal and place- and country-specific 
findings of the study are discounted, we still find some results generally relevant to resource 
communities. Structural and institutional factors based on cognitive lock-ins of development, 
path-dependency in general, difficulties of economic diversification, resource fatalism, and 
economic positionality in global flows, as shown in the results in Table 7, are among the results 
describing resource communities in general. Hence, several findings of the study are universally 
shared by resource communities, as shown in various previous studies in different countries 
(e.g. Rautio 2003; Carson & Carson 2014; Prokhorova 2014; Nuikina 2014; Halseth 2016). 
 
The study shows that external processes have an especially significant impact on the socio-
economic development of Russian resource communities. In his study Mattias Spies (2009: 68) 
suggests further research into the impact of the global economic crisis on the development of 
the Russian North is needed. The author also argues that the importance of the global economic 
crisis and its consequences as driving forces of the socio-economic development of the Russian 
North are important and should form the basis of further study. The crisis of 2008–2009 has 
expanded to encompass political and structural, as well as economic, dimensions in the 
aftermath of the 2014 Ukrainian crisis. These recent extreme events (Tykkyläinen 2015) have 
changed several general features related to the development of Russian resource communities. 
This may prompt further research, focusing on state policies and their consequences for the 
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resource-based development of the Russian North. This should improve the contextualisation 
of the development of the resource communities of the Russian North in the new socio-
economic-political landscape which reproduces their positionality and affects their self-
reflection. 
 
This study builds upon discussions of resource peripheries and resource communities by 
bringing new and rethoughted traditional theoretical approaches to the studies of these fields. 
Geographically the study provides improved understanding of contemporary changing human 
geography in the industrial and urban Russian North. This study points to the need for further 
study of the structural and institutional dependencies and interdependencies of resource 
extraction in resource communities, such as path-dependency, resource path, and resource 
curse. The author encourages further research to more deeply explore the structural, 
institutional, economic, political, and cognitive issues which promote resource-based 
development both in resource communities in general and Russia in particular. This study 
should also inspire comparative case studies, both in other countries and in other Russian 
regions beyond the Russian North. 
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Анкета разработана для опроса работников Ковдорского ГОКа и жителей города Ковдор и района .
Анкета анонимная.
Исследование проводится в рамках научного проекта Академии Финляндии по теме
"Интеграция России в мировую экономику посредством прямых иностранных инвестиций".
Частью этого проекта является докторское диссертационное исследование Туомаса
Суутаринен, докторанта университета Хельсинки на тему «Инвестиции в нефтяной и
горнодобывающей промышленности России: инвестиции из России и в Россию".
http://blogs.helsinki.fi/varautio/akatemiatutkijaprojekti/abstract . 
Более подробную информацию по исследованию и анкете Вы можете получить:
-от научного консультанта Олега Андреева, директора Баренц-центра социальных исследований,
профессора филиала Балтийского института экологии, политики и права в г. Мурманске. Его
имэйл atlas3@rambler.ru и телефон 921 2726555
-от руководителя проекта Академии Финляндии, доктора Веса Раутио, университет Хельсинки,
vesa.rautio@helsinki.fi и
-от Туомаса Суутаринен, докторанта географического факультета университета Хельсинки,
tuomas.suutarinen@helsinki.fi .

Пожалуйста, обведите соответствующую цифру, которая содержит наиболее правильный,
с вашей точки зрения, ответ.

АНКЕТА

1. Вначале, пожалуйста, расскажите о себе и своей семье

1.1. Сколько Вам полных лет? ________лет.
1.2. Пол:        1. Мужской 2. Женский
1.3. Семейное положение:       1. не женат/не замужем 2. в браке/в гражданском браке

         3.  разведён(а) 4. вдовец/вдова
1.4. Сколько у Вас детей? _______      1.4.а. Сколько детей проживает сейчас с Вами? _______ 
1.5. Сколько людей проживает сейчас с Вами в одной квартире, доме?________ 

2. Ваши жизненные обстоятельства

2.1. Где Вы постоянно проживаете? Укажите город/поселок (и область, если это не Мурманская
область) __________________________________________________________________________ 
2.2. Как долго Вы проживаете в этом городе/поселке? _____ лет или ____ месяцев.
2.3. Как Вы считаете, условия и образ жизни населения Вашего населённого пункта ближе:
    1 к сельскому поселению        2 к городскому поселению        3 затрудняюсь ответить
2.4. Как долго Вы проживаете в Мурманской области? ____ лет или ____ месяцев.
2.5. Где Вы родились? (город/поселок, субъект федерации и страна, если не Россия)
_________________________________________________________________________________
2.6. В каком ещё другом месте Вы жили (в дополнение к месту рождения и текущему месту
жительства)?
__________________________________________________________________________________
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2.7. а. Каким образом Вы стали жителем этого населенного пункта, города Ковдор?
1) родился/родилась
2) приехал(а) с родителями
3) через брак
4) приехал(а) из-за высокой заработной платы, в _______ тыс. рублей в месяц
5) я нашел/нашла работу по своей специальности
6) отправили по направлению после окончания учебы
7) я приехал(а) сюда по оргнабору или по комсомольской путёвке
8) я был репрессирован или сослан и остался после этого в Мурманской области и
попал(а) туда, где сейчас живу, в каком году? ________________ 
9) что-нибудь другое, что?______________________________________________ 

2.7. б. Как и когда Ваши родители, бабушки и дедушки прибыли в Мурманскую область, если они
жили в других регионах СССР/России?

Напишите, если Вы знаете.
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________
2.8. Ваши условия проживания?
        1. свой дом        2. своя квартира        3. снимаю квартиру
        4. у родителей / у родственников       5. в коммуналке или в общежитии
        6. другой вариант, какой? _______________________________________________________ 
2.9. Есть ли у Вас квартира / дом в других регионах России или за границей или Вы
собираетесь приобрести таковые?  (Если да, то где?)  
__________________________________________________________________________________
2.9.1. Если у Вас имеются квартира / дом в другом регионе или заграницей, планируете ли Вы
уехать туда навсегда?
__________________________________________________________________________________
2.9.2. Когда Вы планируете уехать?
___________________________________________________________________________
2.10. Какую денежную сумму Вы получаете / зарабатываете в месяц?

А. до 10 т.р. В. 20-35 т.р. Д. 60-100 т.р.
Б. 10-20 т.р. Г.  35-60 т.р. Е. от 100 т.р. и выше

2.11. Каков совокупный доход Вашей семьи в месяц?
А. до 15 т.р. В. 30-50 т.р. Д. 80-120 т.р.
Б. 15-30 т.р. Г. 50-80 т.р. Е. от 120 т.р. и выше

2.12. На Ваш взгляд, если сравнивать Ваши личные ежемесячные доходы со средним уровнем
доходов в Вашем городе, то они

1. выше среднего уровня в городе
2. приблизительно на среднем уровне в городе
3. ниже среднего уровня в городе

 2.13. Вы получаете вашу зарплату вовремя, без задержек, например, в последние 10 лет?
1. Да                                                          2. Нет
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 2.14. Если вы ответили "нет" тогда, когда у вас были проблемы, чтобы их получать её во
время?
        1. в течение последнего года 2. в течение последних 5 лет
        3. в течение последних 10 лет 4. да, задержки зарплаты бывают, но незначительные

3. Ваше образование

3.1. Какое у Вас образование?
1 начальное 2 неполное среднее 3 общее среднее
4 ПТУ, училище 5 техникум, колледж 6 незаконченное высшее
7 студент, ещё учусь 8 высшее
9 что-то еще, что?______________________________________________________ 

4. Ваша работа

4.1. Где вы работаете сейчас?
1. В горнодобывающем секторе
Если, да, то какая компания, цех, участок ______________________________________ 

2. В другой сфере занятости? Где? ____________________________________________ 
3. В настоящее время я безработный
4. Я студент
5. Что-то еще, что? ___________________________________________________________ 

4.2. У вас есть вторая работа или другие источники доходов, кроме основной работы?
1.Да                                                                                      2. Нет
3. Если да, то в каком секторе / какая работа _____________________________________ 

4.3. Считаете ли Вы, что в настоящее время работаете по специальности, которую Вы получили после
окончания Вашего учебного заведения?

1. Да                                                                                      2. Нет
Если Вы ответили да, перейдите на вопрос 4.5. Если ответили, нет, отвечайте на следующий вопрос.

4.4. Если Вы не работаете по Вашей специальности, то считаете ли Вы, что есть возможность найти
работу с Вашей специальностью в вашем городе или районе?
             1. Да         2. Нет       3. Да, есть такая возможность, но я не хочу работать по своей специальности
4.5. Вы работали раньше в других городах на горнодобывающих предприятиях?
                       1. Да. Если да, то где и какие годы? ____________________________________          2. Нет
4.6. Вы работали за границей?                    1. Да                                                           2. Нет

Если да, то когда и где
_________________________________________________________________________ 
4.7. У Вас есть другие рабочие квалификации (образование или опыт работы), в дополнение к вашей
текущей работе?
           1. Да. Если да, то какие? ________________________________________                2. Нет
4.8. Если Вы живете с кем-то, кем и где ваш партнер работает? __________________________________ 
4.9. Сколько дней длится Ваш отпуск в течение года?   __________ дней
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Следующие вопросы (4.10., 4.11., и  4.12.) связаны с вами, если вы работаете в горнодобывающей
промышленности. Если вы не работаете в горнодобывающей промышленности, то на эти
вопросы Вы можете не отвечать, и можете перейти к вопросу 5. 

4.10. Где Вы работаете? (пожалуйста, обведите один номер.)
1 Администрация 2 Техобслуживание
3 Производство 4 Исследования
5 Транспорт 6 Услуги / Социальная сфера
7 Другие, что? ________________________________________________________________ 

4.11. По специальности Вы?  (пожалуйста, обведите один номер.)
1 Управленец 2 Супервайзер / инженер
3 Рабочий /персонал 4 Другое, что?  _________________________________________ 

4.12.1. Сколько времени занимает Ваша поездка от дома до работы? _______________________________ 
4.12.2. Каким транспортом Вы пользуетесь чтобы добраться от дома до работы? ___________________ 
4.12.3. Сколько стоит день Ваш проезд на работу и обратно? ________________________________
4.12.4. Сколько у Вас рабочих дней в неделю? ______________________________________________ 

5. Вопросы, имеющие отношение к городу Ковдор

5.1. Расскажите, как Вы оцениваете город Ковдор
как место Вашего жительства?

5.1.1. Ковдор как населенный пункт, чтобы жить …......................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.2. Жилищно-коммунальные услуги в Ковдоре......................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.3. Возможности для организации досуга в Ковдоре ……………. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.4. Ковдор как место для обучения и развития детей ……………. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.5. Магазины и услуги в Ковдоре …………………….................. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.6. Транспортная сеть в Ковдоре …………………………........... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.7. Культурная жизнь в Ковдоре (кинотеатры, театры и т.д)…… 1        2      3      4        5 
5.1.8. Ковдор как место работы....................................................... 1        2      3      4        5

5.2. Скажите, что вы думаете о следующих
предложениях связанных с Ковдором

5.2.1. Ковдор является привлекательным развивающимся
центром ……………………………………………………........... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.2.2. Ковдор является периферийным промышленным
местом и не может привлечь новых работников………………. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.2.3. Удаленность Ковдора является проблемой................................. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.2.4. Ковдор является идеальным местом для проживания
семей с детьми........................................................................................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.2.5. В Ковдоре есть чувство общности между людьми…………….. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.2.6. Ковдор – это комфортный город для проживания в нём…. 1        2      3      4        5 
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5.3. Расскажите, что вы думаете о следующих утверж-

дениях, связанных с Ковдором и Мурманской областью

5.3.1. В Ковдоре слишком мало вакантных рабочих мест ………….. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.2. В Ковдоре не удастся найти новую работу, если я потеряю

свою нынешнюю работу……………........................................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.3. От развития ГОКа зависит судьба людей в Ковдоре………… 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.4. Безработица является серьезной проблемой в Ковдоре............. 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.5. Преступность является серьезной проблемой в Ковдоре........... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.6. Проблемы загрязнения окружающей среды представляют

серьёзную угрозу для Ковдора...................................................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.7. Правительство РФ поддерживает Ковдор в социальной сфере

и производстве ……………………….......................................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.8. Планы правительства РФ по переселению жителей Крайнего

Севера являются потенциальной угрозой для Ковдора ............ 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.9. Трудности с поставками энергоносителей являются

глобальной проблемой Ковдора................................................ 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.10. Перебои в поставках электрической энергии являются

текущей проблемой Ковдора........................................................ 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.11. Проблемы с отоплением домов в зимнее время часто

бывают в Ковдоре.................................................................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.12. Уменьшение населения является проблемой Ковдора …...... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.13. Отъезд людей является проблемой Ковдора........................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.14. Расстояние до центральной России - это проблема для

Мурманской области ............................................................... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.15. Плохие дороги являются проблемой для Ковдора................... 1        2      3      4        5
5.3.16. Стоимость продуктов в Ковдоре очень большая............... 1        2      3      4        5 
5.3.17. Стоимость коммунальных услуг высокая в Ковдоре …… 1        2      3      4        5 

6. Следующие вопросы, связанны с перспективами Ковдора

6.1. Комфортно ли Вы чувствуете себя, живя в данном населённом пункте?
1 да                          2 затрудняюсь ответить             3 нет

6.2. Если бы представилась возможность сменить место жительства, куда бы Вы переехали?
1 никуда     2 в город      3 в село (деревню) 4 в посёлок городского типа

6.3. По Вашему мнению, где лучше жить?
                      1 в городе         2 в деревне       3 в посёлке городского типа
6.4. После того как ваша работа закончится и / или вы уйдете на пенсию, где бы Вы хотели жить?
                       1 На том же месте, как сейчас

2 В другой местности, но в этом же регионе
3 В другом регионе ______________________ (область и / или города, если они известны)
4 Я хотел бы переехать, но мне некуда ехать
5 При сохранении размера северной пенсии, согласен переехать в другой регион
страны
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6.5. Если в будущем вы собираетесь остаться в Ковдоре (или районе), ответьте на
следующие вопросы 6.5.   

Если в будущем вы хотите покинуть Ковдор (или район), перейдите к вопросу 6.6. 

6.5. Какие утверждения могут побудить Вас оставаться в
Ковдоре (Пожалуйста, обведите один номер для каждого
заявления в соответствии с его важностью для вас.)

6.5.1. Я здесь родился .............................................................................. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.2. Я чувствую, что это моя единственная родина............................ 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.3. Мне нравится образ жизни в Ковдоре и Мурманской
области...................................................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.4. Я живу здесь уже долго и здесь мой дом ………………………. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.5. В нашем городе приятно жить и работать.................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.6. Я чувствую себя комфортно в небольшом городе....... ………… 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.7. Я бы не хотел жить в большом городе.......................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.8. Мне нравится жить в отдаленности.............................................. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.9. Мне нравится природная среда вокруг Ковдора.......................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.10. Моей семье нравится здесь жить................................................. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.11. У меня или у моей супруги здесь близкие родственники…….. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.12. У меня в Ковдоре есть хорошие друзья...................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.13. Ковдор это хорошее место, чтобы растить детей…………….. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.14. Мои дети ходят здесь в школу..................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.15. Некуда переехать........................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.16. Моя нынешняя работа держит меня тут..................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.17. Мне трудно будет найти новую работу в другом месте............ 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.18. Мой муж / жена (партнер) работает здесь................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.19. У моего супруга возникнут проблемы, чтобы найти работу

в другом месте............................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.20. Я до сих пор получаю положительные впечатления от жизни

в Ковдоре……………………………………………………....... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.21. Моя зарплата в Ковдоре гораздо лучше, чем в другом месте…1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.22. Мне нравятся льготы работников Севера, как например,

увеличенный отпуск.................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.23. Организация, где я работаю, находится в хорошем

финансовом положении………………………………………… 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.24. У меня есть хорошая квартира или дом..................................... 1       2      3      4       5
6.5.25. Низкая стоимость проживания и питания в Ковдоре............... 1       2      3      4       5
6.5.26. Любовь к Северу держит меня здесь……………………………1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.27. Я патриот и работаю на удовлетворение потребностей

России на Севере......................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5
6.5.28. Климат в будущем изменится к лучшему……………………. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.5.29. Здесь хорошие возможности для отдыха на природе,

рыбалки, охоты, сбора грибов и ягод………................... 1       2      3      4       5 
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Перечислите другие причины, которые могут стимулировать Вас жить дальше в Ковдоре
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Теперь перейдите на вопросы 6.7. 

6.6. Если вы хотите уехать из Ковдора, то ответьте на следующие вопросы.

Если Вы хотите переехать в другой регион, когда Ваша работа
закончится и / или вы выйдете на пенсию, пожалуйста,
укажите, почему?

6.6.1. Качество жизни в новом месте выше........................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.2. Климат там лучше........................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5
6.6.3. Родственники и друзья живут там................................................. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.4. Окружающая среда и природа лучше............................................ 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.5. Больше выбора для досуга............................................................. 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.6. Переезд к себе в регион, где я родился....................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.7. Желание увидеть что-то новое..................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.8. Лучшие возможности для шоппинга............................................ 1       2      3      4       5 
6.6.9. Медицинские учреждения там лучше……................................... 1       2      3      4       5
6.3.10. Лучшие возможности для путешествий………................ 1       2      3      4       5 
6.3.11. Меньше транспортных расходов....................................... 1       2      3      4       5
Перечислите другие причины, из-за которых вы хотите уехать из Ковдора
_______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

6.7. Какие, на Ваш взгляд, основные проблемы и угрозы
для Ковдора и его жителей?

а) В настоящее время
  1) Загрязнение окружающей среды ..................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  2) Преступность ..................................................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  3) Безработица......................................................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  4) Плохое социальное обеспечение........................................................ 1       2       3        4         5 
  5) Проблемы на Ковдорском ГОКе……………………………… 1       2       3        4         5 
  6) Демографический кризис................................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  7) Федеральная политика сокращения государственной

поддержки в северных регионах...................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  8) Изменения климата............................................................................. 1       2       3        4         5 
  9) Что-то еще, что?
___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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 б) В будущем
  1) Загрязнение окружающей среды ..................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  2) Преступность ..................................................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  3) Безработица......................................................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  4) Плохое социальное обеспечение........................................................ 1       2       3        4         5 
  5) Проблемы на Ковдорском ГОКе……………………………... 1       2       3        4         5 
  6) Демографический кризис................................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  7) Федеральная политика сокращения государственной

поддержки в северных регионах....................................................... 1       2       3        4         5 
  8) Изменения климата............................................................................. 1       2       3        4         5 
  9) Что-то еще, что?
___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

6.8. Где больше всего необходимы улучшения в Ковдоре? Выберите два наиболее подходящих
варианта, подчеркнув их

1 Качество дорог 2 Отсутствие новых дорог
3 Плохие дороги с другими городами области 4 Связь с другими регионами России
5 Социальное обеспечение                                           6 Создание новых рабочих мест на производстве
7 Создание новых рабочих мест в социальной сфере  8  Охрана окружающей среды
9 Улучшение системы образования                   10 Система здравоохранения
11 Переработка мусора и отходов                          12 Система отопления, электро-, и

водоснабжения

7. Эти вопросы относятся к жизни на Крайнем Севере и
 в промышленных городах на Севере России

7.1. Дайте свои комментарии по поводу следующих
утверждений

7.1.1. Северные ресурсы важная база для экономики России ……….. 1        2      3      4       5
7.1.2. Трудовые ресурсы Севера играют самую важную

роль для экономики страны ........................................................... 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.3. Население Крайнего Севера имеет стратегическое и

оборонное значение для России и должно быть сохранено……. 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.4. Правительство РФ уделяет достаточное внимания

проблемам населения Крайнего Севера........................................ 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.5. Для жителей Севера должны устанавливаться

повышающие коэффициенты и надбавки к заработной
плате и пенсии................................................................................ 1        2      3      4       5
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7.1.6. Государство должно компенсировать жителям Севера
затраты на внутриобластные и межрегиональные
поездки...................................................................................... 1        2      3      4       5 

7.1.7. Ресурсы Крайнего Севера используются на достаточном
уровне………………………………………………………… 1        2      3      4       5

7.1.8. Правительству РФ следует поощрять миграцию экономически
неактивного населения из районов Крайнего Севера
в более южные регионы……………………………………. ….… 1        2      3      4       5 

7.1.9. При вахтовом методе работы будут лучше использоваться
ресурсы Севера, и не надо будет содержать крупные
моно-города рядом с месторождениями...................................... 1        2      3      4       5 

7.1.10. Я был бы счастлив жить с семьей в каком-нибудь более
южном городе (например, в Санкт-Петербурге) и приезжать
работать на Крайний Север периодически…………………… 1        2      3      4       5

7.1.11. В качестве приоритета государственной политики
должно стать создание рабочих мест в новых отраслях

            (туризм, обрабатывающая промышленность и т.д.)…………... 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.12. Жизнь здесь более свободна, чем в центральной части

России, потому что федеральная власть далеко......................... 1        2      3      4       5  
7.1.13. Я считаю, что Россия может быть определена как

европейская страна........................................................................ 1        2      3      4       5  
7.1.14. Я считаю, что Россия может быть определена как

евро-азиатская страна................................................................... 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.15. Отпуск я предпочитаю проводить не на Севере,

а как можно южнее…………………………………………....... 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.16. Мне нравится моя жизнь на Севере, и не нужно никуда

ездить в отпуск.............................................................................. 1        2      3      4       5  
7.1.17. Мне не терпится посетить зарубежные страны при первой же

возможности.................................................................................. 1        2      3      4       5  
7.1.18. Я не хотел бы жить вдали от центральной России, которая

является культурным и историческим центром страны……… 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.19. Я считаю, что жизнь здесь лучше, чем в других регионах

России…………………………………………………………… 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.20. Я думаю, что рост местной и региональной самостоятельности

имеет хорошие последствия для местной экономики............... 1        2      3      4       5 
7.1.21. При снижении участия правительства России в делах

регионов Севера его будущее начинает зависеть от влияния
соседних стран......................................................................... 1        2      3      4       5

7.1.22. Пограничная зона затрудняет мою жизнь…………………… 1        2      3      4       5  
7.1.23. Ограничения, связанные с погранзоной, препятствуют

развитию экономики моего города например, туризма
и так далее)…………………………………………………….... 1        2      3      4       5 

7.1.24. Проблемы с выездом в Финляндию ограничивают
экономические и культурные связи между людьми……….…1        2      3      4       5 

7.1.25. Мой город получил бы больше выгоды, если бы
экономические и культурные связи с Финляндией
увеличились бы……………………………………………... 1        2      3      4       5 
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7.2. По каким ценностям и вещам Вы скучаете из
центральной России? Что есть в центральной России
важного для Вас, что нет на севере?

а) возможность отправиться туда, куда я хотел бы ездить…………… 1       2      3      4       5
б) родственники и друзья.......................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5
в) тепло....................................................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5
г) развитая инфраструктура..................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5 
д) культура................................................................................................. 1       2      3      4       5 
е) образование........................................................................................... 1       2      3      4       5
ж) медицина............................................................................................. 1       2      3      4       5
з) мне не надо ничего, я абсолютно счастлив здесь, в Крайнем Севере да = 1              нет = 2 

7.3. Какой уровень транспортной доступности в Вашем населенном пункте?
1 высокий                   2 средний                      3 низкий

7.4. Эти вопросы имеют отношение к вашим поездкам
из Вашего района куда-либо.
Скажите нам, когда Вы в последний раз посетили?

а) Мурманск............................................................................................   1         2       3         4          5 
б) Другие города Мурманской области............................................... .. 1         2       3         4          5 
в) Любой другой субъект Российской Федерации?

Какое место и область? __________________________________ 1         2       3         4          5 
г) Москву....................................................................................... …….. 1         2       3         4          5 
д) Санкт-Петербург................................................................................. 1         2       3         4          5 
е) Любой город в азиатской части России.............................................. 1         2       3         4          5 
ж) Другую страну. Какую?________________ __________________ 1         2       3         4          5

7.5. Расскажите нам, какие секторы экономики, на Ваш взгляд, должны развиваться для создания
новых рабочих мест в Вашем городе и районе? Выберите два варианта.

1 Горнодобывающая промышленность                          2 Оборонная промышленность, армия и флот
3 Лесное хозяйство и лесная промышленность              4 Сельское хозяйство и пищевая промышленность
5 Туризм
6 Другие отрасли промышленности, какие? ________________________________
7 Социальная сфера                                              8 Транспортный комплекс
9 Образование и наука
10 Что-то еще, что? ____________________________________________________ 

10
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8. Вопросы относятся к работе в горнодобывающей
компании. Если вы не работаете в горно-
добывающей компании, перейдите на вопрос 9.

8.1. Расскажите, Вы довольны следующими
вопросами, связанными с Вашей работой?

8.1.1. Обязанности по работе................................................................... 1       2       3       4       5 
8.1.2. Настоящий собственник Ковдорского ГОКа…………………… 1       2       3       4       5 
8.1.3. Техника безопасности на производстве, комбинате …….......... 1       2       3       4       5
8.1.4. Экономическое будущее комбината.............................................. 1       2       3       4       5
8.1.5. Отношение администрации ГОКа к местному населению …..... 1       2       3       4       5
8.1.6. Политика управления трудовыми ресурсами............................... 1       2       3       4       5
8.1.7. Роль и место работника на предприятии...................................... 1       2       3       4       5
8.1.8. Экологическая политика................................................................ 1       2       3       4       5

9. Эти вопросы, связанны с изменением экономической среды в России и его
последствиях для Вас, Вашей работы и Вашей местности

9.1. Как вы относитесь к каждому из следующих
заявлений?

9.1. Жизнь после распада СССР стала лучше в Ковдоре...................... 1         2       3       4        5 
9.2. Социальная сфера стала лучше в Ковдоре после распада

СССР ………………………..............................................................  1         2       3       4        5 
9.3. Наша компания принимает достаточное участие для

поддержки социальных услуг в Ковдоре......................................  1         2       3       4        5 
9.4. Правительство РФ должно защищать горнодобывающую

отрасль субсидиями во время финансового кризиса...................... 1         2       3       4        5 
9.5. Мне пришлось изменить свое отношение к труду

в последние 20 лет рыночной экономики......................................  1         2       3       4        5 
9.6. Мне пришлось изучать новые технологии, которые стали

использоваться в моей работе........................................................  1         2       3       4        5 
9.7. Я готов повысить квалификацию, если это необходимо

в моей работе................................................................................... 1         2       3       4        5 
9.8. Культура работы и бизнеса в моей организации достаточно

изменилась, чтобы адаптироваться к мировым рынкам…….…. 1         2       3       4        5 
9.9. В Ковдоре есть достаточно свободы, чтобы открыть свое

дело, малый бизнес …………………............................................. 1         2       3       4        5 
9.10. Городская администрация имеет достаточно власти, чтобы

выполнить свои собственные программы …………………....... 1         2       3       4        5 
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10. Эти вопросы относятся к иностранным инвестициям.

10.1. Как Вы относитесь к каждому из следующих
заявлений по иностранным инвестициям?

10.1.1. Ковдорскому ГОКу необходимы западные технологии…….. 1        2      3      4       5 
10.1.2. Я приветствую иностранных рабочих в Ковдоре..................... 1        2      3      4       5 
10.1.3. Россия должна принимать больше иммигрантов для работы

на Севере, если не будет достаточного числа
работников-россиян .................................................................... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.4. Я приветствую иностранные инвестиции на ГОКе…………. 1        2      3      4       5 
10.1.5. Стратегические отрасли промышленности России, например,

нефтегазовая, должны быть строго под государственным
контролем, Россия не должна зависеть от иностранных
инвестиций..................................................................................... 1        2      3      4       5

10.1.6. Я думаю, что отрасль, в которой я работаю также
имеет стратегически важное значение для России…………... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.7. Я с удовольствием буду работать в иностранной
компании в Ковдоре или в Мурманской области.................... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.8. Российские инвестиции за рубеж позитивно влияют
на экономику страны .................................................................... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.9. Я испытываю гордость, когда я слышу об инвестициях
российских фирм за рубежом………………………………….. 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.10. Российским фирмам помогут новые методы работы,
которые будут иметь положительный эффект в России……. 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.11. Я приветствую иностранные инвестиции в моём
городе, если инвесторы из стран Евросоюза............................ 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.12. Я приветствую иностранные инвестиции в моём
городе, если инвесторы из США............................................... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.13. Я приветствую иностранные инвестиции в моём
городе, если инвесторы из Китая.............................................. 1        2      3      4       5

10.1.14. Я готов временно переехать и работать в других странах,
если моя фирма отправляет меня для работы за рубеж……... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.15. Российское правительство должно быть значительным
акционером Ковдорского ГОКа - Еврохим.......................... 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.16. Ковдорский ГОК - Еврохим должен расширять свою
глобальную роль гораздо больше, чем сейчас...........................1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.17. Ковдорский ГОК - Еврохим должен работать только в
России, и не инвестировать в другие страны............................ 1        2      3      4       5 

10.1.18. Глобальные действия Ковдорского ГОКа - Еврохим будут
иметь положительное влияние на мой город.............................1        2      3      4       5 
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11. Заключительные вопросы

11.1. Скажите, какими Вы видите перспективы на разных
уровнях в ближайшие 20 лет?

11.1.1. Перспективы жизни в Ковдоре.................................................... 1         2      3       4      5 
11.1.2. Перспективы жизни в Мурманской области............................... 1         2      3       4      5 
11.1.3. Перспективы жизни на Северо-Западе России................ …...… 1         2      3       4      5 
11.1.4. Перспективы жизни в России...................................................... 1         2      3       4      5 
11.1.5. Перспективы жизни в промышленных городах России............. 1         2      3       4      5 
11.1.6. Перспективы жизни в удаленных поселениях Крайнего
 Севера России.......................................................................................... 1         2      3       4      5 

11.2. Я предпочитаю, чтобы собственником Ковдорского ГОКа должна быть?
Можно выбрать только 1 вариант.

1 Местная компания
2 Российская большая компания
3 Зарубежная компания
4 Государство
5 Что-то еще, что?
_______________________________________________________________

11.3. Кто должен иметь большую роль в развитии города Ковдор и района?
Можно выбрать только 1 вариант.

1 Местное население 2 Местная администрация и депутаты
3 Областное правительство                        4 Федеральное правительство (Москва)
5 Ковдорский ГОК-Еврохим  6 Иностранные компании
7 Что-то еще, что?
________________________________________________________________ 

11.4. Какой из этих вариантов является наиболее вероятным сценарием будущего развития
Ковдора?

Можно выбрать только 1 вариант.
1 Ковдор будет развиваться в ближайшие 20 лет
2 Ковдор войдет в стагнацию и упадок в ближайшие 20 лет
3 Жизнь в Ковдоре стабилизировалась после распада СССР в последние 20 лет
и будет продолжать уверенно стабилизироваться в ближайшие 20 лет

Аргументируйте, почему Вы так ответили?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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12. Открытые вопросы

Что нужно сделать, чтобы улучшить жизнь в Вашем городе и в его отраслях экономики? Кто должен
осуществлять основную роль в улучшении жизни населения в Ковдоре?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Что вы думаете об иностранных инвестициях в Россию? Они нужны и необходимы?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Что вы думаете о российских инвестициях в иностранные государства? Они нужны и необходимы?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Свободный комментарий. Напишите здесь любое Ваше мнение по теме анкеты. Можно и не по теме.

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

СПАСИБО ЗА СОТРУДНИЧЕСТВО И ВАШИ ОТВЕТЫ!

Просьба вернуть заполненную анкету в течении 4-5 дней.
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This questionnaire was prepared for a survey of the workers of Kovdorskii GOK and the residents of 
Kovdor and Kovdor district. The questionnaire was conducted anonymously. 
The research presented here forms part of an academic research project of the Academy of Finland: 
“Russia’s Integration into the World Economy through Foreign Direct Investments”. The dissertation 
project by Tuomas Suutarinen, a PhD student from the University of Helsinki, is also part of the 
research. Its theme is “The Oil and mining sectors’ investments to and from Russia”. 
http://blogs.helsinki.fi/varautio/akatemiatutkijaprojekti/abstract 
 
More detailed information about the research and the questionnaire can be obtained from: 
- Academic consultant Oleg Andreev,  Director of the Barents Centre of Social Research, Professor at the 
Baltic Institute of Ecology, Politics and Law, Murmansk. Email: atlas3@rambler.ru; telephone 921 2726555. 
- Director of the Academy of Finland Project, Dr. Vesa Rautio, University of Helsinki. 
vesa.rautio@helsinki.fi 
- Tuomas Suutarinen, PhD student, Department of Geography, University of 
Helsinki:tuomas.suutarinen@helsinki.fi 
 
Please circle the number which you feel is closest to the correct answer. 
 
 

QUESTIONNAIRRE 
 
 
1. YOU AND YOUR FAMILY 
 
1.1. How old are you? ___________ years 
 
1.2. Sex:  Male 1 Female 2 
 
1.3. Marital status:   Married or cohabiting  1  

Single   2 
Divorced   3 
Widow/widower  4 

  
1.4. How many children do you have? ____   1.4.a How many children live with you? ___ 
1.5. How many relatives live with you in the same apartment? 
 
 
2. LIVING CIRCUMSTANCES 
 
2.1. What is your permanent place of residence? Town/village (and region, if not the Murmansk 
region) ________________________________________ 
2.2. How long have you lived in that town/village? ____________years OR ______months. 
2.3. Of the following, which do you feel most closely describes the living circumstances and way of 
life in your permanent place of residence? 
1 Rural population 2 Urban population 3 Difficult to say 
2.4. How long have you lived in the Murmansk region? ______years OR _____months. 
2.5. Where were you born? (Town/village, region, and country – if not 
Russia)___________________________________________________________ 
2.6. Where else have you lived (apart from your place of birth and your current place of 
residence)?_______________________________________________________________ 
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2.7a. How did you come to be a resident of Kovdor? 
1) I was born here 
2) I came here with my parents 
3) I got married here 
4) I was attracted by the high salary, ________ roubles a month 
5) I found work related to my field 
6) I was sent here on graduation 
7) I came here through organised recruitment or through a KOMSOMOL    placement 
8) I was a prisoner or exiled here, and stayed in the Murmansk region. I moved to 
where I now live in ____________ (year). 
9) For another reason (please specify) ___________________________ 

 
2.7.b. How and when did your parents and grandparents came to the Murmansk region if they 
previously lived in other regions of the USSR/Russia? If you know, please answer below. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.8. In what kind of accommodation do you live? 
     1. My own house 2. My own apartment 3. Rented apartment 
     4. With parents/relatives  5. Communal apartment/dormitory 
      6. Something else (please specify) ____________________________ 
2.9. Do you have a house/apartment in another region of Russia or abroad, or do you plan to acquire 
such accommodation  (if yes, please specify)? 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
2.9.1. If you have house/apartment in another region, do you plan to move there permanently one 
day? 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.9.2.When do you plan to do so? ______________________________________________ 
 
2.10. What are your monthly earnings? 
a. Max. 10 000 RUB                c. 20 000-35 000 RUB            e. 60 000-100 000 RUB 
b. 10 000–20 000 RUB d.  35 000-60 000 RUB          f. More than 100 000 RUB 
 
2.11. What are your family’s monthly earnings? 
a. Max. 15 000 RUB                c. 30 000-50 000 RUB            e. 80 000-120 000 RUB 
b. 15 000 – 30 000 RUB           d.  50 000 - 80 000 RUB        f. More than 120 000 RUB 
 
2.12. How do you think your personal monthly income compares with that of the other residents of 
your town? 
 1. Higher than average  
 2. Average 

3. Lower than average 
2.13. In the last 10 years, have you been paid on time? 

1. Yes  2. No 
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2.14. If “no”, when was this a problem? 

1. during the last year  2. during the last 5 years      3. during the last 10 years 
4. I often get paid late, but it is not a serious problem 
 
 
3. EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 

3.1. What is your level of education? 

1 Primary school    2 Secondary school (incomplete)   3 Secondary school 
4 Vocational school, college 5 Technical school, college    6 Third level (incomplete)     
7 Student, still studying 8 Third level 
9 Other (please specify)_____________________________________________ 

 
 
4. WORKING BACKGROUND 
 
4.1. Where do you currently work?  

1. In the mining sector 
If yes, which company, section, locality? ________________________________ 
2. In another sector (please specify) ________________________________ 

 3. I am currently unemployed 
 4. I am a student 
 5. Other (please specify) __________________________________ 
4.2. Have you a second job or other sources of income? 

1. Yes   2. No 
3. If yes, in what sector/what kind of work___________________________ 

4.3. Do you feel that your education prepared you for your current job? 
1. Yes 2. No 

      If you answered yes, please continue to question 4.5. If you answered “no”, please answer the 
next question. 
 
4.4. If you are not working in your specialised field, do you feel that it is possible to find work in it 
in your home town or district? 
     1. Yes 2. No 3. Yes, but I don’t want to work in my specialised field 
 
4.5. Have you worked in mining companies in other towns ? 
           1. Yes (please specify)   _____________________ 2. No 
 
4.6. Have you worked abroad?  1. Yes   2.  No 
If yes, please indicate when and where. 
_____________________________________________________ 
 
4.7. Do you have other professional qualifications or long working experience of a field other than 
that of your current work? 
         1. Yes (please specify)_____________________________________________ 2. No 

4.8. If you live with somebody, where does your partner work?__________________ 
 
4.9. How many vacation days do you have in a year? __________ days 



4 
 

 
The next questions (4.10., 4.11., &4.12.) concern you if you work in the mining industry. If you 
do not work in the mining industry, please continue with the questions in section 5. 
 
4.10. In what area do you work? (Please circle one number.) 

1 Administration 2 Maintenance 
3 Production  4 Exploration 
5 Transportation 6 Services / Social Sphere 
7 Other (please specify) _____________________________________________ 

4.11. What is your specialisation? (Please circle one number.) 
1 Management 2 Supervisory /Engineer 
3 Staff worker  4 Other (please specify)   ________________________ 

4.12.1. How long does it take for you to get from home to work? ___________________ 
4.12.2. How do you travel from home to work? ____________________ 
4.12.3. How much does your return journey to work cost? ____________________________ 
4.12.4. How many days do you work in a week? ________________________________ 
 
 

5. These questions concern Kovdor 

5.1. How satisfied you are with Kovdor as a place to live? 

1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = indifferent, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very satisfied 
 
5.1.1. Kovdor as a place to live 
5.1.2. Municipal services in Kovdor 
5.1.3. Leisure time in Kovdor 
5.1.4. Kovdor as a place to study and raise children 
5.1.5. Shops and services in Kovdor 
5.1.6. Transport network in Kovdor 
5.1.7. Cultural life in Kovdor (cinemas, theatres etc) 
5.1.8. Kovdor as a workplace 
 

5.2. What do you think about the following statements about Kovdor? 

1 = Completely disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = Agree, 5 = Completely agree 

5.2.1. Kovdor is an attractive growth centre 
5.2.2. Kovdor is a remote industrial town and cannot attract new workers to locate to it 
5.2.3. Kovdor’s remoteness is a problem 
5.2.4. Kovdor is an ideal place for a family with children to live 
5.2.5. People in Kovdor have a good community spirit 
5.2.6. Kovdor is a nice place to live 
 
 

 



5 
 

5.3. What do you think about the following statements concerning Kovdor and the Murmansk 
region? 

1 = Completely disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = Agree, 5 = Completely agree 

5.3.1. There aren’t enough jobs in Kovdor 
5.3.2. I won’t be able to find a new job in Kovdor if I lose my current one 
5.3.3.The fate of Kovdor residents depends on the development of Kovdorskii GOK. 
5.3.4. Unemployment is a significant problem in Kovdor 
5.3.5. Crime is a significant problem in Kovdor 
5.3.6. Pollution presents a serious threat to Kovdor 
5.3.7. The federal government maintains Kovdor’s social services and industries 
5.3.8. Federal plans to relocate people from the Far North are a potential threat to Kovdor 
5.3.9. Insecurity of energy supplies is a problem in Kovdor 
5.3.10. Power cuts are a problem in Kovdor 
5.3.11. Heating problems during winter are common in Kovdor 
5.3.12. The negative demographic trend is a problem for Kovdor 
5.3.13. Emigration is a problem for Kovdor 
5.3.14. Distance from central Russia is a problem for the Murmansk region 
5.3.15. Bad roads are a problem for Kovdor 
5.3.16. The cost of food in Kovdor is very high 
5.3.17. The cost of municipal services in Kovdor is very high 
 
 
6. The following questions concern perspectives of Kovdor 
 
6.1. Are you satisfied with your current place of residence? 
1 Yes                          2 Difficult to answer             3 No 
6.2. If you had the chance to change your current place of residence, where would you move? 

1 Nowhere     2 Town      3 Village 4 Urban settlement (PGT) 
6.3. Where would you prefer to live? 
1 In a town 2 In a village       3 In an urban settlement (PGT) 
6.4. When your work finishes or when you retire, where you would like to live? 
1 Where I live now 

2 In another place but in the same region 
3 In another region ______________________ (specify region and / or town, if you 
know) 
4 I would like to move, but I have nowhere to go 
5 I would move to another region if the size of the northern pension were unaffected 
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6.5. If you are going to stay in Kovdor (or Kovdor district), please continue to 
the next questions (6.5.). 
If you would like to leave Kovdor (or Kovdor district), continue to questions 6.6. 
 
6.5. How relevant are the following statements as factors in your decision to stay in Kovdor?  
(Please circle one number for each statement according to its relevance to you.) 
 
1 = not at all relevant, 2 = not relevant, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = relevant, 5 = very relevant 

6.5.1. I was born here 
6.5.2. I feel this is my only home on earth 
6.5.3. I like the way of life in Kovdor and in the Murmansk region 
6.5.4. I have already lived here quite a long time and it feels like home 
6.5.5. It is nice to live and work in our town 
6.5.6. I feel comfortable in a relatively small town 
6.5.7. I would not like to live in a big town 
6.5.8. I like to live in remote places 
6.5.9. I like the nature around Kovdor 
6.5.10. My family likes living here 
6.5.11. Either my spouse or I have close relatives living here 
6.5.12. I have good friends in Kovdor 
6.5.13. Kovdor is a nice place to raise children 
6.5.14. My children go to school here 
6.5.15. I have nowhere to move 
6.5.16. My current work keeps me here 
6.5.17. I will have difficulty finding a job in another place 
6.5.18. My husband/wife works here 
6.5.19. My spouse would have problems finding a job in another town 
6.5.20. I still like life in Kovdor 
6.5.21. My salary in Kovdor is much better than it would be in another place 
6.5.22. I like the northern privileges like long vacations 
6.5.23. The organisation for which I work  is economically secure. 
6.5.24. I have a good apartment or house here 
6.5.25. Accommodation and food are cheap in Kovdor 
6.5.26. My love for the North keeps me here 
6.5.27. I am a patriot and work for the sake of Russia in the North 
6.5.28. The climate will improve in the future 
6.5.29. There are good opportunities for recreation in nature here - fishing hunting, picking 
mushrooms and berries 
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What else might encourage you to stay in Kovdor in the future? 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
Now, go to questions 6.7. 
 

6.6. If you would like to leave Kovdor, please answer  
the following questions. 
 
How relevant are the following statements as factors in your wish to leave Kovdor? Please circle 
one number for each statement according to its relevance to you.  

1 = not at all relevant, 2 = not relevant, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = relevant, 5 = very relevant 

6.6.1. The quality of life is better in the new place 
6.6.2. The climate is better  
6.6.3. Relatives and friends live there 
6.6.4. Environment and nature are better  
6.6.5. There are more options for one’s spare time. 
6.6.6. I want to move to the region where I was born 
6.6.7. I want to see something new 
6.6.8. The shopping is better there 
6.6.9. Medical care is better there 
6.3.10. The travel possibilities are better there 
6.3.11. Transport costs are lower 
What else might encourage you to leave Kovdor? 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 

6.7. What are the biggest problems and threats for Kovdor and its residents? 

a) Now?  
 
1 = Not a problem at all, 2 = Not a problem, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = A problem, 5 = A very big 
problem 

1) Pollution  
2) Crime 
3) Unemployment 
4) Poor social security 
5) Problems in Kovdorskii GOK 
6) The demographic crisis 
7) The federal decision to cut state support to northern regions 
8) Climate change 
9) Other (please specify)  ______________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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b) In the future? 
 
1 = Not a problem at all, 2 = Not a problem, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = A problem, 5 = A very big 
problem 

1) Pollution  
2) Crime 
3) Unemployment 
4) Poor social security 
5) Problems in Kovdorskii GOK 
6) The demographic crisis  
7) The federal decision to cut state support to northern regions 
8) Climate change 
9) Other (please specify)  ______________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

6.8. What needs most improvement in Kovdor? Choose the two most important 
issues by underlining them 
 
1 The quality of the roads   2 New roads 
3 Connections to other towns of the Murmansk region 4 Сonnections to other regions of Russia 
5 Social security   6 New industrial jobs 
7 Job creation in the social sphere  8  Protection of the environment 
9 Improvements in the education system                  10 Healthcare system 
11 Recycling 12 Heating, power, and water supply 
 
  

7. These questions concern life in the Far North and in industrial 
towns in Northern Russia 
 

7.1. Indicate how much you agree with the following statements 

1 = Completely disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = Agree, 5 = Completely agree 

7.1.1. Northern resources are an important base for the Russian economy 
7.1.2. The workers of the Russian North play the most important role in the economy of the country 
7.1.3. The population of the Far North is of strategic and national defence importance for Russia, 
and it should be maintained at the current level 
7.1.4. The Russian State Government pays sufficient attention to the problems of residents in the 
Russian Far North 
7.1.5. Residents of the Far North should receive higher rates in their salary and pension 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 
 

7.1.6. The state should compensate transport costs for internal and interregional journeys for 
northern residents 
7.1.7. The resources of the Far North are used sufficiently intensively  
7.1.8. The Russian State Government should support the migration of economically inactive people 
from the Far North to southern parts of the country 
7.1.9. The LDC method is more effective for resource extraction in the Russian North than 
establishing single-industry towns 
7.1.10. I would be happy to live in a more southerly town (for example, St Petersburg) and 
periodically come to work in the Far North 
7.1.11. It should be a priority of federal policies to create employment in new fields (tourism, 
refining industries, etc.) 
7.1.12. Life here is freer than in central Russia because the central authorities are far away 
7.1.13. I think that Russia is a European country 
7.1.14. I think that Russia is a Eurasian country 
7.1.15. I prefer to spend my vacation in the south rather than the north 
7.1.16. I like my life here in the north and I don’t need to go anywhere during my vacation 
7.1.17. I cannot wait to visit foreign countries as soon as it’s possible  
7.1.18. I would not want to live far away from the central part of Russia because it is the historical 
and cultural centre of my country 
7.1.19. I think that life here is better than in other regions of Russia 
7.1.20. I think that the growth of local and regional self-sufficiency will have positive effects for the 
local economy 
7.1.21. If the participation of the Russian state in the development of its northern regions were to 
decrease, its future will begin to depend more on other countries  
7.1.22. The border zone makes my life difficult 
7.1.23. Border zone restrictions complicate prospects for my town’s economic growth, for example 
in tourism etc. 
7.1.24. The difficulty of travelling to Finland restricts economic and cultural ties between people 
7.1.25. My town would greatly benefit were the economic and cultural ties between Finland to 
increase 
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7.2. What are the values and things that you most miss about central Russia? Do you lack 
anything important in the north that you would have in central Russia? Indicate how 
important the following are to you. 
 
1 = Not important at all, 2=Not important, 3=I don’t know, 4=Important, 5=Very important 
 
a) The possibility of travelling where I want to 
b) Relatives and friends 
c) Warmth 
d) Developed infrastructure 
e) Cultural life 
f) Education 
g) Healthcare 
h) I don’t need anything- I’m totally happy here in the Far North Yes = 1 No= 2 
 
7.3. How easily accessible is your community? 
1 Very   2 Moderately   3 Accessible with 
difficulty 
 
 
7.4. These questions concern your journeys from your residence to other places.  

When was the last time you visited  

1= never, 2=more than 10 years ago, 3=more than a year ago, 4=within the last year, 5=within the 
last month 

a) Murmansk? 
b) Other towns of the Murmansk region? 
c) Another part of the Russian Federation?  

(Please name the place and region) __________________________  
d) Moscow? 
e) St Petersburg? 
f) A town in the Asian part of Russia? 
g) A foreign country? (Please name the country) _________________ 

 
 
7.5. Which sectors of the economy most urgently require investment in the Kovdor district to 
promote the overall economic growth of the district? Choose two. 

1 Mining industry  2 Defence industries, army 
3 Forestry   4 Agriculture and food industries  
5 Tourism    
6 Other fields of industry (please specify) 
7 Social services  8 Transport 
9 Education and science 
10 Other (please specify) 
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8. These questions concern work in a mining company. If you do not work in a 
mining company, continue to chapter 9. 
 
8.1. Describe how happy you are with the following aspects of your work 
 
1= very unhappy, 2=unhappy, 3= Indifferent, 4=happy, 5=very happy 

8.1.1. The content of my work 
8.1.2. The current owner of Kovdorskii GOK 
8.1.3. Safety technologies in the industry and combine 
8.1.4. The future economic prospects of the combine 
8.1.5. The relationship between the administration of GOK and local people 
8.1.6. Management policies towards workers 
8.1.7. The role and place of workers in the company 
8.1.8. Environmental policy 
 
9. These questions concern change in  the economic sphere in Russia and its 
effects on you, your work, and your locality 
 
9.1. What is your opinion of the following statements? 
 
1 = Completely disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = Agree, 5 = Completely agree 

 
9.1. Life changed for the better in Kovdor after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
9.2. Social services improved in Kovdor after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
9.3.Our company offers adequate support to social services in Kovdor 
9.4. The Russian state should defend the mining industry with subsidies during periods of financial crisis 
9.5. The last 20 years of the market economy have required me to change my attitude towards work 
9.6. I have had to learn new technologies which were introduced to my work 
9.7. I am prepared to improve my qualifications if necessary for my work 
9.8. The working and business culture of my organisation have adapted sufficiently to the world economy 
9.9. There are sufficient opportunities in Kovdor to start one’s own business 
9.10. The town administration has enough powers to implement its programmes 
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10. These questions concern foreign investment.  
 
10.1. What is your opinion of the following statements concerning foreign investment? 

1 = Completely disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = I don’t know, 4 = Agree, 5 = Completely agree 

10.1.1. Western technology is indispensable for KGOK 
10.1.2. I welcome foreign workers in Kovdor 
10.1.3. Russia should accept more migrants for work in the north if there are not enough Russian citizens to 
fill vacancies 
10.1.4. I welcome potential foreign investment in KGOK 
10.1.5. Russia’s strategic industries, such as the oil and gas industries, should be strictly controlled by the 
state so that these industries are not dependent on foreign investment 
10.1.6. I think that the field in which I work is strategically important for Russia 
10.1.7. I would be happy to work for a foreign firm in Kovdor or in the Murmansk region 
10.1.8. Russian investment in foreign countries has a positive effect on the country’s economy 
10.1.9. I am proud when I hear about Russian investment in other countries  
10.1.10. New methods of work help Russian firms and they will have a positive effect on Russia 
10.1.11. I welcome potential investment from the European Union in Kovdor 
10.1.12. I welcome potential investment from the USA in Kovdor 
10.1.13. I welcome potential Chinese investment in Kovdor 
10.1.14. I am ready to move abroad temporarily if sent by my firm 
10.1.15. The Russian state should have a significant ownership stake in KGOK – Eurochem 
10.1.16. Kovdorskii GOK – Eurochem should expand its global role 
10.1.17. Kovdorskii GOK – Eurochem should work only in Russia and not invest to other countries 
10.1.18. The global activity of Kovdorskii GOK – Eurochem will have a positive effect on my town 
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11. Final questions  

11.1. Please describe how you see the prospects for different areas in the next 20 years 
 
1= very unhappy, 2=unhappy, 3= Indifferent, 4=happy, 5=very happy 

11.1.1. in Kovdor 
11.1.2. in the Murmansk region 
11.1.3. in Northwest Russia 
11.1.4. in Russia 
11.1.5. in the industrial towns of Russia 
11.1.6. in the peripheral settlements of Russia’s Far North 
 
 
 
11.2. I think that the owner of Kovdorskii GOK should be... 
Please choose only one. 

 
1 a local firm 
2 a large Russian firm 
3 a foreign firm 
4 the state 
5 Other (please specify) 

 
11.3. Who should play the major role in the development of Kovdor and the district?  
Please choose only one. 
 

1 Local people  2 Local administration and deputies 
3 Regional administration  4 Federal government (Moscow) 
5 Kovdorskii GOK – Eurochem 6 Foreign firms 
7 Other (please specify)  

 
 
11.4. Which of these statements do you think describes the most likely future scenario for 
Kovdor’s development? 
 
Please choose only one. 
 
1 Kovdor will develop in the next 20 years 
2 There will be stagnation and decline in Kovdor in the next 20 years 
3 Life in Kovdor stabilised after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the stabilisation will      
progress with confidence in the next 20 years 
 
Please give reasons for your choice 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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12. Open Questions 
 

What should be done to improve life in your town and in the field of its economy? Who should 
have the main role in improving life for the residents of Kovdor? 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

What do you think about foreign investment in Russia? Is it needed and necessary? 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

What do you think about Russian investment in other countries? Is it needed and necessary? 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Free comments - please write here what you think about any of the questionnaire’s topics. You may 
also write about another topic of your choice. 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Thank you for your cooperation and your answers! 

Please return the completed questionnaire within 4-5 days. 
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kaivostoimintariippuvaisena paikkakuntana (The Arctic ‘border town’ Kovdor as a 
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This article deals with the Arctic single-industry resource town Kovdor, located in 
North-West Russia near the border of Finland. The mining history of the Kovdorsky 
district begins in the 1930s with the Soviet industrialisation of the Murmansk region. 
Mining has played a dominant role in the economy of the district since the beginning. 
Socio-economic problems, characteristic of peripheral post-Soviet Russia, also have 
occurred in Kovdor, including a significant decline of demographic indicators and a 
downsizing of the social welfare sector. In post-Soviet Kovdor the role of the main 
mining company, Kovdorsky GOK, has been crucial in the local economy due to eco-
nomic problems and closures of other firms. This article analyses the specificities of 
Kovdor as a place through its mining history. It presents the results of empirical data 
analyses, including survey results and expert interviews conducted in 2010 in Kovdor. 
It discusses how the residents of Kovdor experience the town as a place to work and 
live, its future prospects, and the role of mining in the locality.
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Tuomas Suutarinen, Department of Geosciences and Geography, P. O. Box 64, FI-
00014, University of Helsinki, Finland. E-mail: <tuomas.suutarinen@helsinki.fi>

Venäjän pohjoisilla alueilla on tapahtunut parin vii-
me vuosikymmenen aikana suuria sosioekonomisia 
muutoksia (Tykkyläinen 2010: 250). Mahdollisuus 
tutkia intensiivistä muutosta alueilla, jotka olivat 
vielä Neuvostoliiton aikana suljettuja, on lisännyt 
ulkomaalaisten maantieteilijöiden kiinnostusta 
aluee seen. Artikkelissani käsittelen Luoteis-Venä-
jällä Murmanskin alueella sijaitsevan 20 000 asuk-
kaan Kouteron (venäjäksi Kovdor, kuva 1) kaivos-
kaupungin historiaa, nykytilaa ja tulevaisuuden-
näkymiä asukkaiden näkökulmasta. Kouteron elin-
keinoelämä ja olemassaolo perustuvat kaivos-
toimintaan, jonka tärkeimmät tuotteet ovat rauta-
malmi sekä apatiitti- ja baddeliittirikasteet (Komp-
leksnyi… 2010: 21). Lisäksi Kouteron poliittis- ja 
luonnonmaantieteellinen sijainti Venäjän läntisellä 
rajavyöhykkeellä napapiirin pohjoispuolella sekä 
kaupungin osittain sulkeutunut luonne antavat sille 
erityispiirteensä.

Artikkelissani kysyn, kuinka Kouteron asukkaat 
kokevat kaupungin nykytilan ja tulevaisuuden-
näkymät, ja miten suurena he näkevät kaivos-
toiminnan roolin nyt ja tulevaisuudessa. Artikke-
lini perustuu Kouterossa syksyllä 2010 keräämää-
ni haastattelu- ja kyselyaineistoon, johon vastasi 

356 kouterolaista. Tutkimus on osa väitöskirja-
projektiani, jossa tutkin Venäjän perifeeristen 
resurssi yhdyskuntien muutosta.

Tutkimusongelma ja aiempi tutkimus

Venäjän teollisuushistoria ja sen pohjoisten aluei-
den teollistaminen ovat poikenneet läntisistä käy-
tännöistä noin 80 vuotta kestäneen suunnitelma-
talouden vuoksi. Nämä erityispiirteet on huomioi-
tava myös tutkimuksessa. Neuvostoliiton hajoami-
nen vuonna 1991 ajoi seurannaisvaikutuksineen 
Venäjän pohjoiset teollisuuspaikkakunnat suureen 
rakennemuutokseen ja lamaan. Venäjän 2000- 
luvun positiivinen talouskehitys on puolestaan tuo-
nut selviä myönteisiä muutoksia ja vakauttanut 
myös Murmanskin alueen kaivosyhdyskuntia. 
Rakenne muutoksen aiheuttamat ongelmat ovat kui-
tenkin säilyneet.

Tutkimukseni kytkeytyy teollisuus- ja resurssi-
yhdyskuntien tutkimukseen. Suomalaiset maan-
tieteilijät ovat tutkineet varsin aktiivisesti Mur-
manskin alueen perifeeristen kaivosyhdyskuntien 
rakennemuutosta. Tutkimuksissa on käsitelty kai-
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vostoiminnan roolia ja tulevaisuutta Nikkelissä ja 
Zapoljarnyissa (Rautio 2003), muuttoliikettä Apa-
tiitissa ja Kirovskissa (Synberg 2010) sekä alueen 
yleistä kehitystä (Myllylä 2007). Lisäksi Koutero 
on ollut yhtenä kohteena Murmanskin alueella 
tehdyssä elämäkertatutkimuksessa, jossa selvitet-
tiin Murmanskin alueelle muuttaneiden sopeutu-
mista pohjoiseen elinympäristöön (Stammler & 
Bolotova 2005; Bolotova & Stammler 2010).

Kouteron kehitys kytkeytyy sekä alueen muut-
tuneeseen asutusrakenteeseen että rakennemuutok-
sen tuottamiin ongelmiin (Round 2005; Heleniak 
2008). Vesa Raution (2003: 61) mukaan Venäjän 
perifeerisillä paikkakunnilla keskeisiä ilmiöitä 
ovat transitio, globalisaatio ja lokalisaatio. Koute-
ro kuuluu Venäjän Ääri-Pohjolaan, jonka asukkai-
den poismuuttoa Venäjän valtio on tukenut muut-
to-ohjelmilla (Bolotova & Stammler 2010: 194). 
 Ääri-Pohjolaksi luokiteltavaan alueeseen lasketaan 

kaikki Venäjän pohjoiset sekä niihin rinnastetta-
vat alueet. Alue kattaa 27 Venäjän federaation sub-
jektia, joista 16 kuuluu alueeseen kokonaan ja 11 
osittain (Synberg 2010: 137).

Tutkimukseni liittyy myös yksipuolisen 
tuotanto rakenteen kaupunkien tutkimukseen 
(esim. Hayter 2000). Resurssiyhdyskunnan mää-
ritelmän (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 5) mukaan 
koko kaupunki on rakentunut yhden, hallitsevan 
teollisuuden alan toiminnan varaan. Venäjällä tätä 
toimialaa nimitetään ”kaupungin perustaneeksi” 
(gradoobrazujuštši) toimialaksi. Alueella toimiva 
johtava tuotantolaitos on usein mukana alueen kai-
kissa toiminnoissa ja työllistää suuren osan kau-
pungin työntekijöistä (Synberg 2010: 34). Koute-
ron kaltaisia kaupunkeja nimitetään Venäjällä 
monokaupungeiksi (monogorod). Mono-
kaupungeiksi lasketaan asuinkeskukset, joissa vä-
hintään 25 prosenttia työvoimasta työskentelee yh-
dessä yrityksessä tai samalla teollisuuden alalla 
muissa samaan tuotantoketjuun kuuluvissa yrityk-
sissä. Teollisuuden osuuden kaupungin kokonais-
tuotannosta on myös oltava yli 50 prosenttia. 
Maan taloudessa ja asutusrakenteessa mono-
kaupungeilla on hyvin tärkeä asema. Ennen vuon-
na 2008 alkanutta talouskriisiä nämä kaupungit 
tuottivat 40 prosenttia maan bruttokansan-
tuotteesta (Dmitriev & Khomiakova 2009). Mono-
kaupunkien yksipuolisuuden aiheuttaman ongel-
mavyyhdin ratkominen on yksi suurimpia haastei-
ta Venäjällä (Dmitriev & Khomiakova 2009; 
Kangas puro 2009).

Artikkelissani etsin vastausta seuraaviin 
tutkimus kysymyksiin: (1) millaiseksi asuin-
paikaksi ja elinympäristöksi Kouteron asukkaat 
kokevat kaupunkinsa; (2) millaiseksi Kouteron 
asukkaat kokevat kaivostoiminnan roolin kaupun-
kinsa määrittäjänä ja sen suhteen muihin talouden 
toimialoihin; sekä (3) millaiseksi asukkaat koke-
vat Kouteron tulevaisuudennäkymät?

Kouteron kehityshistoria ja 
erityispiirteet
Kouteron kaupunkipiirikunnan asutus ja 
kaivostoiminta Neuvostoliiton aikana
Kouteron kaupunkipiirikunta (myöhemmin käytän 
lyhennettä Kouteron piiri) on 4 066 neliökilometrin 
laajuinen hallinnollinen yksikkö Murmanskin 
 alueen lounaisosassa (kuva 2). Kaivostoiminta liit-
tyy olennaisesti Kouteron piirin historiaan ja nyky-
päivään, sillä Kouteron kaupunki on perustettu 
alueel ta löytyneen malmi esiintymän ympärille (Is-
torija… 2011). Kouteron sosioekonominen rakenne 
on Murmanskin alueelle varsin tyypillinen, sillä 

Kuva 1. Tutkimuskohdekaupunki Kouteron sijainti.
Figure 1. The location of the case study town Kovdor.
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monet alueen kaupungeista ovat kaivosyhteisöjä. 
Kouteron, kuten valta osin koko Murmanskin  alueen 
kaupunkien, synty- ja kehityshistoria alkaa 
Neuvosto liiton aika kaudelta (Rautio 2000: 133). 
Vuonna 1979 Koutero oli Neuvostoliiton ainoa 
kaivos paikkakunta, jossa suhteellisen pienellä 
alueel la tuotettiin monia täysin erilaisia malmeja, 
kuten magnetiittia, apatiittia, baddeliittia, flogo-
piittia, vermikuliittia sekä karbonaattikiviä (Istori-

ja… 2011). Kouteron piirin (kuva 3) ensimmäinen 
kartoille merkitty asuttu paikka on Jona, jonka pe-
rustivat vuonna 1840 alueella asuneet saamelaiset 
ja suomalaiset (Tolstova 1998).

Kouteron väkimäärä alkoi kasvaa merkittä västi 
1930-luvulla malmiesiintymän löytymisen myötä 
(Luzin ym. 1994: 5; Istorija… 2011). Nykyisen 
Kouteron kaupungin paikalle perustettiin 1930- 
luvulla vankileiri hyödyntämään alueen malmi-

Kuva 2. Kouteron piiri 
Murmanskin alueen kartal-
la.
Figure 2. Kovdorsky district 
within Murmansk region.

Kuva 3. Kouteron piirin 
paikkakuntien keskeiset 
elinkeinot vuonna 1991 
Neuvostoliiton hajoamisen 
jälkeen ja nykyään. Ny-
kyään asumattomat paikat ja 
lakkautuneet elinkeinot 
merkitty harmaalla.
Figure 3. The main indus-
tries in Kovdorsky district’s 
localities from the collapse 
of the Soviet Union in 1991 
until today. Presently unin-
habited localities and closed 
industries are indicated in 
grey.
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varoja (Lysenko 2010). Kaivostoiminnan myötä 
1930-luvulla kehittyivät lisäksi Jonan ja Sljudan 
taajamat (Luzin ym. 1994: 5–6).

Toisen maailmansodan aikana keskeytyneet 
Kouteron rautamalmiesiintymän geologiset tutki-
mukset alkoivat uudelleen sodan päätyttyä (Isto-
rija… 2011). 1940-luvun lopulla perustettiin Kou-
teron vuoririkastuskombinaatti (Luzin ym. 1994: 
5–6). Malmivarojen hyödyntämisen ja kuljetuksen 
mahdollistanut rautatie Pinozerosta Kouteroon 
valmistui 1951 (Istorija… 2011). Radan valmistu-
misen jälkeen alettiin rakentaa malminjalostus-
kombinaattia ja kaupunkia vuonna 1953. Kaupun-
gin arvon Koutero sai vuonna 1965 (Istorija… 
2011).

Kouteron vuoririkastuskombinaatin (myöhem-
min muodossa Kouteron GOK) rakennusprojekti 
saatiin päätökseen vuonna 1962 (Luzin ym. 1994: 
5–6). Vuonna 1971 Kouteron kombinaatissa alet-
tiin prosessoida rautamalmin louhinnan sivu-
tuotteena saatavaa baddeliittia ja apatiittia. 
 Apatiitti- ja baddeliittirikasteen valmistus alkoi 
vuonna 1974 ja niiden tuotantoon liittyvät laajen-
nustyöt jatkuivat vuoteen 1987 asti (Luzin ym. 
1994: 5–6; Fortescue 2010: 9).

Kouteron väestökehityksessä merkittävät kas-
vun vuodet ajoittuivat 1970- ja 1980-luvuille 
(kuva 4). Tällöin muuttoa Venäjän pohjoisille 
 alueille kiihdyttivät Neuvostoliiton tarjoamat 
palkka lisät ja muut etuudet. Lisäksi halki 
Neuvosto liiton ammatti-instituuteista ja korkea-
kouluista valmistuneita nuoria määrättiin tiettyi-
hin paikkoihin töihin uransa alkuvaiheessa. Nämä 
kasvattivat maan pohjoisosien väestömäärää. 
Myös Neuvostoliitossa vallalla ollut pohjoisen 
roman tisointi ja uusien kaukaisten paikkojen 
valloitus henki edistivät etenkin nuorten muuttoa 

alueelle (Bolotova & Stammler 2010: 204). Kou-
teron piiri oli elinvoimaisimmillaan ennen 
Neuvosto liiton romahtamista alueella aktiivisesti 
toimineiden neljän tärkeän yrityksen, Kouteron 
GOK:n, Kovdorsljudan, Kovdorstroin ja Kouteron 
metsäteollisuusyhtiön (Kovdorski lespromhoz) an-
siosta (Sorokin 2010; Togunov 2010). Kouteron 
kaupungin ja piirin väestönkasvun huippu saavu-
tettiin 1990-luvun alussa, jolloin Kouteron kau-
pungissa asui hieman yli 30 000 henkeä. Tuolloin 
myös Kouteron piirin muiden taajamien (kuva 3) 
teollisuus- ja elinkeinotoiminta oli aktiivista 
(Dombrovski 2010).

Kouteron piirin asutus ja kaivostoiminta 
Neuvostoliiton jälkeen

Neuvostoliiton hajottua Kouteron kaupungin ja pii-
rin väkimäärä on vähentynyt merkittävästi väestön 
muutettua alueelta pois (kuva 4). Neuvostoliiton 
romah tamisen jälkeen Kouteron väestömäärä on 
vähentynyt lähes 40 prosenttia. Tämä on yleinen 
trendi Venäjän pohjoisilla alueilla, joiden asukas-
määrä on vähentynyt merkittävästi Venäjän keski-
arvoa voimakkaammin (Heleniak 2008). Kouteron 
väkimäärän laskiessa on myös kunnallispalvelui-
den tarve vähentynyt. Yritysten neuvostoaikana tar-
joamia palveluja siirrettiin Venäjällä 1990-luvulla 
paikallishallinnon vastuulle sillä seurauksella, että 
palvelutaso heikkeni (Granberg & Riabova 1998: 
177–178).

Nykyään Kouteron kaupungissa ja piirissä toi-
mii kaksi kaivosalan yritystä: Kouteron GOK ja 
Kovdorsljuda. Kouteron GOK ja sen avolouhos on 
kaupungin ainut merkittävä yritys. Se työllistää lä-
hes 3 500 henkeä (Togunov 2010). Vuonna 2001 
perustettu lannoitteita valmistava Eurochem-yhtiö 

Kuva 4. Kouteron kaupungin asu-
kasluvun kehitys vuosina 1959–
2010 (Moi Gorod 2011).
Figure 4. The development of Kov-
dor’s population 1959–2010 (Moi 
Gorod 2011).
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osti Kouteron GOK:n perustamisvuotenaan (For-
tescue 2010: 9). Nykyään Kouteron GOK on Euro-
chemin tytäryhtiö ja sen keskeinen apatiitti-
rikasteen tuottaja (Fortescue 2010: 9). Kouteron 
GOK on toiseksi suurin apatiittirikasteen valmis-
taja Venäjällä ja ainoa baddeliittirikasteen valmis-
taja maailmassa (Kompleksnyi… 2010: 21). Euro-
chem-yhtiöön siirtymisen myötä apatiittirikasteen 
merkitys Kouterossa jalostettavista kaivannais-
tuotteista on kasvanut.

Vermikuliittia ja flogopiittia tuottava Kov-
dorsljuda puolestaan on joutunut merkittäviin ta-
loudellisiin vaikeuksiin Neuvostoliiton romahta-
misen jälkeen. Perestroikan ja yksityistämisen ai-
kana alkanut taantuminen lamautti suuren osan 
yhtiön toiminnasta (Dombrovski 2010). Kov-
dorsljuda-yhtiölle kuuluva Kuruvaaran pegmatiit-
tikaivos (kuva 3) on nykyään ainoa Kouteron pii-
rissä toimiva kaivostoiminta-alue, joka sijaitsee 
Kouteron kaupungin välittömän läheisyyden ulko-
puolella. Suuri osa Jonskin taajaman asukkaista 
työskentelee siellä (Dombrovski 2010).

Neuvostoliiton hajoaminen vaikutti negatiivi-
sesti koko Kouteron piirin asutusrakenteeseen. 
Aiem mista kaivostaajamista Sljuda on suljettu ja 
siellä asunut väestö siirretty lähinnä Kouteroon ja 
Venäjän valtion poismuutto-ohjelman avustuksel-
la myös Keski-Venäjälle (Dombrovski 2010). 
Riko latvassa on vielä pysyvää asutusta, vaikka 
työpaikat ovat taajamasta käytännössä hävinneet. 
Kuroptassa toiminut Kouteron metsäteollisuus-
yhtiö meni konkurssiin 1990-luvun lopussa (Dom-
brovski 2010). Kouteron piirin metsäteollisuuden 
kuihduttua alueen tuotantorakenne on entisestään 
yksipuolistunut. Kouteron piirissä on nykyään 
enää kolme elinvoimaista yhdyskuntaa: Koutero, 
Jonski sekä maatalousyhdyskunta Leipi (Dom-
brovski 2010).

Kouteron haasteet rakennemuutoksessa
Kouteron GOK:n siirtyminen suuryhtiö Euro-
chemin tytäryhtiöksi on näkynyt sekä toiminnan te-
hostamisena että parempana mahdollisuutena kil-
pailla maailmanmarkkinoilla suuryhtiön tarjoa mien 
investointimahdollisuuksien ansiosta (Dombrovski 
2010). Työntekijöiden määrää on vähennetty vuosi-
na 2007–2010 noin 600 hengellä ja työn tuottavuus 
on selvästi kohonnut (Kompleksnyi… 2010). Kou-
teron kaivosteollisuudella on myös yhteys Suo-
meen, sillä Savukosken Sokliin suunnitellun kai-
voksen oikeudet omistava Yara-yhtiö on tehnyt peri-
aatepäätöksen Soklissa louhittavaksi aiotun malmin 
rikastamisesta Kouterossa (Yara Suomi… 2011).

Talouden suhdannevaihtelut tuntuvat Kouteron 
tapaisissa elinkeinorakenteeltaan yksipuolisissa 

yhdyskunnissa. Vuonna 2008 alkanut maailman-
laajuinen talouskriisi toi esille tarpeen ratkaista 
Venäjän monokaupunkien talousrakenteen ongel-
mia. Marraskuussa 2010 Venäjän hallitus valitsi 
Kouteron tukiohjelmaan, jossa Venäjän liittoval-
tio antaa valituille monokaupungeille erityistukea 
rakennemuutoksen toteuttamiseen (Monogorod 
2011). Kouteron tukipaketti liittyy Kovdorsljudan 
elvyttämissuunnitelmaan, jonka on tarkoitus pa-
rantaa kaupungin kaivostoiminnan moni puoli-
suutta (Kompleksnyi… 2010).

Kouteron kaivostoiminnan kehitysnäkymät ovat 
turvatut lähitulevaisuudessa, sillä nykyisellä avo-
louhosmenetelmällä louhittavia malmivaroja riit-
tää arviolta seuraaviksi 40–50 vuodeksi (Dom-
brovski 2010). Lisäksi Soklin kaivoshanke lisää 
toteutuessaan jalostustoimintaa Kouterossa. 
Kaivos toiminta on kuitenkin suhdannealtista ja 
malmivarojen taloudellinen tuottavuus riippuu 
maailmanmarkkinahintojen kehityksestä (Andreev 
2010; Togunov 2010). Tämän vuoksi on varaudut-
tava myös taloudellisesti vaikeisiin kausiin.

Koutero elinympäristönä
Markku Tykkyläisen (2010: 256) mukaan Pohjois-
Venäjän teollisuuspaikkakunnille on ominaista 
kohtuullisen voimakas yhteisöllisyyden tunne, joka 
juontuu paikallisten yhtiöiden perinteisestä pater-
nalistisesta suhtautumisesta yhteisöön ja yhteisöjen 
tarvitsemien palvelujen tarjoamisesta. Myös työs-
kentely samassa yhtiössä yhteisten tavoitteiden pa-
rissa on lisännyt yhteisöllisyyttä. Alla Bolotova ja 
Florian Stammler (2010) ovat tulkinneet yhteisölli-
syyden perusteita myös paikkakuntien asutus-
historian kautta. Kouteron ja muiden Murmanskin 
alueen teollisuuspaikkakuntien rakentaminen ja 
asuttaminen suurin piirtein samanikäisillä ja saman-
taustaisilla henkilöillä edesauttoi tiiviin sosiaalisen 
yhteisön syntymistä.

Syrjäiset resurssiyhdyskunnat ovat olleet mel-
ko suljettuja yhteisöjä, joissa yhteisöä on kehitet-
ty paikallisten voimin (Rautio 2003: 121). Neu-
vostoliiton hajoamisen jälkeen tilanne on mones-
sa suhteessa huonontunut ja sosiaaliset ongelmat 
ovat yleisiä (Rautio 2000: 135; Tykkyläinen 2010: 
261).

Koutero muodostui alun perin ”tyhjästä” il-
man, että väestöllä oli mitään historiallista sidet-
tä aluee seen. Kaupunki asutettiin etuisuuksia lu-
paamalla ja osittaisten pakkokeinojen avulla 
(Stammler & Bolotova 2005; Bolotova & Stamm-
ler 2010: 197–202). Tällaisen asutustoiminnan 
kustannukset ovat olleet suuria siitä saatavaan 
hyötyyn verrattuna. Niinpä Neuvostoliiton har-
joittama asuttamis politiikka on kyseenalaistettu 



TERRA 123: 3 2011Tuomas Suutarinen Arktinen ”rajakaupunki” Koutero asuinympäristönä …132

kalliina ja kestämättömänä (Hill & Gaddy 2003). 
Taloudellisten ongelmien lisäksi vaativa elin-
ympäristö on aiheuttanut sosiaalisia ongelmia, 
kuten sopeutumisvaikeuksia muilta alueilta saa-
puneille.

Ääri-Pohjolan teollistaminen tapahtui mies-
valtaisten toimialojen varassa. Niinpä Kouterokin 
profiloitui työpaikkarakenteeltaan miesvaltaisek-
si (Tykkyläinen 2010: 267–268). Naisväestön työl-
listäminen on ollut vaikeaa yksipuolisen tuotanto-
rakenteen takia. Pohjoisessa mahdollisuudet maa-
talouteen tai uusiin teollisuuden aloihin ovat hei-
kot. Tykkyläisen (2010: 267–270) mukaan paikal-
listen näkemykset yhdyskunnan elinkeinoelämän 
mahdollisesta monipuolistamisesta ovat sitä pes-
simistisempiä mitä pohjoisemmasta alueesta on 
kysymys. Lisäksi monokaupungeissa usein vallit-
sevat epäinnovatiiviset olosuhteet heikentävät 
mahdollisuuksia taloudellisen toiminnan laajenta-
miseen.

Sosioekonomisten ongelmien lisäksi Murmans-
kin alueen teollisuuskaupungeilla on merkittäviä 
ympäristöongelmia. Monien teollisuuskaupun kien 
ympäristö on tuhoutunut päästöjen vuoksi (Luzin 
ym. 1994: 13). Montšegorsk ja Nikkeli ovat räi-
keimpiä esimerkkejä rikkidioksidin saastuttamis-
ta alueista (Hansen & Tønnessen 1998: 121). 
Vaikka Koutero on tärkeä teollisuuspaikkakunta, 
sen lähiluonto on säästynyt näitä alueita parem-
min. Tosin kaivostoiminta päästöineen ja jättei-
neen aiheuttaa haasteita myös Kouteron ympäris-
tössä.

Koutero on kaupunkina yleisilmeeltään harmaa. 
Sen rakennettua ympäristöä hallitsevat tehdas-
valmisteiset elementtirakennukset (Neruš 1978: 
46–58). Neuvostoliiton romahtamisen jälkeen kau-
pungissa ei ole ollut uutta asuinrakennus tuotantoa, 
mutta väestökadon myötä asumisesta on tullut väl-
jempää.

Koutero rajakaupunkina
Rajaa lähellä olevan sijaintinsa perusteella Koutero 
on rajakaupunki, mutta siltä puuttuu rajan ylittävää 
vuorovaikutusta lisäävä läheinen rajanylityspaikka. 
Suomen vastainen raja sijaitsee 20 kilometrin pääs-
sä ja on luonteeltaan enemmän eristävä kuin yhdis-
tävä tekijä. Liikennettä Kouteron piirin asutus-
keskuksiin valvotaan läheisen rajavyöhykkeen 
vuoksi. Niihin liittyvä tarkastuspiste on Jonan taa-
jaman pohjoispuolella (kuva 3). Koutero on lähellä 
rajavyöhykettä olevan sijaintinsa vuoksi osittain 
eristynyt muista Murmanskin alueen kaupungeista. 
Tämä on rajoittanut kouterolaisten kanssakäymistä 
Murmanskin alueen muiden kaupunkien asukkai-
den kanssa. Esimerkiksi vuosina 2007–2008 Kou-

terossa vierailuun tarvittiin rajaviranomaisten 
erityis lupa, joten Murmanskin alueen muissa kau-
pungeissa asuneet henkilöt joutuivat hakemaan 
raja vyöhykelupaa käydäkseen Kouterossa. Tämä 
hankaloitti esimerkiksi sukulais- ja tuttava-
vierailuja.

Koutero on sikäli poikkeuksellinen Suomen ra-
jan tuntumassa oleva kaupunki, että läheisen 
rajan ylityspaikan puuttumisen vuoksi sillä ei ole 
toiminnallista vuorovaikutusta Suomen kanssa. 
Lähin rajanylityspaikka on vuonna 2002 avattu 
Sallan kansainvälinen rajanylityspaikka (Kello-
selän rajavartioasema 2011), jonne on matkaa Pie-
taria ja Murmanskia yhdistävän valtatien kautta 
yli 300 kilometriä. Suoran tieyhteyden rakentami-
nen Kouterosta Alakurttiin Sallaan johtavalle tiel-
le ei ole taloudellisesti kannattavaa (Dombrovski 
2010). Käytettävissä olevien tieyhteyksien perus-
teella Koutero on maantiekilometreissä mitattuna 
yhtä kaukana rajasta kuin Petroskoi. Lyhyen ja 
suljetun historiansa vuoksi Kouterolla ei ole ollut 
yhteyksiä Suomeen toisin kuin muilla Venäjän 
raja kaupungeilla, kuten Kostamuksella, Sorta-
valalla ja Viipurilla.

Kouteron nykyisyys ja 
tulevaisuudennäkymät
Kyselytutkimuksen tausta
Olen jakanut artikkelini aineistonkäsittelyn neljään 
osaan. Ensimmäisessä esittelen empiirisen aineis-
ton, joka koostuu kyselytutkimuksen tuloksista 
sekä Kouterossa tekemistäni asiantuntijahaastatte-
luista. Tämän jälkeen syvennyn varsinaisiin 
tutkimus kysymyksiin. Tulokseni perustuvat Koute-
rossa keräämääni kyselylomaketutkimusaineis-
toon, jota olen analysoinut tilastotieteellisin mene-
telmin. Laatimallani 14-sivuisella kysely-
lomakkeella selvitin kouterolaisten suhtautumista 
kaupunkinsa kehitykseen ja elinvoimaisuuteen 
sekä muutoksiin kaupungin kaivosteollisuus-
toiminnassa.

Haastattelin lisäksi puolistrukturoidulla mene-
telmällä kolmea Kouteron GOK:n eri osastoilla 
johtotehtävissä olevaa toimihenkilöä sekä Koute-
ron piirin kaupunginvaltuuston puheenjohtajaa. 
Taltioin haastattelut sanelukoneella ja litteroin ne 
suomeksi. Haastatellut henkilöt valitsin tutkimus-
asetelmani perusteella. Halusin haastatella Koute-
ron GOK:n tärkeitä toimihenkilöitä sekä 
kaupungin hallinnon edustajia ja paikallispolitiik-
koja, jotta voisin saada taustoittavia tietoja 
tutkimus ongelmiini sekä vertailla virallisia 
kannan ottoja kyselytutkimukseni tuloksiin. Kou-
teron GOK:n yhteistyöhenkilöt valitsivat lopulli-
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sesti ne henkilöt, joiden kanssa pääsin keskustele-
maan.

Kyselytutkimuksen suoritin Kouterossa syys-
kuussa 2010 yhteistyössä Kouteron GOK:n kans-
sa. Kouteron GOK:n pääkonttorissa sijaitsevan 
ammattiliiton osaston työntekijät jakoivat kysely-
lomakkeet vastaajille. Niinpä ammattiliiton rooli 
yhteistyökumppanina ja sen mahdollinen vaikutus 
vastauksiin on otettava huomioon tulosten analyy-
sissä. Muokkasin venäjänkielisen kysely-
lomakkeen yhteistyössä Jakutskin yliopiston 
maantieteilijöiden kanssa kesällä 2010 Jakutiassa 
suorittamani kenttätyöjakson yhteydessä. Pohjana 
käytin laatimaani alustavaa englanninkielistä lo-
maketta. Ennen lomakkeen käyttöönottoa Barent-
sin sosiaalitutkimuksen keskuksen johtaja profes-
sori Oleg Andreev tarkisti vielä kysymysten sovel-
tuvuuden Kouteron oloihin.

Jätin Kouteron GOK:iin 700 kyselylomaketta, 
joista sain takaisin 356. Palautusprosentti oli täten 
51. Enemmistö vastaajista oli miehiä (53 prosent-
tia). Vastaajista 35 prosenttia oli suorittanut ylem-
män korkeakoulututkinnon ja 44 prosenttia oli 
käynyt teknillisen koulun tai ammattikoulun. Vas-
taajien keski-ikä oli 40 vuotta ja vaihteli 18 vuo-
desta 69 vuoteen (kuva 5).

Kyselyyn vastanneista miehistä 90 prosenttia ja 
naisista 75 prosenttia työskenteli Kouteron 
GOK:ssa. Loput vastaajat olivat muita Kouteron 
asukkaita vaihtelevista ammateista. Vastanneista 
142 oli syntyperäisiä kouterolaisia (kuva 6). Van-
hemmissa ikäluokissa oli lisäksi sellaisia, jotka oli-
vat tulleet Kouteroon töihin joko opiskelujensa jäl-
keen määrättyinä tai Neuvostoliiton kommunisti-
sen puolueen nuorisojärjestö Komsomolin kautta.

45 prosenttia vastaajista kertoi tienaavansa 
20 000–35 000 ruplaa (500–875 euroa) kuukau-
dessa. Tämä on lähellä Kouteron keskipalkkaa, 

joka vuonna 2010 oli 29 300 euroa (noin 730 eu-
roa) kuukaudessa (Dannye… 2011). Vastanneista 
miesten tulot olivat keskimäärin suuremmat kuin 
naisten.

Vastauksia tulkittaessa on otettava huomioon, 
että asukkaiden näkemykset kaupungistaan saat-
toivat olla vastaushetkellä pessimistisempiä kuin 
2000-luvun myönteisen talouskehityksen parhaim-
pina vuosina. Tämä johtuu kaupunkiin vaikutta-
neesta maailmantalouden kriisistä. Esimerkiksi 
kaupungin virallinen työttömyysprosentti nousi 
kriisin myötä vuosien 2008 ja 2009 välillä 4,4 pro-
sentista 5,8 prosenttiin. Yleinen epävarmuus kau-
pungin työmarkkinoilla on siis lisääntynyt (Dan-
nye… 2011).

Koutero asuin- ja elinympäristönä
Artikkelini ensimmäinen tutkimuskysymys selvit-
tää, millaiseksi Kouteron asukkaat kokevat kaupun-
kinsa asuinpaikkana ja elinympäristönä. Hypo-
teesini mukaan asukkaat kokevat Kouteron pää-
sääntöisesti epätyydyttäväksi asuinpaikaksi ja hei-
dän näkemyksensä kaupungista ovat negatiivisia. 
Testasin hypoteesiani Kouteroa asuinpaikkana ku-
vaavilla väittämillä. Tulosten mukaan kouterolaiset 
olivat tyytyväisiä Kouteroon asuin- ja työpaikkana 
(kuva 7). Sen sijaan muissa Kouteroa koskevissa 
asioissa asukkaat olivat tyytymättömiä. Etenkin 
kunnallispalveluihin suhtauduttiin kriittisesti. Tyy-
tyväisyys Kouteroa kohtaan työpaikkana vaihteli 
ikäryhmittäin. Tyytyväisimpiä olivat vanhimman 
ikäryhmän edustajat. Ikäryhmittäinen vaihtelu oli 
tilastollisesti erittäin merkitsevää, sillä Khii-testin 
tulos oli 0,000 (Khii-testin tulosten merkitsevyydet 
taulukon 2 yhteydessä). Miehet olivat naisia tyyty-
väisempiä Kouteroon työpaikkana, mutta aineiston 
pienen koon vuoksi eroa ei voi pitää tilastollisesti 

Kuva 5. Tutkimukseen vastannei-
den kouterolaisten luokittelu ikä-
ryhmiin (n=356).
Figure 5. Kovdor survey respond-
ents according to age groups 
(n=356).
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Kuva 6. Tutkimukseen vastannei-
den kouterolaisten ryhmittely sen 
mukaan, kuinka he päätyivät Kou-
teron asukkaiksi (n=356).
Figure 6. Kovdor survey respon-
dents according to way in which 
they came to reside in Kovdor 
(n=356).

Kuva 7. Tutkimukseen vastannei-
den kouterolaisten näkemykset 
kaupungistaan.
Figure 7. Kovdor survey respon-
dents’ opinions about their town.

merkitsevänä (Khii-testi: 0,130). Naisvastaajat ovat 
tyytymättömämpiä Kouteroon myös asuinpaikka-
na. Kouteron GOK:n työntekijöistä 58 prosenttia 
oli tyytyväisiä Kouteroon työpaikkana, kun muista 
kaupunkilaisista tyytyväisiä oli 44 prosenttia. Ti-
lastollisesti tämä on merkitsevä ero (Khii-testi: 
0,001).

GOK:n työntekijät olivat vain hiukan muita 
kaupunkilaisia tyytyväisempiä Kouteroon asuin-
paikkana. On mahdollista, että vastaajat ovat il-

moittaneet Kouteron hyväksi paikaksi työskennel-
lä sen takia, että heidän työpaikkansa on miellyt-
tävä. Lisäksi on muistettava, että vastaajiksi on 
saattanut valikoitua ammattiliiton ja Kouteron 
GOK:n valitsemia yrityksen uskollisia työn-
tekijöitä, joiden näkemykset mukailevat yhtiön 
intres sejä. Suhtautuminen Kouteron kulttuuri-
elämään, liikenneverkostoon, vapaa-ajan mahdol-
lisuuksiin, kunnallispalveluihin, kauppoihin ja 
palveluihin oli selkeästi negatiivista (ks. kuva 7). 
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Hiukan alle puolet vastanneista suhtautui Koute-
roon opiskelupaikkana ja lasten kasvatuspaikkana 
negatiivisesti.

Kouteron kehityksen koettiin olleen negatiivis-
ta Neuvostoliiton hajoamisen jälkeen (taulukko 1). 
Valtaosa vastaajista piti Kouteroa perifeerisenä 
paikkakuntana, joka ei ole tarpeeksi veto-
voimainen houkutellakseen uusia työntekijöitä. 
Vaikka enemmistö vastaajista oli tyytyväisiä Kou-
teroon asuinpaikkana (kuva 7), suurin osa vastaa-
jista oli kuitenkin eri mieltä väittämästä ”Koutero 
on miellyttävä kaupunki asua”. Lähes puolet vas-
taajista oli sitä mieltä, että Kouterossa vallitsee 
yhteisöllisyyden tunne ihmisten välillä. Yhteisöl-
lisyyden tunne oli vanhemmissa ikäluokissa sel-
västi vahvempi kuin nuorissa.

Tyytyväisyys Kouteroon vaihteli sukupuolen ja 
syntymäpaikan perusteella (taulukko 2). Suku-
puolten välinen ero oli tilastollisesti lähes merkit-
sevä. Lisäksi Kouterossa syntyneet olivat tyyty-
mättömämpiä elämäänsä nykyisessä asuin-
paikassaan kuin Kouteroon muuttaneet. Kahdessa 
nuorimmassa ikäryhmässä tyytymättömiä oli 
enemmän kuin tyytyväisiä, mutta vanhemmissa 
ikäryhmissä tyytyväisten määrä oli suurempi kuin 
tyytymättömien. Kouteron GOK:n työntekijöiden 
ja muiden kaupunkilaisten välillä ei ollut merkit-
sevää eroa.

Taulukko 1. Tutkimukseen vastanneiden kouterolaisten näkemykset kaupunkiaan koskevista väitteistä. Suosituin 
vaihto ehto lihavoitu.
Table 1. Kovdor survey respondents’ views about their town. The most popular chosen alternative in bold.

VÄITTÄMÄT
STATEMENTS

Eri mieltä / 
Disagree  

%

En osaa 
sanoa /

Not sure %

Samaa  
mieltä /
Agree %

Elämä Kouterossa muuttui paremmaksi Neuvostoliiton hajoamisen jälkeen 
(n=340)
Life changed for better in Kovdor after the collapse of the Soviet Union

57 34  9

Koutero on vetovoimainen kasvukeskus (n=352)
Kovdor is an attractive growth center

79 13  8

Koutero on perifeerinen teollisuuskaupunki eikä pysty houkuttelemaan 
uusia työntekijöitä (n=351)
Kovdor is a remote industrial town and cannot attract new workers to 
locate in it

21 15 64

Koutero on miellyttävä kaupunki asua (n=350)
Kovdor is a nice town to live at

64 13 23

Kouterossa on yhteisöllisyyden tunne ihmisten välillä (n=350)
There is a sense of togetherness within people in Kovdor

27 29 43

Kouterolaisten kohtalo riippuu Kouteron GOK:n kehityksestä (n=352)
The fate of Kovdor residents is dependent on development of Kovdorsky 
GOK.

 2  1 97

En voi löytää uutta työtä Kouterosta, jos menetän nykyisen työni (n=349)
In Kovdor I cannot find a new work in case I lose my current work

16 15 70

Koutero kaivostoimintariippuvaisena 
monokaupunkina
Selvitin tutkimuksessani myös, millaiseksi koute-
rolaiset kokevat kaivostoiminnan roolin kaupungis-
saan. Hypoteesini mukaan kaivostoiminnalle ei 
nähdä juuri vaihtoehtoja. Tämän ovat osoittaneet 
aikaisemmat perifeerisissä resurssiyhdyskunnissa 
suoritetut tutkimukset (Tykkyläinen 2010: 267–
270). Kouteron kaupungin riippuvuutta Kouteron 
GOK:sta kuvasti se, että 97 prosenttia vastaajista 
uskoi kouterolaisten kohtalon riippuvan yhtiön ke-
hityksestä (taulukko 1). Eroa Kouteron GOK:n 
työntekijöiden ja muiden kaupunkilaisten välillä ei 
ollut havaittavissa. Ryhmien välisiä eroja ei ilmen-
nyt myöskään suhtautumisessa uuden työn löytä-
misen mahdollisuuksiin. Kaivostoiminnan rooli 
kouterolaisten toivottuna tulevaisuuden työllistäjä-
nä tuli esille myös erillisessä kysymyksessä, jossa 
selvitin aloja, joita Kouterossa olisi kehitettävä 
 uusien työpaikkojen luomiseksi. Kouterolaiset piti-
vät tärkeimpänä kehittää Kouteron kaivos-
teollisuutta. Sen lisäksi tärkeiksi koettiin matkailu 
ja metsäteollisuus. Ensisijassa kaivosteollisuuden 
tuotannon kehittämisen tärkeyteen vetosivat myös 
haastatellut asiantuntijat (Bystrov 2010; Dom-
brovski 2010).

Asiantuntijoiden vastauksissa korostui erityi-
sesti kaupungin elinkeinoelämän monipuolistami-
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nen Kovdorsljudan toimintaa kehittämällä (Byst-
rov 2010; Dombrovski 2010; Sorokin 2010). Me-
nestyvä kilpaileva yritys parantaisi palkka-
kilpailun kautta myös Kouteron GOK:n työn-
tekijöiden palkkoja (Bystrov 2010). Koutero ei 
olisi kuitenkaan otollinen muunlaiselle teollisuu-
delle syrjäisyytensä ja Keski-Venäjää kalliimpien 
logistiikka- ja työvoimakustannusten vuoksi 
(Dombrovski 2010).

Kouteron tulevaisuudennäkymät
Entä millaisena asukkaat näkevät Kouteron tulevai-
suuden? Oletin Venäjän suotuisan talouskehityksen 
näkyvän vastauksissa, vaikka uskoin myös talous-
kriisin jälkeisen aikakauden vaikuttavan vastauk-
siin. Kyselylomakkeeseen vastanneet kouterolaiset 
arvioivat kaupungin tulevaisuutta 20 vuoden aika-
jaksolla. Asukkaat mielsivät Kouteron tulevaisuu-
den pääasiallisesti nykyisen kaltaiseksi tai negatii-
viseksi, sillä kasvuun ja myönteiseen kehitykseen 
uskoi vajaa kolmannes vastaajista (31 prosenttia). 
Naisten odotukset olivat miehiä positiivisemmat 
(Khii-testin tulos 0,035). Ikäryhmittäin eriteltynä 
Kouteron kehitykseen suhtautuivat optimistisim-
min nuorimmat ja vanhimmat. Ero ikäryhmien vä-
lillä oli tilastollisesti lähes merkitsevä (Khii-testin 
tulos 0,023).

Nuorimmasta ikäryhmästä Kouteroon olivat 
toden näköisimmin jääneet ne, jotka uskoivat eni-
ten oman elämänsä rakentamiseen kaupungissa. 
Nuorimmasta ikäryhmästä 86 prosenttia oli joko 
syntynyt Kouterossa tai muuttanut sinne vanhem-
piensa kanssa. Vanhimmalla ikäryhmällä nuoruus-
muistojen ja kaupungin rakentamisen kautta syn-
tynyt suhde kaupunkiin johti optimistiseen suhtau-
tumiseen. Bolotovan ja Stammlerin (2010) mu-
kaan Murmanskin alueen teollisuuskaupunkeja ra-
kentaneille sukupolville kehittyi erityinen positii-
vinen suhde rakentamiinsa kaupunkeihin. Keskim-
mäisillä ikäryhmillä ei ole tällaista vahvaa tunne-
sidettä kaupunkiin, vaan niiden kokemukset liit-
tyvät Neuvostoliiton romahtamisen jälkeisen ajan 
negatiivisiin muutoksiin ja vähäisiin uudistuksiin.

Positiiviseen tulevaisuuteen uskovat perusteli-
vat näkemystään pääasiallisesti kaivostoiminnan 
hyvillä näkymillä ja kaivannaisten riittävyydellä. 
Kehitysnäkymiin pessimistisesti suhtautuvat veto-
sivat konkreettisesti havaittavissa olevaan kaupun-
gin taantumiseen ja epämiellyttäviin seurannais-
ilmiöihin, kuten lisääntyneeseen alkoholismiin, 
väestökatoon, infrastruktuurin rappeutumiseen 
sekä koulujen ja terveydenhuollon toimintojen 
lakkauttamiseen. Lisäksi yhdeksi olennaiseksi on-
gelmaksi mainittiin pitkäaikaisten kehittämis-
ideoiden puuttuminen.

Taulukko 2. Tutkimukseen vastanneiden kouterolaisten tyytyväisyys nykyisessä asuinpaikassaan. Suosituin vaihto-
ehto lihavoitu. ¹Ryhmien välisiä eroja testattiin Khiin neliötestillä. Tilastollisesti merkitsevä ero on merkitty seuraa-
vasti: melkein merkitsevä 0,01 < p < 0,05*, merkitsevä 0,001 < p < 0,01**, erittäin merkitsevä p < 0,001***.
Table 2. Kovdor survey respondents’ satisfaction on their current place of residence. The most popular chosen alter-
native in bold. ¹Differences among groups were tested with Pearson Chi-Square X2 test. Statistical significance levels 
are: almost significant 0,01 < p < 0,05*, significant 0,001 < p < 0,01**, highly significant p < 0,001***.

KYSYMYS: Oletteko tyytyväinen elämäänne nykyisessä 
asuinpaikassanne?
Question: Are you satisfied with your current place of resi-
dence?

Kyllä /  
Yes %

Vaikea  
vastata /

Not sure %

En /  
No %

Sig.¹

Kaikki / All (n=347) 36 35 29

Kouterossa syntyneet / Born in Kovdor (n=141)
Muualla syntyneet / Born somewhere else (n=202)

33
38

30
38

37
25

0,052

Miehet / Men (n=185)
Naiset / Women (n=159)

30
42

35
35

35
23

0,020*

Kouteron GOK:n työntekijät /
Workers of Kovdorsky GOK (n=292)
Muut Kouteron kaupunkilaiset /
Other residents of Kovdor (n=54)

35

41

36

30

29

30

0,604

Ikäryhmät /Age groups
19–26 (n=49)
27–34 (n=64)
35–42 (n=90)
43–50 (n=84)
51–69 (n=60)

31
30
36
42
38

29
38
34
30
45

41
33
30
29
17

0,213
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Testasin kouterolaisten vastaajien tulevai-
suudennäkymiä myös suhteessa tulevaisuuden-
odotuksiin eri aluetasoilla (kuva 8). Tulokset 
osoittavat, että usko hyvään tulevaisuuteen kasvoi 
sitä mukaa mitä korkeammalle aluehierarkiassa 
noustiin. Ainoastaan Venäjän Ääri-Pohjolan syr-
jäiset asutuskeskukset koettiin tulevaisuuden-
odotuksiltaan Kouteroa heikommiksi. Samalla 
vastaajien usko oman maan tulevaisuuteen oli vah-
vaa. Venäjän 2000-luvun kehitys näkyy suhteelli-
sen optimistisena suhtautumisena koko maan 
tulevai suudennäkymiin, vaikka usko oman 
paikallis yhdyskunnan suotuisaan tulevaisuuteen 
on vähäistä.

Johtopäätökset

Tutkimukseni vahvistaa aiempia tuloksia (Rautio 
2003: 104) siitä, että resurssiperustaiset luonnon-
varayhdyskunnat Venäjän perifeerisillä alueilla 
koetaan pääsääntöisesti negatiivisiksi asuin-
paikoiksi. Uudet yhteiskunnalliset, taloudelliset ja 
sosiaaliset rakenteet eivät ole pystyneet takaamaan 
tyydyttävää kehitystä paikallistasolle Kouteron kal-
taisessa yhdyskunnassa. Venäjän myönteinen 
2000-luvun kehitys ei ole myöskään valanut kau-
punkilaisiin merkittävää tulevaisuudenuskoa. Neu-
vostoliiton hajottua alueellinen eriarvoisuus on Ve-
näjällä kasvanut. Tässä kehityksessä Kouteron kal-
taisen perifeerisen paikkakunnan asukkaat kokevat 
kaupunkinsa tulevaisuuden negatiiviseksi. Heidän 
uskonsa elinkeinoelämän monipuolistumisen mah-
dollisuuksiin on varauksellista. Kaivostoiminnan 
kehitys koetaan kaupungin tulevaisuuden kannalta 
tärkeäksi. Samalla asukkaat kokevat asuinpaikkan-
sa olevan täysin riippuvainen kaupungin suurim-
masta työllistäjästä, Kouteron GOK:sta. Tämä vah-
vistaa aiempia tuloksia pohjoisista resurssiperi-
ferioista (Tykkyläinen 2010: 267–270).

Kouterossa kaivostoiminnan roolia korostaa 
myös monipuolinen kaivostoimintaympäristö, jos-
sa riittää potentiaalia kaivostoiminnan laajentami-
seen. Kaivostoiminnan laajentamistoiveiden lisäk-
si asukkailla ja paikallisilla päättäjillä on selkeitä 
toiveita muiden elinkeinojen elvyttämisestä ja luo-
misesta, vaikka usko niiden potentiaaliin jää tois-
sijaiseksi kaivostoimintaan nähden. Positiivisten 
tulevaisuudenodotusten perusteleminen kaivos-
teollisuuden valoisiksi uskotuilla näkymillä koros-
taa kaupungin riippuvuutta kaivostoiminnasta.

Tulokseni vahvistavat pitkälti vanhaa tietoa Ve-
näjän resurssiyhdyskuntien paikallistason kehityk-
sestä. Tutkimukseni osoittaa, että paikallisyhdys-
kunnassa uskotaan sitä monipuolisempaan tulevai-
suuteen mitä ylemmistä aluetasoista puhutaan. Jat-
kossa kannattaisi vertailla sitä, millaiseksi venä-
läinen perifeerinen resurssiyhdyskunta koetaan 
sekä absoluuttisena että suhteellisena asuin-
paikkana ja elinympäristönä Kouteroa suotuisam-
min kehittyvissä kaupungeissa. Paremman talous-
kehityksen alueel la suoritettava vertailututkimus 
auttaisi vastaamaan kysymykseen, voivatko Venä-
jän pohjoiset resurssiyhdyskunnat näyttäytyä ny-
kyistä miellyttävämpinä ja houkuttelevampina 
asuinpaikkoina. Voidaanko Venäjän pohjoisilla 
resurssi periferia-alueilla luoda vakituiselle asutuk-
selle tyydyttäviä asumisympäristöjä ja olosuhtei-
ta? Kouteroon verrattuna suotuisasti kehittyviä pe-
rifeerisiä resurssiyhdyskuntia on erityisesti 
 Länsi-Siperian öljy- ja kaasuteollisuuden alueilla.

Kiitokset
Kiitän kahta anonyymia vertaisarvioijaa kommenteista sekä 
Suomen Akatemiaa tutkimukseni rahoittamisesta osana tutki-
musprojektia ”Suorien investointien rooli Venäjän integroitumi-
sessa maailmantalouteen: öljy- ja kaivossektorien investoinnit 
Venä jälle ja Venäjältä” (projekti 1130276).

Kuva 8. Tutkimukseen 
vastanneiden kouterolais-
ten näkemykset tulevai-
suudesta eri aluetasoilla 
seuraavien 20 vuoden ai-
kana.
Figure 8. Kovdor survey 
respondents’ opinions 
about future prospects 
over the next 20 years at 
different spatial scales.
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The Arctic ‘border town’ of Kovdor as a living environment and mining 

dependent locality 
 

TUOMAS SUUTARINEN 

Department of Geosciences and Geography, University of Helsinki 

 

This article deals with the Arctic single-industry resource town Kovdor, located in 

North-West Russia near the border of Finland. The mining history of the Kovdorsky 

district begins in the 1930s with the Soviet industrialisation of the Murmansk region. 

Mining has played a dominant role in the economy of the district since the beginning. 

Socio-economic problems, characteristic of peripheral post-Soviet Russia, also have 

occurred in Kovdor, including a significant decline of demographic indicators and a 

downsizing of the social welfare sector. In post-Soviet Kovdor the role of the main 

mining company, Kovdorsky GOK, has been crucial in the local economy due to economic 

problems and closures of other firms. This article analyses the specificities of 

Kovdor as a place through its mining history. It presents the results of empirical data 

analyses, including survey results and expert interviews conducted in 2010 in Kovdor. 

It discusses how the residents of Kovdor experience the town as a place to work and 

live, its future prospects, and the role of mining in the locality. 

 

The northern regions of Russia have experienced major socio-economic transformation during the 

last two decades (Tykkyläinen 2010: 250). The northern regions, which were closed during Soviet 

times, have attracted significant interest from non-Russian geographers as subjects for research on 

processes of socio-economic change. This article examines the history, current state and future 

prospects of the mining town of Kovdor (pop. 20 000, see Figure 1), located in North-West Russia 

(Murmansk region), from the perspective of local residents. Kovdor owes much of its existence to 
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the mining sector, which also continues to be the main economic sector in town. The mining sector 

in Kovdor mainly produces iron ore and apatite as well as baddeleyite enrichments (Kompleksnyi… 

2010: 21). Kovdor is also a specific place due to its partially closed nature and its geopolitical 

location in Russia’s northwestern border zone above the Arctic Circle. 

This article examines how the residents of Kovdor perceive and experience the current 

situation and future prospects of the town and how they see the role of the mining in future 

development. The findings are based on a total of 356 interviews and surveys collected in Kovdor 

in 2010. The article is part of my doctoral research project in which I examine socio-economic 

change in Russian peripheral resource communities.  

 

 
Figure 1. Kovdor 

 

Research problem and previous research 
 

The industrial development history of Russia and the industrialization of its northern regions differ 

from Western experiences due to the impacts of 80 years of planned Soviet economy. The resulting 

specificities have to be taken into account in research on the topic. The collapse of the Soviet Union 
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in 1991 resulted in a severe economic recession and structural change in Russia’s northern 

industrial communities. Although Russia’s favourable economic development after the turn of the 

millennium has brought about positive change and stabilised the mining communities in the 

Murmansk region, problems brought about by structural change continue to persist. 

This work contributes to research on industrial and resource communities. Finnish 

geographers have actively engaged in research on structural change in peripheral mining 

communities in the Murmansk region for example  by dealing with the role and future of the mining 

sector in Nikel’ and Zapolyarnyy (Rautio 2003), migration in Apatity and Kirovsk (Synberg 2010), 

and the development in the region in general (Myllylä 2007). In addition, Kovdor was  one of the 

places studied as part of a biographical study carried out in Murmansk region which examined 

processes of adaptation to the northern living environment among migrants that had moved to the 

area (Stammler & Bolotova 2005; Bolotova & Stammler 2010). 

The development of Kovdor is connected to changing spatial structures and to 

problems related to processes of structural change (Round 2005; Heleniak 2008). According to 

Vesa Rautio (2003: 61), the central processes taking place in Russia’s peripheral localities are 

transition, globalisation and localisation. As Kovdor belongs to Russia’s extreme north, migration 

of Kovdor residents to other places in Russia has been supported by Russian state programmes 

(Bolotova & Stammler 2010: 194). Areas classified as ‘extreme north’ are all northern as well as 

regions equivalent to the Far North. This includes 27 federal subjects, 16 of which are classified as 

belonging to this category in their entirety and 11 subjects that are classified as belonging to it 

partially (Synberg 2010: 137). 

My research is also linked to studies on single industry towns (e.g. Hayter 2000). 

According to a common definition, a ‘resource community’ is a locality that is built on the activities 

of a single and dominating sector of the economy (Neil & Tykkyläinen 1998: 5).  In Russian 

language, this dominating economic sector is often called the ‘town constituting sector’. The 

leading company in the region is also often involved in all activities within the city and employs the 

majority of its residents (Synberg 2010: 34). Cities such as Kovdor are so-called mono-industrial 

towns in Russian (monogorod). Mono-industrial towns are urban centres, in which at least 25 per 

cent of the workforce are working in a single company or in the same economic sector in individual 

companies that are active in the same production chain. In addition, the share of industrial 

production in the total production of the town has to be above 50 per cent. Mono-industrial towns 

play an important role in the spatial structure and the economy of the country as prior to the 

economic crisis that started in 2008 they produced 40 per cent of Russia’s GDP (Dmitriev & 

Khomiakova 2009).  Finding solutions to the array of problems caused by the one-sidedness of 
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mono-industrial towns is one of the biggest challenges in Russia (Dmitriev & Khomiakova 2009; 

Kangaspuro 2009).  

This article provides answers to the following research questions: (1) how do the 

residents of Kovdor experience the town as a place to work and live; (2) how do they experience the 

role of the mining sector as the defining aspect of the town, and the mining sector’s position related 

with other sectors of the economy; and (3) how do they see the future prospects for the town of 

Kovdor? 

 

The development history and specificities of Kovdor   
 

Settlement structure and mining activities in Kovdor urban district during the Soviet era 

 

Kovdor urban district (later simplified to Kovdor district) is an administrative unit of 4066 square 

kilometers in the southwestern part of the Murmansk region (see Figure 2). Mining activities are 

closely intertwined with the history of and current day situation in the town as it was founded as a 

result of the discovery of ores in its vicinity (Istorija…2011). The socio-economic structure of the 

Kovdor is typical for the region as many of its towns are mining communities. The inception and 

development of Kovdor, and of most other towns in the Murmansk region, began in Soviet times 

(Rautio 2000: 133). In 1979, Kovdor was the only mining town in the Soviet Union where a variety 

of entirely different ores, such as magnetite, apatite, baddeleyite, phlogopite, vermiculite and 

carbonate rocks, were produced (Istorija…2011). The first settlement marked on maps in Kovdor 

district (see Figure 3) was Yona, which was founded in 1840 by Finns and Sami people living in the 

area (Tolstova 1998). 

The population of Kovdor grew significantly during the 1930s as a result of the 

discovery of ore deposits (Luzin et al. 1994: 5; Istorija… 2011). Around the current location of the 

town, a prison camp was established in the 1930s in order to take advantage of the existing ore 

deposits (Lysenko 2010). As a result of the mining activities the settlements of Yona and Slyuda 

also started to develop during the 1930s (Luzin et al. 1994: 5–6). 
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Figure 2. Kovdor district and the Murmansk region 

 

 
Figure 3. The main industries in the Kovdor district’s localities from the collapse of the Soviet 

Union in 1991 until today. Presently uninhabited localities and closed industries are indicated in 

grey. 
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Geological studies around the deposits in Kovdor that had been halted during the war were re-

started at the beginning of the post-war period (Istorija…2011). At the end of the 1940s, a mineral 

enrichment plant was constructed in Kovdor (Luzin et al. 1994: 5–6). A railway line was 

constructed from Pinozero to Kovdor in 1951, facilitating the extraction and transportation of ores 

(Istorija… 2011). After the railway line was completed, the construction of the ore enrichment plant 

and the city itself was started in 1953. Kovdor received city status in 1965 (Istorija… 2011). 

The construction of the mineral enrichment plant (later to become Kovdorsky GOK) 

was completed in 1962 (Luzin et al. 1994: 5–6). From 1971 onwards, the processing of baddeleyite 

and apatite, which were side products of iron ore mining, were processed at the plant. The 

production of apatite and baddeleyite enrichments began in 1974 necessitating continuing plant 

enlargements until 1987 (Luzin et al. 1994: 5–6; Fortescue 2010: 9). 

As regards population development, the most significant growth in Kovdor took place 

during the 1970s and 1980s (see Figure 4). In-migration during those years was facilitated by local 

and other incentives provided by the Soviet Union. In addition, graduates from vocational and 

higher education institutes from all over the Soviet Union were ordered to work in certain places at 

the beginning of their careers, which contributed to population growth in the northern areas. The 

romanticisation  of the North and the conquering spirit with regard to new and distant places that 

existed in the Soviet Union also contributed to the will to migrate to northern areas, particularly 

among young people (Bolotova & Stammler 2010: 204). Kovdor district experienced its most 

prosperous times before the collapse of the Soviet Union as a result of the activities of four 

important companies, Kovdorsky GOK, Kovdorslyuda, Kovdorstroi and the Kovdor forest-

industrial company (Kovdorski lespromhoz) (Sorokin 2010; Togunov 2010). The peak of population 

growth in the city and district of Kovdor was reached at the beginning of the 1990s when the city 

was home to slightly over 30 000 people. During those times, industrial and economic activity was 

also at its peak in other settlements in Kovdor district (see Figure 3) (Dombrovski 2010). 
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Figure 4. The development of Kovdor’s population 1959–2010 (Moi Gorod 2011). 

 

Settlement structure and mining activities in Kovdor district after the collapse of the Soviet 

Union 

 

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, population numbers in the city and district of Kovdor 

declined by almost 40 per cent as a result of out-migration (see Figure 4). This was a common trend 

in the northern areas of the Soviet Union, which experienced a stronger decline than the country on 

average during those years (Heleniak 2008). Declining population also reduced the need for 

municipal services in Kovdor. In the 1990s, the services traditionally provided by companies during 

Soviet times were transferred to local government, which also resulted in declining levels of service 

(Granberg & Riabova 1998: 177–178). 

Today, two mining companies remain in the city and district of Kovdor: Kovdor GOK 

and Kovdorslyuda. Kovdor GOK and its open pit mine, which employs almost 3 500 workers 

(Togunov 2010), is the only significant company in the town. A company producing fertilizers, 

EuroChem, was established in 2001 and acquired Kovdor GOK the same year (Fortescue 2010: 9). 

Today, Kovdor GOK is a subsidiary of EuroChem and its key producer of apatite enrichments 

(Fortescue 2010: 9). Kovdor GOK is the second largest producer of apatite enrichments in Russia 

and the world’s only producer of baddeleyite enrichments (Kompleksnyi… 2010: 21). As a result of 
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the transfer to the EuroChem company, the importance of apatite enrichments has grown for 

Kovdor GOK. 

Kovdorslyuda, on the other hand, producing vermiculite and phlogopite, ended up in 

economic difficulties after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Perestroika and processes of 

privatization paralyzed a large part of the company’s activities (Dombrovski 2010). The pegmatite 

mine of Kuruvaara (see Figure 3), employing a large part of the population of the Yonskij locality, 

is today the only mining area that is not located in the immediate proximity of the town of Kovdor 

(Dombrovski 2010). 

The collapse of the Soviet Union had a negative effect on the entire settlement 

structure of Kovdor district. A former mining locality, Slyuda, is now closed and its population has 

mostly been transferred to Kovdor and to Central Russia as part of the relocation programmes 

sponsored by the Russian state (Dombrovski 2010). There remains a permanent settlement in 

Rikolatva, despite the fact that basically all jobs in the locality have disappeared. The forest-

industrial company of Kovdor in Kuropta went bankrupt at the end of the 1990s (Dombrovski 

2010). The disappearance of the forest-industrial sector has further increased the one-sidedness of 

the economic structure of Kovdor. Currently there are only three viable localities left in Kovdor: 

Kovdor, Yonskij and the agricultural community of Leipi (Dombrovski 2010). 

 

Structural change and its consequences in Kovdor 

 

Kovdorsky GOK’s new status as a subsidiary of EuroChem has resulted in both productivity 

increases and better opportunities for the company to compete in the global market by utilizing the 

investment potentials provided by a global enterprise (Dombrovski 2010). The number of 

employees has shrunk by approximately 600 from 2007 to 2010 and labour productivity has 

increased significantly (Kompleksnyi… 2010). The mining industry of Kovdor has also links to 

Finland as Yara, the company owning the rights to the planned Sokli mine in Savukoski (Finland), 

has made an initial decision to enrich the mined ore from the Sokli in facilities in Kovdor (Yara 

Suomi… 2011).  

Economic booms and busts can be particularly felt in a mono-industrial community 

such as Kovdor. The global economic recession that started in 2008 illustrated the need to solve the 

problems related to the economic structure of Russian mono-towns. In November 2010, the Russian 

government chose Kovdor to participate in a programme that provides support to selected mono-

towns in order to implement structural reforms. (Monogorod 2011). The support package for 
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Kovdor included a rehabilitation plan for the Kovdorslyuda company, which was designed to make 

mining activity in the town more resilient (Kompleksnyi… 2010). 

The future prospects for mining in Kovdor a relatively good as with the current 

method of open pit mining, the ore deposits are expected to last for another 40 to 50 years 

(Dombrovski 2010). In addition, the mining project in Sokli, if implemented, would add to the 

enrichment activities in Kovdor. However, mining is notoriously sensitive to the economic climate 

and economic gain from ore deposits is dependent on the world market prices (Andreev 2010; 

Togunov 2010). Therefore it is necessary to prepare for economic recessions.  

 

Kovdor as a place to live 

 

According to Markku Tykkyläinen (2010: 256), industrial communities in northern Russia have a 

relatively strong sense of community and togetherness that has its roots in the traditionally 

paternalistic attitude taken by local companies as regards the community itself and in their provision 

of services to the community. Work in the same company and for the same goals has also 

contributed to a sense of community. Alla Bolotova and Florian Stammler (2010) see the 

community spirit also as a result of a common history of settlement in new places. The construction 

and settlement of Kovdor and other industrial communities in the Murmansk region with people of 

approximately the same age and background helped to develop a strong social cohesion. 

Remote resource communities have traditionally been rather closed, which 

emphasizes local community building (Rautio 2003: 121). After the collapse of the Soviet Union, 

the social situation has deteriorated considerable and social problems became widespread (Rautio 

2000: 135; Tykkyläinen 2010: 261). 

Kovdor initially developed ‘from nothing’ and the population had no ties to their 

surrounding area. The town was settled through incentives and, to some extent, also through 

coercion (Stammler & Bolotova 2005; Bolotova & Stammler 2010: 197–202). The costs of such as 

strategy have often outweighed the benefits received, however. As a consequence, the settlement 

policy of the Soviet Union has often been criticized as expensive and unsustainable (Hill & Gaddy 

2003). In addition to economic problems, the challenging living environment has resulted in social 

problems, such as problems of adaption for newcomers from other regions of Russia. 

Industrialization of the northernmost regions of Russia took place through male-

dominated sectors of the economy, which was also the case in Kovdor (Tykkyläinen 2010: 267–

268). As a result of the one-sided economic structure, employment opportunities for women have 

been scare. Opportunities in agricultural production or new sectors of the economy are almost non-



10 
 

existent. According to Tykkyläinen (2010: 267–270), pessimism among locals about potential 

diversification of economic life in their communities generally increases the further north one goes. 

Moreover, monotowns often suffer from a lack of innovative climate, which works against 

economic growth.  

In addition to socio-economic challenges, the industrial communities in the Murmansk 

region often suffer from severe environmental problems. The environment surrounding the 

industrial communities has indeed been destroyed by the industrial pollution and emissions (Luzin 

et al. 1994: 13). Monchegorsk and Nikel’ are worst examples of areas being polluted by sulphur 

dioxide (Hansen & Tønnessen 1998: 121). Although Kovdor represents an important industrial 

community and its mining activities certainly result in emissions and waste, the town’s immediate 

surroundings have experienced less environmental degradation than other comparable communities. 

Kovdor as a town is generally grey and its built environment is characterized by 

prefabricated multi-storey buildings (Neruš 1978:46–58). Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, 

the town has seen no new housing construction, but as a result of the population decline residents 

have now more space at their disposal. 

 

Kovdor as a border town  

 

Its close proximity to the border renders Kovdor a border town, but cross-border interaction with 

Finland is scarce as there is no border crossing station in reasonable distance. The border with 

Finland is located approximately 20km from Kovdor, but it represents more a separating rather than 

a uniting factor. Traffic towards the settlements in Kovdor district is monitored due to border zone 

that is located in close proximity. The checkpoint for the border zone is located north of the locality 

of Yona (see Figure 3). As a result of the border zone, Kovdor is also, to some extent, isolated from 

other cities in the Murmansk region. This has inhibited social interaction between the residents of 

Kovdor with the population from these cities. From 2007 to 2008, for example, a special permit 

issued by the border authorities was needed for visits to Kovdor, also for residents from other towns 

in the Murmansk region. This obviously complicated family and friendship relations. 

Kovdor is also an exceptional border town in the respect that it, as a result of the 

lacking border crossing station, has no functional interaction with Finland. The closest crossing 

point is the international border station at Salla (opened in 2002) (Kelloselän rajavartioasema 2011), 

over 300km away via the main road connecting St. Petersburg with Murmansk. Construction of a 

direct road connection from Kovdor via Alakurtti to Salla is economically not feasible (Dombrovski 

2010). Utilizing the existing road network, Kovdor is in fact as far away from the border as 
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Petrozavodsk. Due to its short and rather isolated existence, Kovdor has not benefitted from 

relations with Finland as other Russian border towns, such as Kostomuksha, Sortavala or Vyborg, 

have.  

 

The current situation in and future prospects for Kovdor  
 

Background to the survey data collection 

 

The treatment of the research material in this article is divided into four sections.  Firstly, the 

empirical data is presented, which consists of the results of a survey that has been analysed with 

statistical methods and supplemented with expert interviews carried out in Kovdor. Secondly, 

answers to the actual research questions will be provided. A 14-pages long questionnaire was used 

to detect the views held by the population on the development perspectives for and viability of the 

town of Kovdor. The questionnaire also gauged the views on changes taking place in the mining 

sector.  

Moreover, semi-structured interviews with three employees working in management 

positions in different departments at Kovdorsky GOK as well as an interview with the Chairman of 

the City Council of Kovdor district were carried out. The interviews were recorded and transcribed 

into Finnish. The interviewees were selected on the basis of their relevance to my research setting. I 

saw it as important to interview representatives from the mining company as well as local 

politicians and decision-makers in order to gather background information relevant to my research 

problem and to be able to compare official statements to the results of the survey. The contact 

persons at Kovdorsky GOK decided on the people I was allowed to talk to. 

The survey in Kovdor was carried out in co-operation with Kovdorsky GOK in 

September 2010. Employees of the worker’s union, which is located at the headquarters of the 

company, distributed the survey to the respondents. Therefore, the role of the union as a co-

operation partner, and their potential influence on the responses, had to be taken into account in the 

analysis of the results. The Russian-language version of the questionnaire was modified in co-

operation with Geographers from the University of Yakutsk during my stay in Yakutia for 

fieldwork in 2010. A preliminary English-language version of the questionnaire was used as a basis. 

Prior to the survey, the questionnaire was checked by Professor Oleg Andreev of the Barents Centre 

for Social Research regarding its suitability for the conditions in Kovdor. 
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Kovdorsky GOK received 700 questionnaires from me, of which 356 were returned. 

This represents a return rate of 51 per cent. The majority of the respondents were men (53 per cent). 

Thirty-five per cent of the respondents were in the possession of a higher education degree and 44 

per cent had completed education in a technical or vocational school. The average age of the 

respondents was 40 years and ranged between 18 and 69 years (see Figure 5). 

 

 
Figure 5. Kovdor survey respondents according to age groups (n=356). 

 

Ninety per cent of the male and 75 per cent of the female respondents worked at Kovdorsky GOK. 

The remaining respondents were also residents of Kovdor and worked in a variety of professions. 

Of the respondents, 142 were born in Kovdor (see Figure 6). Among the older cohorts, there were 

also individuals who were coerced into coming to work in Kovdor after their studies or came via 

Komsomol, the youth division of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 

Of the respondents, 45 per cent stated that they earned 20 000–35 000 rubles a month 

(approximately 500–875 Euros), which is close to the average monthly salary in Kovdor (29 300 

rubles - 730 euros – in 2010) (Dannye… 2011). Male respondents generally earned more than the 

women who answered to the questionnaire. 

In the interpretation of the results it had to be borne in mind that the residents’ views 

were probably more pessimistic at the time of the survey as compared to the economic boom years 
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in the middle of the first decade of the 21st century, since the global economic crisis starting in 2008 

also affected Kovdor. The official unemployment rate, for instance, increased from 4.4 per cent in 

2008 to 5.8 per cent in 2009. The job market was therefore characterized by uncertainties during 

those times (Dannye… 2011). 

 

 
Figure 6.  Kovdor survey respondents according to way in which they came to reside in Kovdor 

 

Kovdor as a place to live and work  

 

The first research question in this article concerns the issue of how the residents of Kovdor see the 

city as a place to live and work. My hypothesis is that their view of the town is rather negative and 

that they experience it as an unsatisfactory place to live in. I tested my hypothesis with statements 

that describe Kovdor as a place of residence. The results show that the people of Kovdor are 

satisfied with the town as a place to live and work (see Figure 7). Other aspects of Kovdor, 

however, result in negative views; municipal services, for example, were criticized to a significant 
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extent. Satisfaction with Kovdor varied according to the age of the respondent. Older residents were 

the most satisfied age group. The variation according to age group was particularly significant as 

the Chi-square test revealed (0.000) (see Table 2). The male population was generally more 

satisfied with Kovdor as a place to work than the female population, although the small amount of 

data points renders this difference statistically insignificant (Chi-square test 0.130). As compared to 

men, female respondents were also more dissatisfied with Kovdor as a place to live. Whereas only 

44 per cent of the general population were satisfied with Kovdor as a place to work, the 

corresponding share among the employees of Kovdorsky GOK was 58 per cent (statistically 

significant with a Chi square test result of 0.001). 

 

 
Figure 7. Kovdor survey respondent’s opinions about their town 

 

As regards the city as a place to live, the Kovdorsky GOK employees were only slightly more 

satisfied than the rest of the population. It is possible that respondents declared Kovdor as a good 

place to work because they experienced their job as satisfying. It also has to be kept in mind that it 

is possible that Kovdorsky GOK and the worker’s union selected loyal workers as respondents, 

whose views retell the interest of the company. Views regarding Kovdor’s cultural life, transport 

network, leisure time opportunities, municipal services and shopping opportunities are clearly 
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negative (see Figure 7). Slightly over half of the respondents perceived Kovdor negatively as a 

place to study and to raise children. 

In addition, the development of Kovdor after the collapse of the Soviet Union was 

generally seen as negative (see Table 1). The major part of the respondents perceived Kovdor as a 

remote industrial town that is not sufficiently attractive to draw in new workers. Although the 

majority of the respondents was satisfied with Kovdor as place to live (see Figure 7), a large part of 

the surveyed population disagreed with the statement that ”Kovdor is a nice place to live in”. 

Almost half of the respondents held the view that there is a sense of togetherness and community 

among the people of Kovdor. The feeling of togetherness was noticeably stronger among older than 

younger people. 

Satisfaction with Kovdor varied according to gender and place of birth (see Table 2). 

The difference between the genders was close to being statistically significant. In addition, those 

born in Kovdor were more unhappy with their lives in their current place of living than those who 

moved to Kovdor from elsewhere. Among the two youngest age cohorts, there were more 

dissatisfied than satisfied views, but among the older age groups positive views were in the 

majority. There was no significant difference between the answers of Kovdorsky GOK employees 

and the general population. 

 

Table 1. Kovdor survey respondent’s views about their town. The most popular chosen alternative 

in bold. 
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Table 2. Kovdor survey respondents satisfaction on their current place of residence. 

 

 
 

Kovdor as a mono-industrial town dependent on the mining sector  

 

I also examined how the people of Kovdor experience the role of the mining sector in their town. 

According to my hypothesis, the view among the population should be that there is no real 

alternative to mining, as has been indicated by earlier studies in peripheral resource communities 

(Tykkyläinen 2010: 267–270). The dependence of the town on Kovdorsky GOK is illustrated by the 

fact that that 97 per cent of the respondents believed that the fate of the residents of the town is 

dependent on the development of the company (see Table 1). In this respect, there was no 

significant difference in views between the workers at Kovdorsky GOK and the rest of the 

population. Differences between groups as regards the opportunities for finding new jobs could also 

not be detected. The importance of the mining sector as the desired future source of employment 

also surfaced in the answers given to questions regarding sectors that should be developed for the 

creation of new jobs. In this regard, the residents of Kovdor saw it as more important to develop 

mining activities in the town followed by the tourism and forest sectors. The experts interviewed as 

part of this research also emphasized the importance of improving and developing the mining 

activities and related production (Bystrov 2010; Dombrovski 2010). 
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In particular they stressed the importance of diversifying the economy of Kovdor by 

developing the activities of Kovdorslyuda (Bystrov 2010; Dombrovski 2010; Sorokin 2010). A 

successful and competing company would also improve the salary levels of Kovdorsky GOK 

though increased competition for labour (Bystrov 2010). Kovdor, however, does not provide a 

fertile ground for other industrial sectors as due to its peripheral location it cannot compete with 

central Russian locations in terms of logistical and labour costs (Dombrovski 2010). 

 

Kovdor’s future prospects  

How do the residents of Kovdor see the future of the town? I anticipated the generally positive 

economic climate in Russia, but also the experience from the post-Soviet period, to be reflected 

inthe responses. The respondents of to the survey evaluated the city’s future development over the 

next 20 years. Generally, the respondents saw it as most likely that the current development path of 

the towns continues or takes a negative turn as only 31 per cent believed in a future dominated by 

growth and positive development. Women were more optimistic than men (Chi square score of 

0.035). Considering the differences between age groups, the most positive responses regarding the 

future development of Kovdor were given by the young and old age cohorts, with the difference 

being statistically almost significant (Chi square score of 0.023). 

Younger residents in Kovdor are probably those who believed in sufficient 

opportunities to build their life in the city in the first place. Of the youngest age group, 86 per cent 

was either born in Kovdor or had moved there with their parents. For the older age group, memories 

from the past and experiences from ‘building the city’ resulted in positive views. According to 

Bolotova and Stammler (2010), members of the generation building the industrial towns of the 

Murmansk region have developed a particularly positive relationship with their towns. The middle-

age generation does not have such emotional ties to the city and their experiences are shaped by the 

negative developments and lack of renewal after the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

Those who believed in a positive future justified their view mainly with the positive 

outlook for the mining industry and with the abundance and sufficiency of ores in the region. Those 

who had a negative perception of future developments justified their views by pointing towards the 

concretely observable decline of the town and its unpleasant side effects such as increasing 

alcoholism, depopulation, declining infrastructure, and the scaling down of educational and health 

services. In addition, the lack of long-term development ideas and plans was identified as one of the 

key problems in the town. 

I also tested the views among the residents of Kovdor in relation to future prospects at 

different spatial scales (see Figure 8). The results indicate that the belief in a positive future 
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increased the further up one went on the spatial scale. Only the peripheral settlements in Russia’s 

Far North were seen to have weaker future prospects than Kovdor. At the same time, however, the 

respondents strongly believed in the future prospects of Russia as a whole. Here, the positive 

development in Russia in the 2000s transpires through the respondents’ answers despite the lack of 

faith in the future development of their own town.  

 

 
Figure 8.  Kovdor survey respondent’s opinions about future prospects over the next 20 years at 

different spatial scales 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

My findings lend strength to earlier studies (Rautio 2003: 104) stating that peripheral, resource-

‘based communities in Russia are perceived rather negatively as places to live and work. New 

societal, economic and social structures have not been able to ensure satisfactory development in 

localities such as Kovdor. The positive development trend in Russia in the 2000s has also not 

resulted in significantly improved hopes for the future. In fact, regional disparities in Russia have 

increased since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Within this context, the residents of peripheral 

localities such as Kovdor see their cities’ development paths in a rather negative light. The residents 

see opportunities for economic diversification with reservations. The mining sector continues to be 

seen as an important factor in the cities’ future development. At the same time, the residents 

experience their place of living as totally dependent on the city’s largest employer, i.e. Kovdorsky 
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GOK. This confirms findings from previous studies from northern resource peripheries 

(Tykkyläinen 2010: 267–270). 

Mining activities in Kovdor benefit from a diversified mining environment in the area, 

which provides scope for future expansion. In addition to the expansion of the mining sector, local 

residents and decision-makers are hoping for the revival or establishment of new sectors of the 

economy, although their potential is seen to be secondary to mining. Positive outlooks on the 

town’s development on the basis of positive expectations of the mining activities emphasises the 

dependency on this sector. 

My findings mostly confirm the findings from previous studies on local development 

in Russian resource communities. My study also shows that the belief in the formation of a 

diversified economy among the residents is strongest as regards higher spatial scales. In future 

studies it should be examined how Russian peripheral, resource-based communities are experienced 

as both absolute and relative places of residence in cities that have more favourable development 

patterns than Kovdor. A comparative study with such better performing regions would provide 

answers to the question whether northern Russian resource communities actually can appear as 

more pleasant and desirable places to live in. In other words, is it possible to create satisfactory 

living environments for the permanent residents in the northern Russian resource areas?  Better 

performing peripheral resource-communities can be particularly found in the oil and gas producing 

regions in Western Siberia. 
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Socio-economic restructuring of a peripheral mining community in the
Russian North

TUOMAS SUUTARINEN*

Department of Geosciences and Geography, University of Helsinki, Helsinki, 00014, Finland

In the changed socio-economic environment after the collapse of the Soviet

Union, resource peripheries and single-industry communities of the Russian
North faced significant socio-economic problems that required them to engage
in restructuring and economic diversification. This research presents a case study

that examines development priorities and options for socio-economic restruc-
turing in the peripheral Russian single-industry mining community of Kovdor
located in the Murmansk region. Empirically, the research is based on a survey
that has been complemented with interviews. The resultant data is analyzed with

quantitative methods. The study develops and tests a new theoretical framework,
which examines local development in Russian peripheral resource communities.
This theoretical approach emphasizes the role of localized development as a

result of complex interaction between different actors. The results of the study
show that, despite the aspirations for diversification, foreseeable economic
development in the community is dependent on the mining industry. The results

and theoretical approach of the study provides the ground for further research
and theoretical discussions on the development of resource communities in the
Russian North.

Introduction

Industrial regions in the Russian periphery have experienced massive restructuring

since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Structural changes in resource peripheries,

such as depopulation and downsizing of the communities, have been commonplace

in various regions of the Russian North1 (Blakkisrud and Hønneland 2000, p. 77;

Heleniak 2008; Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013, p. 7; Rautio 2003, pp. 38–39;
Synberg 2010, pp. 93–95). Moreover, most of the regions in the Russian North have

been struggling to adapt to new market conditions (Rautio and Round 2008, p.

112). On a local level, the socio-economic problems and the need for restructuring

have been evident in towns that depend on natural resource extraction, such as

mining (e.g. Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013; Rautio 2003). However, changing

socio-economic environments have also brought benefits to some localities (Didyk

2012, pp. 33–34; Kosonen et al. 2009; Zimin 2007).

Socio-economic restructuring in peripheral mining communities and their

prospects for economic diversification have been analyzed in various studies (e.g.

Halseth et al. 2006; Johansen 1998; Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013; Jussila and

Järviluoma 1998; Kuyek and Coumans 2003; Rautio 2003; Viken et al. 2008).

Moreover, the success of various policies applied in the restructuring of peripheral
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mining communities in Western countries, such as the United States, Canada, and
Finland, has been monitored since the inception of the first restructuring programs
(e.g. Kuyek and Coumans 2003). The main approach to economic restructuring,
and thus the adaption to changing socio-economic conditions, has been to boost
diversification (e.g. Rautio 2000a, p. 136; World Bank 2011, p. 46). However,
alternatives for the existing economic activities in mining-oriented resource
peripheries are limited (Rautio 2000a). In Western countries, successful restructur-
ing has been achieved by paying attention to the social dimension and the quality of
life in peripheral localities with mono-profiled economies (Komov and Martynov
2011, p. 50; Manaeva 2011, p. 36).

Restructuring and economic diversification of resource peripheries in Russia is a
relatively understudied topic. In the West, several peripheral resource communities
became aware of the reality of non-sustainable development in the 1970s; Canada,
during the period of rapid decline, serves as a case in point (World Bank 2011, p.
46). In Canada, various programs have been implemented in order to study the
priorities and roles in socio-economic restructuring (e.g. Booth and Halseth 2011;
Halseth et al. 2006). Research on resource communities has generated a wide
spectrum of methods for studying restructuring processes (Markey et al. 2010).
However, in Russia, regional restructuring is quite a new phenomenon also in
comparison to Western Europe (Hassink and Shin 2005). As regards Russia,
structural problems began to occur after the collapse of the Soviet Union in the
early 1990s (Blakkisrud 2006, p. 44; Rautio 2003, p. 37; Rautio and Round 2008, p.
112). These problems hit the Russian North hard when the liberalization process
replaced the previous patterns of state paternalism (Riabova 2012, p. 39). In the
post-Soviet era, diversification of the economy in Russian resource peripheries has
been limited thus far. This has resulted in a situation where there is much untapped
potential for economic development in the peripheral resource regions and single-
industry towns (Lyubovnyy 2009, p. 85; Rautio and Round 2008, p. 112;
Tul’chinskiy et al. 2011, p. 178). In addition, there is significant aspiration to
increase the economic sustainability of single-industry towns as a part of the
modernization agenda in contemporary Russia (Biryukov 2010).

In this paper, I contribute to the studies of socio-economic restructuring in
resource communities of the Russian North by analyzing the priorities of socio-
economic restructuring in one peripheral mining community. The main research
question posed in this paper is: what are the priorities of the socio-economic
restructuring in Kovdor? I utilize data collected in the town of Kovdor, located in
the Murmansk region (see Figure 1). The data are based on a survey that has been
organized among the residents of Kovdor, mostly consisting of workers of the
town-constituting enterprise Kovdorskiy GOK. The survey data have been
supplemented by personal and focus group interviews, which were conducted in
Kovdor from 2010 to 2012. The data have been analyzed through quantitative
methods, such as frequency measurement for numerical data. In addition, official
documents and articles from local and regional newspapers were analyzed.

The study is structured as follows: the second section introduces the theoretical
framework of the study and presents the academic discussion on restructuring of
peripheral resource communities and introduces the research questions. The third
section presents the details of the case study, including the current and on-going
socio-economic restructuring processes in the case-study town of Kovdor. The
fourth section provides answers to the research questions utilizing the empirical
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data from the fieldwork. Finally, the last section of the paper recapitulates the
findings and draws conclusions.

Theoretical approaches

This section examines theories and phenomena relating to restructuring processes in
peripheral resource communities. The main concepts used in the study are ‘resource
community’ and ‘single-industry town’. A resource community is characterized by
a situation where an entire town is based on one, dominating branch of industry
(Neil and Tykkyläinen 1998, p. 5). Single-industry towns are defined as having the
presence of one or few enterprises belonging to one branch or a narrow segment of
industry. Other enterprises in single-industry towns only serve internal needs of the
town and its residents (Gureyeva 2011, p. 38; Tul’chinskiy et al. 2011, p. 161).
Traditionally, the life cycle of single-industry towns experiences booms and busts
depending on the supply of the resource (Hayter 2000, p. 290).

A succession of academic studies have contributed to the emergence of a
theoretical framework to analyze restructuring in Russian resource communities
(e.g. Neil and Tykkyläinen 1998, p. 312, 380; Rautio 2000b, p. 17; Rautio 2003, p.
27; Varis 1998, p. 13). In the 1990s, as the role of the Russian state decreased
(Rautio 2003, p. 127), restructuring became increasingly affected by the effects of
transition, globalization, and localization (Rautio 2003, p. 61). Moreover, the
diminishing role of the state in resource community development highlighted the
increasing relevance of processes of glocalization (Rautio 2003, p. 127). The relative
absence of the state thus, in turn, also emphasized the enmeshing of local and
regional phenomena with global trends in local development (Leksin 2011, p. 75;
Swyngedouw 2004, p. 25) as the state was not able anymore to shield regions and
localities against global market forces, which was the case during the Soviet era.

Figure 1. The location of Kovdor in Murmansk Region and Russia.
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In the 2000s, the socio-economic development of Russia brought about some
changes amidst a rapid period of growth. Regional autonomy weakened as the role
of the state in the regional development was strengthened in various ways, for
example through the creation of federal districts above the level of the regions and
below the level of the state in 2000 (Blakkisrud and Hønneland 2006, p. 14). Despite
this trend toward centralization, the state has not been able to improve the
provision of social welfare (e.g. Rasell 2009). On the contrary, the state has rejected
many social obligations it provided before (Riabova 2012, pp. 43–44).

Transition theories are often employed to explain the development of Russia,
characterized by socio-economic transition occurring in the country during the
post-Soviet era (Rautio 2003, pp. 61–62). Traditionally, transition theory hypothe-
sizes that transition economies slowly approximate and develop toward Western
democracies and market economies (Burawoy and Verdery 1999). However, various
scholars admit that the legacy of history has impacts on processes of transition
(Burawoy and Verdery 1999). Nevertheless, the two decades since the collapse of
the Soviet Union indicate that the development path in Russia is not following the
traditional assumption of transition, understood as a comprehensive ‘westerniza-
tion’ of the country. After the chaotic period of the 1990s, the development of
Russia has stabilized in the 2000s (Tykkyläinen 2010, p. 252). This stabilized and
increasingly predictable development trajectory has encouraged some scholars to
declare that contemporary Russia has partly completed its transition (Pagè 2011, p.
353). Studies on socio-economic development therefore cannot rely only on
transition theories. Stabilization has first and foremost brought economic wealth
under the governments of Presidents Vladimir Putin and Dmitriy Medvedev
(Pagè 2011, p. 352).

Globalization signifies global interdependency in fields ranging from economics
to culture. However, the term globalization is mostly used in the context of
economic development (Swyngedouw 2004, p. 25). Localization, on the other hand,
explains how globalization and state-level processes are manifesting themselves in
localities (Rautio 2003, p. 69). Globalization and localization both have an impact
on restructuring processes in communities of Russia, as well as on the Russian state
as a whole.

As a synthesis of globalization and localization, local micro-scale development
can be explained by the glocalization theory, which represents a deeper process of
localization. It explains the interaction of local and global phenomena and their
roles in local development (Rautio 2003, p. 83). In contemporary post-transition
Russia, the state pays significant attention to the control of the development in the
regions with regard to natural resources. This potentially decreases the scope for
processes of glocalization as it is understood as a merging and interaction of local
and global forces that are accompanied by weakened state-level influence.
Therefore, and according to the results of the study, it appears that processes of
glocalization are less intensive in resource peripheries as compared to centers of
trade and in locations that are characterized by less comprehensive control of the
state.

The multi-causal theory (Tykkyläinen 1998) should also be mentioned as a
potential tool for explaining restructuring processes in resource communities. The
multi-causal theory examines local restructuring by paying attention to various
factors that are unique to each community (Tykkyläinen 1998). Larger-scale
processes are occurring in a locality through processes of spatial filtering. Specific
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characteristics, such as social, political, and economic geographies of certain places,
determine their possibilities for development (Halseth 1999, p. 209; Tykkyläinen

1998, p. 350). However, the multi-causal theory assumes that individuals play an
active role, which makes it problematic if active participation in the locality is

weakly developed (Rautio 2003, p. 72). In resource communities, individuals are
often marginalized from the decision-making process (Booth and Halseth 2011).

These early theories and approaches to the studies of restructuring all have the

potential to explain the development and change in resource peripheries in
contemporary Russia. However, most of these theories were developed and tested

at the beginning of post-Soviet era, when policy making for the development of
post-Soviet Russia was still at a formative stage. Therefore, there is a need to adapt

these theoretical frameworks to respond to the conditions of contemporary
development in Russia.

Inspired by the earlier theories, I developed a modified framework to approach
the research problem. This modified framework, called the two-wheeled millstone of

restructuring, takes into account the conditions prevalent in contemporary Russia
in approaching localized restructuring processes in a peripheral Russian mining

community (Figure 2). The ‘millstone’ is chosen as a metaphor of the approach as it
describes the chaotic and often unpredictable character of results, which, in turn,

are the outcome of various forces and phenomena in a certain location. The
theoretical framework incorporates processes at different spatial levels and regional

development actors influencing development processes. The approach elucidates
how global, federal, and regional development trends are affecting the restructuring

processes.

These processes come together on the first wheel of the millstone where the

localized outcome of development is being formed as a combination of different
external processes. The localized outcome of the external processes formed on the

first wheel is becoming enmeshed with the interaction between local actors,
including residents, local administration, organizations, enterprises as well as

phenomena and specificities of the locality on the second wheel of the millstone.
The second wheel produces the outcome of the restructuring process, which consists

of economic and social restructuring as well as the repositioning of the locality in

terms of its relation to other actors at different spatial scales. The process of

Figure 2. The two-wheeled millstone of the restructuring framework applied to a peripheral
mining community in the Russian North.
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restructuring also includes a kind of self-reflection among the actors within the
locality, who reconsider and redefine their values, behavior, and ‘ways of thinking’.
Self-reflection, as an outcome of the interactive localization on the second wheel, is
initiated after the need for change is being realized by the local community.

In the theoretical framework (Figure 2), the global processes include globaliza-
tion as a phenomenon, global changes in the mining industry including the
volatility of prices and changes in consumption habits as well as transmission of
thoughts, ideas, and culture, which all play a major role. In turn, the impacts of
federal policies and processes consist of government policies targeting the Russian
North and policies that influence the relationship between the state and regions.
Federal policies also include policies related to resource communities, single-
industry towns, natural resource extraction, and business. The stabilization of
federal policies and practices in the 2000s and the increasing yet still reserved
openness to international relations is the other factor having their impact on
restructuring. Regional policies and processes, in turn, include policies related to
resource communities and single-industry towns, socio-economic restructuring of
the region, and varying levels of ‘openness’ in the region. Finally, the external
private investors include domestic investors, parent company of the main industrial
enterprise (if it exists), and foreign investors (firms and individuals). These external
processes, policies, and actors all play a significant role in the restructuring of
peripheral mining communities in the Russian North and they combine at the first
wheel of the millstone.

The purpose of this approach is to describe the influence of external actors on a
certain locality. However, the locality is not only a passive receiver of external actions
and processes. The approach also considers interactive mechanisms between the
locality and external actors through ‘signals’, which are indicated by the arrows in
the figure above. The varying thickness of the arrows with dotted lines indicates the
level of impact that the local signals have on the regional, federal, and global levels as
well as on external private investors. The lower the spatial scale, the higher the
possibilities for the locality to impact on the processes and policies of external actors.

The two-wheeled millstone of restructuring framework shows how external and
internal processes and actors produce a localized outcome of restructuring. This
theoretical approach shares the idea of spatially unique restructuring as part of the
multi-causal theory (Tykkyläinen 1998, p. 353) by explaining the unique develop-
ment path influenced by local actors on the second wheel of the millstone.
Moreover, spatial filtering – which is an integral element of the multi-causal theory
– provides the basis for and is being rethought as part of second wheel of the
millstone, which revolves around the idea of two-way interaction between the
locality and external actors. With only minor modifications, this theoretical
approach can be modified to model the restructuring processes in various other
peripheral industrial communities in contemporary Russia.

Restructuring of peripheral resource communities

The potential for economic diversification in northern resource communities is
limited. The common method in economic restructuring has been to support the
diversification of the economy based on the local environment, e.g. through
forestry, agriculture, and tourism (e.g. Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013; Jussila
and Järviluoma 1998; Kuyek and Coumans 2003, p. 18). However, tourism has
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often been seen as a ‘last resort’ for economic development in peripheral areas
(Kauppila et al. 2009, p. 432). Especially in areas north of the Arctic Circle, the
possibilities for economic diversification are limited as agriculture is economically
non-viable (Rautio 2000a, p. 136). However, agriculture does play a role, albeit a
limited one, in the economic development plans of some municipalities of the
Murmansk region (Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013; Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p.
63). Investments to preserve the mining sector are deemed to be the most successful
method for short-term restructuring of the economies of mining communities
(Kuyek and Coumans 2003, p. 15), and boosting R&D is seen as a potential tool for
economic diversification (Martinez-Fernandez et al. 2012). Investments in existing
structures also reduce the need for re-education, which has been used as a method
to support adaptation of those who have lost their work in mining industries
(Rautio 2000b, p. 12). Nevertheless, investments by the government in the mining
industry as a long-term method for restructuring is always questionable, since the
volatility of raw material prices in the world economy directly affects the mining
communities (Bradshaw and Lynn 1998, p. 380; Deller and Schreiber 2012, p. 137;
Wilson 2004, p. 265).

It is also important to improve the quality of life as part of restructuring
processes in remote resource communities (e.g. Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013;
Kuyek and Coumans 2003; Yeremina 2011, p. 168). This mainly relates to the
quality of infrastructure, such as housing, or state of the environment (Tykkyläinen
2010, p. 252) particularly as during the Soviet era city planners did not pay enough
attention to the quality of life for the residents of the communities (Rautio 2003, p.
45). The urgent need for improvements to the social infrastructure and quality of
life has led to a situation where conflicts between the goals of economic and social
restructuring processes are likely to emerge. It has been suggested that the quality of
life in single-industry towns can be improved with enhancements in the social
infrastructure and social policies (e.g. Manaeva 2011, p. 37; Yeremina 2011). This is
a pressing question in the Murmansk region, where the quality of life is lower than
on average in Russia (Didyk and Riabova 2010, p. 99) and which is characterized
by single-industry towns (Johansen and Skryzhevska 2013, p. 14).

Research questions

The priorities in socio-economic restructuring of mining communities should
include both economic and social dimensions (e.g. Johansen and Skryzhevska
2013; Kuyek and Coumans 2003; Manaeva 2011, p. 37; Yeremina 2011). In the
present case study, I examine how restructuring processes are received in a
peripheral Russian mining community by using data collected in Kovdor. Answers
to the following two research questions are provided: (1) which fields of the
economy are preferred to be developed in Kovdor in the near future and (2) how do
local residents in Kovdor see the priorities of socio-economic restructuring in their
town? By providing answers to these two research questions, a rather complete set
of priorities regarding socio-economic restructuring in Kovdor can be analyzed.

As regards the first research question, survey data is compared to the official
restructuring plan of Kovdor. This reveals the economic potential of Kovdor by
contrasting the opinions of local residents with the official views as constituted by
the restructuring plan. It is examined whether there exits any unique and under-
utilized economic potential in Kovdor. The second research question concerns the
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priorities of socio-economic restructuring as viewed by the local residents. The aim
is to reveal how social and economic dimensions of restructuring are emphasized in
relation to each other.

Case study town of Kovdor and its specific features

Case study data

The main empirical material used in this paper is based on a survey that was
implemented in Kovdor in September 2010. The survey data have been supplement
by semi-structured interviews with the Head of the Deputies of Kovdor’s District
Council A. Sorokin (personal communication in Kovdor, 27 Sep 2010). In addition,
the survey data have been complemented with comments from three focus groups
that were organized in Kovdor in May 2011 (FG-1, FG-2 and FG-3, personal
discussions, 16 May 2011) and dealt with the preliminary results of the survey.
Interviews were also held in the Murmansk region in June 2012 with the
commercial manager of LLC Kovdorslyuda A. Perevoshchikov (personal com-
munication in Kovdor, 15 Jun 2012) and Deputy Minister in the Ministry of
Economic Development of the Government of the Murmansk region V. Gorbunov
(personal communication in Murmansk, 19 Jun 2012).

The survey was carried out in co-operation with the town-constituting enterprise
Kovdorskiy GOK, which had approximately 3500 workers at the time the survey
was held in 2010 (MinEc 2012a). The Department of the Workers’ Union of
Kovdorskiy GOK had the main responsibility for distributing the questionnaires. A
total of 356 questionnaires were filled in, constituting a response rate of 51%, of
which 83% (298) were answered by the workers of Kovdorskiy GOK. This means
that 9% of the workers of Kovdorskiy GOK completed the questionnaire. The
three focus groups included representatives of the administration of Kovdorskiy
GOK (FG-1, L. Dombrovskiy), representatives of the local deputies (FG-2, A.
Sorokin), and anonymous workers (FG-3) of Kovdorskiy GOK.

The answers to the multiple-choice questions in the survey were analyzed
quantitatively. Illustrative data consisted of interviews of the members of the focus
groups. The fact that Kovdorskiy GOK co-operated and participated in the
research process was taken into account in the data analysis. It also has to be noted
that answers from residents with a relatively high standard of living were to some
extent over-represented as a result of their employment in the town-constituting
enterprise of Kovdorskiy GOK, which pays significantly higher than average
salaries. This had to be considered in the analysis as their views and opinions might
not represent the opinions and views of average residents in Kovdor.

Kovdor as a peripheral resource community

Kovdor is a single-industry town in the Murmansk region that is heavily reliant on
mining and processing, a feature that it in fact shares with most of the cities that are
located inland in this part of Russia (Figure 3). Kovdor is a remote mining town
that shows all the hallmarks of a single-industry town, which are defined by
Gureyeva (2011, p. 38) as follows: the economy is defined by one industry,
budgetary dependency on one large enterprise, low levels of diversification in terms
of employment structure, and significant remoteness. The recessive development
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path of Kovdor after the collapse of the Soviet Union manifested itself in

population loss and problems within the local industries. The consequences of

this long recession are also visible in the generally pessimistic outlook on the future

among the local residents (Suutarinen 2011, p. 135). From 2000 to 2010, the

population of Kovdor declined from 27,300 to 21,000 (KovAdm 2011). The number

of potentially employable residents dropped from 18,400 to 13,700 between 2001

and 2010 (KovAdm 2011). The recessive development trajectory can also be seen in

the lack of attractiveness of Kovdor as a town (Suutarinen 2011, p. 135). However,

similar development trends are widely occurring in most single-industry towns in

Russia (Komov and Martynov 2011).

Kovdor is remotely located within the Murmansk region. According to Head of

the Deputies of Kovdor’s District Council A. Sorokin (personal communication, 27

September 2010), its remoteness is probably the most important impediment to its

Figure 3. Resource communities and industrial towns including their logistical routes in
Murmansk Region.
Note: This map shows the border zone only along the Western border of the Murmansk
region where it has a width of 15 km (Barentsnova 2011). A border zone also exists along
the northern coast of Kola Peninsula (Barentsnova 2011). In turn, the line of the buffer of the
border zone on the map is based on the findings by the author during his journeys to the
Murmansk region between 2004 and 2012. The line of the buffer zone is drawn through four
checkpoints that have existed on the roads of the region. Two of the checkpoints are on the
roads that lead from the M18 to the international border crossing points of Salla and Lotta.
The other two checkpoints are on the road that leads from the M18 to Kovdor and on the
M18 from Murmansk to Zapolyarnyy. However, according to information from local
acquaintances of the author, the check point for the buffer zone in Kovdor has been removed
on 28 December 2012, which has practically removed controls and inconveniences of
travelling to and from Kovdor.
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development. The remoteness of Kovdor is related to (1) long distances from
central Russia and its centers of growth; (2) long distances to other towns in the
Murmansk region as well as to the main highway connecting the Murmansk region
to the Republic of Karelia and further to St. Petersburg; and (3) the relative
isolation caused by its location in the buffer of the border zone (prigranichnaya
territoriya) with periods of restrictions in free mobility to Kovdor for non-residents
(Figure 3). Kovdor’s remoteness within the Murmansk region also results in
relatively high prices of daily products and goods in comparison to other towns in
the region. Due to logistical issues and limited purchasing power in Kovdor,
nationwide stores that are able to sell products at low prices although existing in
other towns of the region have so far avoided the city (Khibiny.com 2012a).
However, despite Kovdor’s relative peripheral location, its remoteness is moderate if
compared to other cities in northern Russia and the wider Arctic context. In the
Murmansk region, the distances between towns, as well as to the capital of the
region, are relatively short as compared to, for example, the situation in the Republic
of Karelia. In addition, the connections from the Murmansk region to the
neighboring countries of Finland and Norway are relatively short and well
maintained.

The location of Kovdor near the Finnish-Russian border results in the Kovdor
district being a relatively closed space rather than a space for interaction
(Suutarinen 2011). This is a result of the negative impacts of the buffer of the
border zone, the lack of a border crossing point in close proximity, and the lack of a
direct road connection from Kovdor to Finland (see Figure 3).2 It is, therefore,
largely impossible for Kovdor to improve its development path through utilizing its
location near the border, as has, for example, been the case in Kostomuksha,
located in the Republic of Karelia near the western border of Russia, where direct
road connections to Finland exist (Didyk 2012). According to the third focus group
(FG-3), Kovdor was a closed town during Soviet times as a result of its importance
as a source of strategic minerals, such as vermiculite, and its location in the border
zone.3 The most recent period of strict border zone control was between 2007 and
2008 when a special permission (propusk) was required for non-residents to visit the
buffer of the border zone where Kovdor is located (Suutarinen 2011). The border
zone restrictions increased the subjective remoteness of Kovdor in the post-Soviet
era. The remoteness, not only in absolute distances but also on a legislative level as
a result of its history of semi-closure, still has an impact on Kovdor and on its
development opportunities, such as tourism (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 57).
According to V. Gorbunov (personal communication), further enhancements to
improve the transport connections to Finland via more direct road connections to
the border crossing point of Salla (Figure 3), located southwest of Kovdor, are not
planned for near future. Therefore, Kovdor is unlikely to develop into a gateway
(Blakkisrud and Hønneland 2000, pp. 78–79) between the Murmansk region and
the Scandinavian countries in the near future.

Role of the mining industry in Kovdor

The economy of the Kovdor district is largely dependent on mining activities. In the
district’s rural communities, forestry and agriculture have played a significant
economic role, although forestry is today only a marginal source of income in the
district. The development of global market prices for mining products has an
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impact on the economic performance of the mining firms and thus also on the well-

being of the residents of the town and district. Among the residents, there is a

realization of the dependency of the town on mining and on the town-constituting

enterprise (Suutarinen 2011, p. 135). The town-constituting enterprise Kovdorskiy

GOK is producing iron ore, apatite, and baddeleyite. It is currently owned by

EuroChem.4 During the Soviet era, Kovdorskiy GOK was a state-owned enterprise.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the company became independent, although

it was partly owned by Severstal (Korporativnoe upravleniye v Rossii 2002).

EuroChem became the largest shareholder of Kovdorskiy GOK in 2001 (Pochiva-

lova 2007) and the only shareholder in 2002 (Cbonds informatsionnoye agentstvo

2010; Korporativnoe upravleniye v Rossii 2002).

Kovdorskiy GOK is currently employing 3800 workers (MinEc 2012a). The

financial crisis of 2008–2009 led to a decrease in the number of workers. In 2009,

the company employed 3900 workers (MinEc 2012a), which constituted 36% of the

economically active population in the town (Kovdorskiy rayon, p. 15).5 In 2010, the

number of workers of Kovdorskiy GOK fell to 3500 employees (MinEc 2012a). The

improved economic situation in post-crisis Russia is evident in Kovdorskiy GOK’s
recent recruitment of 300 new employees. Kovdorskiy GOK also plays an

important role as a provider of social services in the community (Khibiny.com

2012b; Russkikh 2007b).

LLC Kovdorslyuda (Kovdorslyuda) is a second mining company in Kovdor. It

produces vermiculite, phlogopite and pegmatite. The main focus of the company is

on the production of vermiculite, which is used in metallurgy, construction, and

agriculture (Bystrova 2010). The company was established in 1936 (Khibinskiy

tekhnicheskiy kolledzh 2013). After the collapse of the Soviet Union, there have

been significant changes in the ownership and organizational structure of the

company. In 1995, JSC Kovdorslyuda was established and continued the mining

and processing activities of the Kovdorslyuda company (OAO Kovdorslyuda

2009). Adverse economic development at JSC Kovdorslyuda at the beginning of the

2000s accelerated the constitution of LLC Kovdorslyuda in 2005 (Khibinskiy

tekhnicheskiy kolledzh 2013), when part of the activities of the former Kovdor-

slyuda company were transferred to LLC Kovdorslyuda (Nureyeva 2006). This

stage of organizational restructuring resulted in a parallel existence of JSC

Kovdorslyuda and LLC Kovdorslyuda from 2005 to September 2010 (Bystrova

2010; Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 8). After the bankruptcy of JSC Kovdorslyuda in

2010, its production units and remaining workers were merged into LLC

Kovdorslyuda (Bystrova 2010). As part of the merging process of the two

Kovdorslyuda companies, LLC Kovdorslyuda, employing 500 workers prior to

the fusion (Rublev 2009), received 350 workers from JSC Kovdorslyuda (Nord-

News 2011). Oleg Mogurenko, the head of the Kovdor district, argued that this

process would minimize the risk of unemployment within the new firm (Nord-News

2011). However, in 2012 LLC Kovdorslyuda employed only 500 workers (MinEc

2012b) meaning that 350 workers in the end lost their jobs as a result of the fusion

of the two companies (Rublev 2009). Currently, LLC Kovdorslyuda is owned by

JSC Murmansk Shipping Company (Rublev 2009). Despite its relatively minor

current role as the second mining enterprise in town, Kovdorslyuda is sometimes

also referred to as a town-constituting enterprise as a result of its historical role in

the development of the city right from its founding (Nord-News 2011).
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After the collapse of the Soviet Union, massive problems emerged at Kovdor-
slyuda as part of the adaptation process to new market conditions. According to
Perevoshchikov, competition with foreign producers of vermiculite has been
challenging for the company, but the customers’ appreciation of higher-quality
products keeps it the company ahead of competition from Chinese vermiculite
producers. Moreover, the commercial manager of Kovdorlyuda stressed that the
unfavorable location of the company has become a more important issue in
negative respects as the main markets for vermiculite are in the Urals and Siberia,
which results in higher transport costs. According to Viktor Puchka, former
director of the merged JSC Kovdorslyuda, significant structural problems emerged
in the mica industry in Russia, causing its collapse in various places (Russkikh
2007a). However, Kovdorslyuda continued its operations thanks to subsidies from
local and regional administrations as well as from the governor of the Murmansk
region (Russkikh 2007a). The current problems at Kovdorslyuda culminated in the
deterioration of equipment, inadequate demand for its products, and old techno-
logy (Bystrova 2010). The long-lasting post-Soviet recession in Kovdor has also led
to the down-sizing of Kovdorslyuda, activities of which have been reduced due to
the lack of investments (Bystrova 2010; Russkikh 2007a). However, as Kovdor-
slyuda has access to significant reserves of good-quality vermiculite (Bystrova
2010), the company has solid future development perspectives if prices and demand
for its products grow in the world markets.

Due to the relatively high salaries paid by Kovdorskiy GOK, income levels in
Kovdor are comparatively high in the Murmansk region. The average salary among
the residents of the town is 3.7 times greater than the minimum income standard,
rendering average income in Kovdor higher than in towns such as Murmansk,
Kirovsk, Olenegorsk, and Apatity (Kabysh 2009). Nevertheless, the difference in
fortunes between the two mining firms in Kovdor is notable and reflected in the
salaries they pay to their workers. The average monthly salary paid by Kovdorskiy
GOK was 42,418 rubles (approximately 1060 euros) in 2011, which compares to
10,000 rubles (approximately 250 euros), average salary for basic jobs at
Kovdorslyuda (Antonyan 2011).6 As a result of lower salaries paid, Kovdorslyuda
is not able to compete with Kovdorskiy GOK for specialist workers (Andro-
sova 2009).

The official restructuring plan for Kovdor

In Kovdor, the financial crisis of 2008–2009 resulted in a declining demand for the
products of Kovdorskiy GOK, which brought about a critical economic situation in
the town (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 8). The crisis led to a response from the
Russian state as Kovdor was chosen as one of the 335 Russian single-industry
towns that were declared as needing special support for their restructuring processes
(see, for example, Luk’yanov 2010). In addition, Kovdor was included in a list of 25
towns that were declared as needing immediate federal financing for restructuring
(e.g. Kopteva 2010). These towns were required by the Russian Ministry of the
Regions to create so-called complex investment plans with proposals of investment
projects, which would boost their economic development. The basic idea of these
complex investment plans was to develop public-private partnerships utilizing
different sources of public investment funding – from the federal, regional and local
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levels – as well as to activate the owners of the town-constituting enterprises to
participate in co-projects with public funding (Kopteva 2010; Nord-News 2011).

The Complex Investment Plan for the Modernization of the mono-profiled town
of Kovdor, which was developed in 2010, sets targets for a time frame until the year
2015. The main aims of the plan were to diversify the district’s economy including
both the traditional mining industry and the development of new fields of the
economy, such as tourism and services. Moreover, the plan aims to maintain the
number of working-age population at the current level of 11,000 people and ensure
the creation of 400 new jobs that should improve conditions for sustainable
economic growth (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 77).

With a time frame until the year 2020, the investment plan aims to ensure the
financial stability of the town-constituting enterprise, develop the tourism industry,
and provide a sustainable environment for small business to grow. The long-term
plan also aims to develop the infrastructure in the district, improve the quality of
life, and reduce unemployment levels (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 77). The key
indicators for monitoring its progress are presented in Figure 4 and include the
following: levels of dependency on the town-constituting enterprise, growth of small
businesses, and reduction of unemployment. In addition, wage levels and job
creation are monitored (Grigor’yev 2012). The figures in the modernization plans
represent a computational development scenario that can be reached if all the
targets of the program were fulfilled. Therefore, The Complex Investment Plan
serves as guidelines for the intended direction of development.

Figure 4 shows that the economy of Kovdor has been booming during the years
2010–2012, which is visible in the significantly lower levels of unemployment.

Figure 4. The three main indicators of the employment market in Kovdor until 2020
showing the changes in percentages of the total work force (chislennost’ trudosposobnogo
naseleniya) [existing: 2007–2009 and estimated: 2010–2020 (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 78),
existing: employees in small businesses 2012, concrete data n/a (MinEc 2012b), existing:
employees of Kovdorskiy GOK 2012, 01 Jul 2012 (MinEc 2012a), existing: unemployment
rate 2012, 31 Aug 2012 (MinEc 2012c)].
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Despite the crisis-induced recent unemployment peak, the unemployment rate has
steadily decreased in comparison to the beginning of the 2000s. A peak in
unemployment was reached in 2003 (10.4% (KovAdm 2011). The positive post-
crisis economic development trajectory has, however, increased dependency of
Kovdor on a single company as the number of workers in Kovdorskiy GOK has, in
fact, increased. Although one of the aims of the restructuring plan was to reduce
Kovdor’s dependency on a single company, the opposite development can be seen
as a positive aspect in the short-term development of the town. Particularly notable
is the significant growth in small business activity, which exceeded the targets of the
Complex Investment Plan. However, the reason for this significant growth, which
occurred after the completion of fieldwork, is not entirely clear to the author. It is
possible that different standards have been used for classification of small
businesses in local statistics over time.

The Complex Investment Plan’s estimation to diversify the economy in Kovdor is
presented in detail in Table 1. The aim of the plan is to maintain the total working
population at the current level. The approach taken is to replace the decreasing
number of workers in the town-constituting enterprise Kovdorskiy GOK by
creating similar number of new jobs in other industries and fields of the economy.
The plan advocates that tourism is a promising new field, which can be increasingly
utilized as the border zone legislation has been relaxed (Kopteva 2010; Kovdorskiy
rayon 2011, p. 57). Tourism as well as small- and medium-sized businesses are the
only notable growing branches of economy identified in the plan. The aim is to
boost tourism by developing a local down-hill skiing center as well as reconstructing
existing and creating new tourist centers (Kopteva 2010). In addition, the plan is to
create new jobs by modernizing Kovdorslyuda and reactivating the forest industry
in the district.

As has been already mentioned, a cornerstone of the Complex Investment Plan is
the restructuring of Kovdorslyuda, which aims to improve the performance and
profitability of the company via investment projects (Kopteva 2010; Nord-News
2011). According to Perevoshchikov (personal communication), the restructuring of
Kovdorslyuda is financed by joint funding between the Russian state and private
investors. Private financing is, in fact, obligatory in order to be eligible for federal
funding. This leaves the main responsibility to private investors.

Table 1. Estimated reduction in number of jobs in Kovdorskiy GOK and their substitution
in other firms and industries in the employment market of Kovdor until 2020.

2010–2012
in total

2013–2020
in total

2010–2020
in total

Estimated number of jobs cuts at Kovdorskiy GOK 300 480 780
Number of new jobs to be created to substitute the
jobs lost at Kovdorskiy GOK, consisting of the
following (1–5)

300 480 780

(1) Restructuring of JSC Kovdorsluyda (currently
merged into LLC Kovdorsluyda)

80 80 160

(2) Forest industry 15 40 55
(3) Tourism 25 40 65
(4) Small and medium-sized businesses 110 320 430
(5) Other 70 0 70

Source: Kovdorskiy rayon (2011, p. 77).
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The Russian state has shown its prolonged interests in boosting the development
of Kovdorslyuda by choosing the company as one of its five priority investment
projects in the Murmansk region for the next years (Devyatov 2012). The total
share assigned to Kovdorslyuda in the investment plan is 2,096.85 million rubles
(52.42 million euros) (Minregion 2012), which is earmarked for the construction of
new processing mills for pegmatite, phlogopite, and vermiculite. The plan also sets
out the aim to improve the company’s infrastructure by funding road developments
that connect different industrial zones owned by Kovdorslyuda (Nord-News 2011).
Kovdorslyuda’s 52.42 million euro budget for restructuring is composed of funds
from the federal budget (7.47 million euros), the regional budget (1.97 million
euros), and loan financing from the investor Kovdorslyuda – Murmansk Shipping
Company (42.98 million euros) (Minregion 2012).

To conclude, only Kovdorslyuda is receiving large-scale financing for projects set
out in the Complex Investment Plan for Kovdor. Although, small- and medium-
sized businesses are identified as the main source of new jobs in the plan, their
contribution to the job market is left to the devices of the market forces. In terms of
implementing processes of restructuring and job creation, this assigns a greater role
to local actors rather than large industrial enterprises.

Contrary to the aims of the restructuring plan (see Table 1), the importance of
the town-constituting enterprise as the main provider of jobs in Kovdor has
actually increased since 2009 (Figure 4). Moreover, the number of employees
working for Kovdorslyuda has declined. According to the Complex Investment
Plan for Kovdor (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 62), Kovdorslyuda had 650 employees
in 2011. The plan also estimated that an increase in employment levels would occur
from 2011 onwards (Kovdorskiy rayon 2011, p. 77) and that Kovdorslyuda would
offer work for a total of 1000 workers after the investments are envisaged by the
plan (Kopteva 2010). However, the number of employees had decreased to 500 until
June 2012 (MinEc 2012b). According to Perevoshchikov, the company was facing
further staff reductions as a result of the technological modernization of the firm.
Perevoshchikov added that this trajectory of technological modernization would be
a more likely scenario than creation of new jobs. This view is supported by the fact
that prior to 2012, the numbers were in reality already going in an opposite
direction to the estimations in the plan. In summer of 2012, the modernization
projects at Kovdorslyuda were still waiting to be realized. The newly appointed
director of Kovdorslyuda, Irina Yakovenko, shared the opinion that the paper
work for new projects was delaying the implementation of the modernization
projects (Androsova 2012).

Findings of the case study

Prioritized fields of the economy in the future development of Kovdor

This section provides answer to the first research question, i.e. which fields of the
economy are preferred by residents to be developed in Kovdor in the near future.
Following the theoretical framework, this section examines the processes and actors
having the greatest impact on the outcome of the economic restructuring. I
hypothesize that mining is obviously emphasized above other fields of the economy
as a result of its historic and present significance as well as limited experience of the
local residents to work in a diversified economy. Figure 5 presents the findings from
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the survey question on the opinions of respondents concerning which fields of the

economy should be developed to increase employment in Kovdor. Two alternatives

of the given 10 could be chosen by the survey respondents. Percentages were

calculated from the set of all namings (568 selections) given by the respondents. The

percentages indicate the number of survey respondents who chose a certain field of

economy as one of their two choices. However, it should be borne in mind that

small businesses and entrepreneurship were not given as alternative choice in the

survey. This has to be considered in the results and in the comparison between the

results and the Complex Investment Plan for Kovdor (Table 1).

The results in Figure 5 show that the mining industry was the most popular

choice. Tourism and the forest industry were the next two most popular choices.

The alternatives chosen by the survey respondents largely correspond to the views

presented in the Complex Investment Plan for Kovdor. However, it should be

mentioned that 28% of the survey respondents did not perceive the mining industry

as one of the two most preferred fields of the economy to be developed in the

future. This indicates that a significant number of residents would prefer to see a

noticeable reorientation in terms of future priorities as regards economic develop-

ment in their town. It could also indicate that respondents have little faith in the

anticipated restructuring of Kovdorslyuda as an alternative source of employment.

The preference for tourism as the second alternative indicates the wish to

supplement the traditional mining industry with something new and fresh rather

than putting trust into conservative alternatives such as forestry and agriculture. It

is interesting to note that the survey respondents chose tourism as the second

alternative for Kovdor’s development despite the closed characteristics of the town

and a non-existent tradition in tourism in the district. However, the selection of

tourism can also reflect ‘last resort’ thinking (Kauppila et al. 2009, p. 432) in the

absence of other opportunities. As tourism has not been tested on a larger scale in

the district, experiences of failures do not exist. Nevertheless, there still exists a

Figure 5. Responses to the question ‘Which two fields of the economy should be developed
to increase employment levels in Kovdor?’ (N = 284).
Note: The percentages in the figure indicate the number of survey respondents who chose a
certain option from two possible choices (568 selections).
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significant gap between the mining industry and other potential economic fields of
activity. This is also evident in the comments made by the members of the focus
groups, which transmitted mostly pessimistic views on the perspectives for tourism
development in the future (FG-1, A. Dombrovskiy; FG-2, A. Oleynik and A.
Sorokin). According to the former head of the Kovdor district L. Dombrovskiy
(FG-1), the city was created to be a producer of minerals and raw material and that
its remoteness simply does not support the development of other fields of the
economy. This is due to the fact that the city is located far away from the markets,
which creates unprofitable conditions for manufacturing products that are not
based on local resources. Dombrovskiy (FG-1) also argued that the general attitude
toward the tourism industry does not support its growth in Russia. Sorokin (FG-2)
commented that Kovdor and the surrounding district are lacking potential tourist
attractions, which are limited to fishing and berry picking. The most developed
form of tourism today is rafting on rivers in the Kovdor district (FG-2, Oleynik).
This business is operated by firms from other regions of Russia, which is not
boosting the local economy (FG-2, Oleynik). Forestry was also seen as a
questionable alternative due to the low quality of the local forests (FG-2, Sorokin).
The forest industry can only be seen as a potential future perspective if levels of
processing were to be increased in the future (FG-1, Dombrovskiy). To conclude,
the views of the survey respondents were relatively aligned with the aspirations of
the official plan for restructuring (see Table 1).

The priorities for socio-economic restructuring as seen by the locals

This section provides answers to the second research question, i.e. which priorities
for socio-economic restructuring in Kovdor are put forward by the locals.
Following the theoretical framework, this section examines the socio-economic
restructuring processes in the town as well as the forces that are activated in this
process. I hypothesize that the residents of Kovdor place emphasis on the need to
improve quality of life as a priority. My assumption is based on the fact that 83%
of the survey respondents are working in the relatively stable town-constituting
enterprise. As such, their preferences and needs as regards restructuring are
probably directed at other issues. I approach the priorities for restructuring by
analyzing results of a survey question on the development needs in Kovdor (Figure 6).
Survey respondents could choose two from 12 alternatives. The percentages of
improvement preferences were calculated from the numbers of namings by each
alternative (totalling to 634). The percentages indicate the number of survey
respondents that chose a certain need of improvement as one of their two choices.

The results reveal that the current condition of the health care system is seen as
needing most improvements. This was followed by the need to create new
employment in industries and the need to improve the quality of roads. The three
most popular alternatives were clearly the most important as compared to the other
alternatives. The focus groups (FG-2; FG-3) confirmed the dissatisfying state of the
local health care system stating that several health services that were previously
offered in Kovdor were recently closed down. For several aspects of health care, the
residents of Kovdor are increasingly forced to travel to other towns in the
Murmansk region in order to receive appropriate health care services (Il’chenko
and Zolotareva 2012). Previous surveys have shown that the local health care
system is an unsatisfying condition in general in the Murmansk region (Didyk and
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Riabova 2010, p. 102). To conclude, the social and economic spheres, as well as the
town’s infrastructure, need considerable improvements.

Conclusions

Answers to the first research question, i.e. the prioritized fields of economy in the
future development of Kovdor, revealed that the mining industry, which is a
dominating employer and a backbone of the economy, continues to be preferred as
the dominating field of the economy in the future development of the town. This
view was supported by both the Complex Investment Plan for Kovdor and the
residents. However, and despite the dominant role of the mining industry, a quarter
of the survey respondents did not choose mining as one of their two priorities. The
selection of tourism as the second most preferred choice signifies a desire to develop
something new in the economy of Kovdor. Taken together, these findings indicate a
desire for small-scale changes in the economic development of the community.

The gap between the aspirations among the local community to develop the town
and the tide of economic development was demonstrated in the comparison
between the Complex Investment Plan for Kovdor and actual development trends.
The findings indicate that local and regional planning has limited possibilities to
influence economic restructuring in a town that is dominated by one town-
constituting enterprise that is owned by an external parent company dependent
on global development and market trends.

Through the lens of two-wheeled millstone of the restructuring approach, it
appears that the mining industry and its interaction with local and external actors
continue to have the most significant influence on economic restructuring in
Kovdor. The current preferences and choices taken in Kovdor indicate that
economic restructuring in the town will be significantly dependent on external
forces, such as global prices of mining products and policies of the state and

Figure 6. Responses to the question ‘Which are the two most important prerequisites for
development in Kovdor?’ (N = 317).
Note: The percentages in the figure indicate the number of survey respondents who chose a
certain option from two possible choices (634 selections).
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enterprises connected to the mining industry in the town. The role of the local
residents is quite passive as guidelines, and plans for the development of the town
are drawn up in negotiations between the large companies and external actors. I
conclude that the local community is relatively satisfied with its role as a passive
receiver of external forces and decision making. The limited influence of local
politics and policy making on external and higher-level processes is generally
accepted as given by the local population.

The analysis of the priorities for socio-economic restructuring showed that there
is a strong demand for improvements in the social sphere in Kovdor, which is
prioritized above the economic sphere. With regard to the theoretical framework,
the results indicate that the localization of external processes, e.g. state policies
relevant for the social sphere, is not satisfactory for the residents of the town. The
results also indicate that interactive localization in terms of social restructuring
between local and external actors, which is demanded by the survey respondents, is
not leading to satisfying results from the perspective of the locals. However, in
terms of economic restructuring in the locality, the survey respondents put more
emphasis, and continue to rely on, external forces and processes. With limited
interactive localization in terms of economic restructuring, the locality is relatively
passive ‘driftwood’ that largely depends on external forces and processes.

I conclude that the two-wheeled millstone of the restructuring succeeds in fulfilling
its purpose as a theoretical framework in explaining the multidimensional character
of restructuring and interaction between different actors in a Russian resource
community. The findings of the study support the framework of the theory.
Restructuring occurs as an outcome of processes realized by different actors and
their interaction on various spatial scales. The theoretical framework states that
external processes, emanating from different spatial scales, influence the locality by
coming together on the first wheel of the theory. Subsequently, these external
processes merge with localization processes on the second wheel. The second wheel
plays a relatively passive role in economic restructuring, but becomes more
important in the socio-economic dimension.

The results draw a picture of a single-industry town that is greatly fluctuating in
its development as a result of its dependency on external forces in terms of
economic development. Activation of local actors and demand for increasing co-
operation occurs when the issues in question are closely related to everyday life of
the residents of the community. However, it can be expected that positive and
comprehensive development of the community cannot be achieved if local actors
only show an interest in, and become involved in, the restructuring of the social
sphere in their town. This is due to the fact that much of the everyday life in the
community is dependent on the economic sphere. If interactive localization is
emphasized exclusively in terms of social development and disregards economic
questions, a potential new crisis in the mining industry of the town could reveal the
unbalanced efforts to locally influence the social and economic spheres, which in
turn could jeopardize the development of the town of Kovdor as a whole.

This study tested the proposed theoretical approach only partially. Future studies
should analyze the preferences of the residents as regards who is taking the leading
role in the restructuring process. Moreover, a larger picture should be drawn of the
restructuring processes and connections between different phenomena within it.
This could be analyzed with an open survey question that would allow residents to
express their opinions related to the needs of restructuring without alternatives
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given in advance. This would also help to identify the preferred directions of
repositioning the locality, thereby providing a comprehensive analysis of the socio-
economic restructuring in a peripheral mining community in the Russian North.
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Notes

1. The Russian North consists of 27 subjects of the Russian Federation. Sixteen subjects are
classified as the Far North (Krayniy Sever). The remaining 11 subjects are classified as
regions equivalent to the Far North (mestnosti priravnennyye k rayonam Kraynego
Severa) (Heleniak 2008, p. 26; Synberg 2010, p. 137).

2. In addition to closure and restricted mobility due to border zone issues, there are also
several closed towns owing to the specific military character of the Murmansk region (see
more Hønneland and Jørgensen 1998).

3. During the Soviet era Kovdor was located in the border zone. The strictly controlled
border zone (pogranichnaya zona) along the Western border was approximately as wide
as the current buffer of the border zone (prigranichnaya territoriya).

4. I use the name EuroChem, since the company uses it itself on its official website <http://
www.eurochem.ru/>. Occasionally, the name EvroKhim has been used in English texts
related to the firm.

5. Economically active people includes only those who were active in the employment
market of Kovdor. The figure is not comparable to the percentages related to the total
work force, which is discussed later in text related to Figure 4.

6. In this paper, I have used the average rounded rate of 40 to convert rubles to euros (The
average rate between 1 January 2011 and 30 June 2011 was 40.13). In 2012 (1 January
2012 – 7 December 2012), the corresponding rate has been 39.90 (Bank of Finland 2013).
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Natural resource extraction forms the backbone of the Russian economy and 
characterizes the majority of regions and communities in the Russian North. The 
long-term socio-economic sustainability of natural resource extraction in re-
source abundant countries has been questioned and discussed in various social 
sciences with the resource curse theory, which, however, is understudied on the 
local level. This study creates a local resource curse theory that is based on the 
basic idea that there are negative consequences to sustainable socio-economic 
development as a result of the resource curse. The paper seeks to explain how 
the current use of natural resources presents obstacles to the sustainable socio-
economic development of resource communities. The local resource curse the-
ory approaches the unsustainability of local resource-based development using 
eight elements, which define the structural and attitudinal consequences of re-
source-based development for resource communities.

Using this theoretical framework, this study analyses the socio-economic sus-
tainability of resource-based development in the peripheral mining community 
of Kovdor, located in the Murmansk region. The case study is based on survey 
results conducted by the author in Kovdor in 2010. The data is analysed with 
quantitative methods. This paper presents a new approach for understanding the 
resource curse on the local level. The paper argues that the local resource curse 
theory is competent for explaining the unsustainability of resource extraction as 
the basis of local development. The study demonstrates that structural and atti-
tudinal consequences of resource-based development are important for under-
standing about the negative consequences of resource-based development for 
sustainable long-term local socio-economic development.
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Introduction

The basis of the Russian economy is the extraction 
and export of natural resources, which were the 
backbone of Russia’s rapid economic growth in the 
2000s, after the economic crisis of 1998 (Bradshaw 
2006; Gaddy & Ickes 2013: 309). Northern Russia’s 
resources contribute approximately 20% of Rus-
sia’s annual GDP (Foxall 2014: 94). Oil and gas in 
particular have formed the core of the Russian 

economy accounting for about two thirds of Rus-
sia’s total export revenues and almost half of federal 
budget revenues (Ahrend 2008: 6; Gaddy & Ickes 
2013: 310). Moreover, oil and gas produce approx-
imately 11% of Russia’s total GDP (Gaddy & Ickes 
2013: 310). Dependency on natural resource ex-
traction is particularly characteristic of regional 
economies in the Russian North1, where the extrac-
tion of natural resources has historically shaped the 
region’s economic culture (e.g. Tynkkynen 2007).
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The era of economic growth in the 2000s 
strengthened the economic and symbolic meaning 
of natural resources as accelerators of Russian eco-
nomic growth whilst limiting the degree of eco-
nomic diversification (Gaddy & Ickes 2010: 307). 
Hence, modernization and diversification have 
been key aspirations of the Russian economic 
agenda since 2007 (Connolly 2011: 428, 431). 
The crisis of 2008–2009 in particular highlighted 
the need for diversifying Russia’s economy; the 
economic modernization programme of the then 
president Dmitry Medvedev in 2009 was a re-
sponse to this need (IFAP 2008; Medvedev 2009). 
However, instead of a new drive to promote eco-
nomic diversification after this crisis (Foxall 2014: 
98–99), economic diversification was limited. The 
trend of economic diversification has been even 
negative in some regions of Russia, such as the 
Murmansk region in the 2000s as the reliance on 
traditional industries has increased (Didyk & Ri-
abova 2012: 240). Nevertheless, the natural re-
source-based economy has brought benefits for 
the short-term economic development of Russia, 
which was boosted by the rise in world market 
prices for natural resources in the 2000s (Ahrend 
2008; Connolly 2011: 428). However, the vulner-
ability of Russia’s resource-based economy has 
been shown in late 2014 after the falling oil price 
in the world markets. Nevertheless, according to 
Gaddy and Ickes (2010: 307), Russia would have 
been more vulnerable to the economic crisis of 
2008–2009 if it had targeted economic diversifica-
tion instead of promoting the resource-based 
economy in the 2000s. Hence, economic diversi-
fication is not necessarily crucial from the point of 
view of sustainable socio-economic development. 
However, regardless of the benefits, the decade of 
growth in the 2000s has also prolonged the funda-
mental problems of the Russian economy’s “re-
source path” (Ahrend 2008; Connolly 2011: 428).

In Russia, the problem of economic diversifica-
tion is an acute concern at the regional and local 
levels, especially in communities where the local 
economies are based on the extraction and export 
of natural resources. In the single-industry towns 
of the Russian North the problem of economic di-
versification is especially challenging as the rela-
tively big populations found in remote areas of the 
North need alternative employment to sustain the 
future existence of their towns. The towns in the 
Russian North deal with the problem of moderni-
zation of their industrial enterprises and restructur-
ing of their economic and social spheres (Pilyasov 

2013: 3; Suutarinen 2013). Hence, resource-based 
development in single-industry towns in the Rus-
sian North forms a geo-economic risk for their sus-
tainable development (Anokhin et al. 2014).

The unbalanced economic development of 
countries and regions, where the economy is 
based on the extraction and export of natural re-
sources with a low level of added value in the 
manufacturing process, has been discussed 
among the scholars of various fields from eco-
nomic sciences to geography under the term re-
source curse (e.g. Kim 2003; Davis & Tilton 2005; 
Bradshaw 2006; Humphreys et al. 2007; Tynk-
kynen 2007; Travin & Marganiya 2010; Van der 
Ploeg 2011) and staple thesis2 (e.g. Schmallegger 
& Carson 2010; Carson & Carson 2011). Howev-
er, whether the natural resources of a certain 
country, region or community form a resource 
curse depends on the overall institutions and poli-
cies related to natural resource extraction (Wright 
& Czelusta 2004; Rosser 2006; Ahrend 2008: 3, 
7–8). Therefore, natural resources can be both a 
blessing and a curse for the development of re-
source economies at both local and state levels 
(Van der Ploeg 2011). Resource-based develop-
ment is a questionable option for the sustainabili-
ty of the economic future of a country as the de-
pendency on extraction makes the economy vul-
nerable to changes in raw material prices and any 
crisis associated with such price movements 
(Bradshaw 2006: 725). Moreover, resource-based 
development often leads to Dutch Disease, 
whereby the growth of revenues in the resource 
sector accelerates the inflows of labour and capi-
tal from the production sector to the resource sec-
tor (Scherbak 2010: 50). Moreover, a resource-
based ideology is a hindrance to structural chang-
es that could boost the diversification of the econ-
omy (Carson & Carson 2011: 375). Therefore, 
natural resources are not necessarily a blessing 
that may bring prosperity to a region or locality, 
but can also be a curse which presents obstacles 
to alternative forms of development and a more 
rational use of existing resources. Russia in par-
ticular has been stigmatized as a country where 
the so-called “resource curse” has had and con-
tinues to have a significantly negative impact on 
its development (e.g. Sachs & Warner 2001; Ah-
rend 2005; Åslund 2005; Tynkkynen 2007).

Despite the studies of resource-based develop-
ment as a curse for state and regional economic 
development (e.g. Kim 2003; Bradshaw 2006; 
Travin & Marganiya 2010), only a few studies dis-
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cuss the resource curse as a local phenomenon, 
such as Tynkkynen (2007), from a geographical 
point of view, and Borge et al. (2013), from an eco-
nomic point of view. Studying the natural resource 
curse at a local level presents a challenge in that 
one has to adapt state- and regional-level theories 
to the local level. On the state level, the resource 
curse impacts in various ways, such as promoting 
policies that support the interests of the main re-
source industries instead of policies that promote a 
more diversified economy. However, on a local 
level, in resource communities, where the opportu-
nities for diversification into alternative industries 
are limited, the resource curse theory has to be ap-
proached from a different viewpoint as one has to 
explain how the current way of resource extraction 
represents a challenge for sustainable socio-eco-
nomic local development. This idea encourages the 
author to hypothesize that local level obstacles to 
sustainable socio-economic development, which 
could benefit from the comprehensive use of the 
human, natural resource and environmental poten-
tial of the community, can be explained by a modi-
fied version of the resource curse theory. While the 
usual economic resource curse theories are based 
on the negative economic consequences of a re-
source-based economy, such as how resource ex-
traction produces excessive rent, this paper seeks 
to define the structural and attitudinal consequenc-
es of resource-based development for resource 
communities (e.g. Tynkkynen 2005, 2007; Schmal-
legger & Carson 2010; Carson & Carson 2011).

This paper contributes to resource curse theory 
by creating a theoretical framework for what we 
might call the local resource curse. The paper is 
based on the main idea of the resource curse, 
namely, that it has a negative impact on compre-
hensive sustainable socio-economic development 
across various spatial scales. The paper develops 
the theory of the local resource curse by combining 
elements from the theories of the resource curse 
and the staple thesis. This paper will emphasize 
that the rethought local resource curse theory is 
useful for understanding the dimensions of unsus-
tainability of resource extraction as the basis of lo-
cal development. This paper will further demon-
strate that the resource curse theory is suitable to 
expand from the state and regional level discussion 
to the local level. Moreover, this paper will define 
the criteria by which resource curse theory is useful 
to study on local level. This study understands sus-
tainable socio-economic development by the fol-
lowing criteria: (1) the utilization of local resources 

based on long-term planning and diverse visions of 
the local economic potential; (2) the utilization of 
local natural resources without damaging the long-
term potential of local alternative industries and lo-
cal living environment; and (3) the utilization of 
local resources with respect for the social aspects 
of local sustainable development.

The theoretical framework is used in an analysis 
of the local resource curse in a case study of the 
peripheral resource-based mining town of Kovdor, 
located in the western part of the Murmansk re-
gion (Fig. 1). The case study seeks to analyse how 
the elements of the local resource curse theory can 
explain the unsustainable use of local resources in 
the case study town. The case study is based on a 
survey that was conducted by the author among 
the residents of Kovdor in September 2010. The 
survey mainly involved workers of the town-con-
stituting enterprise Kovdorskii GOK (later KGOK). 
The data was analysed quantitatively using fre-
quency measurements for the numerical data.

The study continues as follows: in the second 
section, the theoretical framework of the paper is 
created. The third section analyses the case study 
together with the survey from the point of view of 
local resource curse theory and the fourth section 
discusses the findings of the study.  Finally, the fifth 
section draws the conclusions of the study.

Local resource curse theory

In this chapter resource curse theory is modified 
in order to be applied to the local level. This 
chapter seeks to define different elements of the 
local resource curse. Then these different ele-
ments are discussed in detail.

Local resource curse theory serves as a tool for 
identify the elements that describe the incom-
plete nature of local development, which could 
be improved by changes in the interrelations be-
tween and policies and practices of the state, the 
region, resource firms and local actors in the 
community. The local resource curse theory 
adapts parts of the staple thesis theory due to sev-
eral similarities with the general characteristics of 
staple-based economies, as discussed recently by 
Schmallegger and Carson (2010: 204–205) as 
well as Carson and Carson (2011). These charac-
teristics can be used as local level factors to ex-
plain the obstacles to sustainable socio-econom-
ic development in peripheries with resource ex-
traction industries.
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The staples thesis describes the formation of 
structural dependency on natural resources in 
staple-producing regions (e.g. Barnes 2005). Sev-
eral of the main characteristics of the staple thesis 
are suitable for inclusion in the local resource 
curse theory. However, not all the staple thesis ar-
guments, such as the dependency of the resource 
communities on external capital and labour 
(Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 204–205), are cur-
rently characteristic of those industrial Russian 
peripheries, which were industrialized in the So-
viet period, such as the Murmansk region. In the 
course of Soviet industrialization such regions 
were populated by newcomers, which have since 
acquired a more permanent presence (Bolotova & 
Stammler 2010).

In resource curse theory, based on the previous 
findings of scholars, the elements of the local re-
source curse are classified in eight categories, all 

of which describe the negative impact and charac-
teristics of a resource-based economic culture on 
sustainable socio-economic development at a lo-
cal level (Fig. 2).

Local resource curse: resource-derived 
elements

The first element (E1) of the resource curse is the 
unsustainable and unpredictable development of 
resource states and regions caused by the volatility 
of resource prices (e.g. Bradshaw 2006: 725; 
Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 204). On the local 
level the dependency of resource communities on 
the main resource-extracting firms, which are vul-
nerable to external market forces and to the vola-
tility of resource prices on world markets, impacts 
on the development of these resource communi-

Fig. 1. The Murmansk region and its resource and industrial towns.
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ties and on their local revenues. In turn, the social 
development of these resource towns is dependent 
on these revenues. In Russia’s resource communi-
ties the local budgets are dependent on the com-
petency of main enterprises. Their direct tax pay-
ments alongside with indirect revenues form the 
basis of local budgets (e.g. Kovdorskii raion 2011). 
Therefore, the consequences of the global volatil-
ity of natural resource prices are greater for local 
resource communities than they are for a state or a 
region. Moreover, in Russia, resource industries 
employ more workers than they do in Western 
countries. Therefore, the volatilities of resource in-
dustries have consequences to relatively populous 
resource communities, and thus present massive 
regional concerns in natural resource dependent 
regions. However, the impact of the volatility of 
resource prices depends on how and at what level 
resource rents are collected and redistributed.

During economic booms, the prosperity pro-
vided by a leading resource industry satisfies the 
community and its decision makers, which how-
ever has the unfortunate effect of discouraging 
them from diversifying. Strategies for economic 
diversification in resource-based regions and com-
munities only receive interest when boom turns to 
bust (Carson & Carson 2011: 374). Then, the poli-
cies for improvements are usually ad hoc in nature 

(Tykkyläinen 2010: 257) and only last until the 
next boom arrives.

According to the main argument of the resource 
curse theory, in economies rich in natural resourc-
es economic underperformance is common when 
compared to economies with limited natural re-
sources (Sachs & Warner 2001). The “paradox of 
plenty” (Karl 1997) and resource abundance 
(Bradshaw 2006) demonstrate how states and re-
gions with huge natural resources usually use their 
resources inefficiently and extensively (E2). More-
over, the economic policies of resource-based 
states and regions concentrate on their main re-
sources, which they then export (Tynkkynen 2005: 
8). Therefore, the use of the human capital and 
other natural resources of such resource-based 
communities are limited (Tynkkynen 2007: 861). 
The “paradox of plenty” also impacts on the inter-
nal development of the main export industry. For 
example, the utilization of new deposits of the 
main exported resource is delayed as long as the 
old deposits produce profits thereby creating an il-
lusion of sustainability (Bradshaw 2006: 725). 
Moreover, local resource enterprises pay minimal 
attention to the development of innovations and 
maintain passive policies rather than adopt chang-
es. Additionally, state-owned and state-controlled 
enterprises are less innovative and less efficient in 

Fig. 2. Elements 
of the local re-
source curse.
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comparison with private companies (Ahrend 2008: 
5). However, the “paradox of plenty” at local level 
presumes that local actors play an active role in 
the utilization of their natural resources. When the 
utilization of local resources is controlled by exter-
nal actors, such as the state and external enterpris-
es, then the likelihood of locally improving the 
utilization of local natural resources is limited.

Furthermore, when the natural-resource indus-
try is considered stable and satisfactory, it discour-
ages the locals from thinking about alternative 
economic paths for their community, which is re-
flected, for example, in the low level of entrepre-
neurial activities in resource-based communities 
(Tynkkynen 2007: 861; Carson & Carson 2011). 
These findings support the argument that, at the 
local level, there is (1) lack of further investment in 
the main resource business, which leads to a dete-
rioration of production due to the ageing of the 
natural resource deposits, (2) lack of diversifica-
tion and spin-offs within the main industry, and (3) 
lack of economic diversification into other poten-
tial sectors of the economy, which could utilize 
more fully other local natural resources of which 
there may be abundance. At a local level, resource 
abundance is also represented with “crowding 
out”, that is, when resource exploitation offers bet-
ter returns to the factors of production, and so 
raises their price to uncompetitive levels for other 
economic activities (e.g. Sachs & Warner 2001).

Economic development based on the export of 
natural resources supports the formation of path 
dependency,3 where the local culture and eco-
nomic policies are based on producing resources 
for export (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 201–
202; Carson & Carson 2011: 373–374). Therefore, 
the path dependency of resource-based communi-
ties merely strengthens the local self-identity and 
inner culture as a resource producer (E3), which 
hinders the development of alternative industries 
(Carson & Carson 2011: 373). Moreover, resource-
based communities exhibit a tradition of certain 
professions and lack of diversified skills. Therefore, 
resource communities have limited human capac-
ities, which could be used in the development of 
alternative industries (Carson & Carson 2011: 
375). The historical way of development hinders 
the development of alternative industries (Carson 
& Carson 2011) and supports an apathetic attitude 
to change. This passivity and lack of innovative 
thinking are common in the regional and local ad-
ministrations of resource-based communities and 
regions (Tynkkynen 2007: 862), and causes attitu-

dinal obstacles to change. The local resource path 
supports the formation of “resource fatalism” in 
the community, which is reflected in lack of belief 
in alternative development paths.

Environmental degradation (E4) is an obvious lo-
cal level consequence of extensive resource extrac-
tion. It has a direct influence on the quality of life in 
resource communities. Moreover, environmental 
degradation hampers other land use activities 
around the resource extraction areas, such as the 
traditional land use of indigenous people. This is 
evident especially in the oil and gas regions of the 
Russian North where the reindeer herding of indig-
enous people often collides with resource indus-
tries (Stammler & Peskov 2008). However, the con-
sequences of environmental degradation for sus-
tainable socio-economic development vary be-
tween different resource communities. In resource 
communities with obvious diversification potential, 
for example, into tourism, environmental degrada-
tion can hamper these opportunities. However, if 
there was no settlement before resource extraction 
began, the community was created because people 
came to work in the local industry, and they have 
got used to the fact of a certain level of environ-
mental degradation in their community. For work-
ers in the main resource industry, their self-identity 
as locals has been formed through their work in 
that resource industry, which has occupied a cen-
tral position in their lives, and environmental deg-
radation is to a certain extent tolerated and taken as 
‘normality’, that is, as an inevitable consequence of 
the resource industry (Bolotova 2012: 667).

Local resource curse: other elements

In countries where the extraction of natural re-
sources plays a significant role in the economy, the 
state and regional authorities usually have a pater-
nalistic attitude towards resource industries (E5), 
which is reflected in the accumulation of external 
and public investment in the main resource indus-
try (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 205). This paper 
defines paternalism as preferential and subsidiza-
tion policies on the part of the public authorities 
towards the resource industry of a community, 
which also has indirect positive economic conse-
quences to its residents. However, as the resource 
community is treated as a resource producer and 
the well-being of the resource industries are the 
main interest of the state, it often leads to the so-
cial degradation of the community, because the 
resource industry is the primary concern of higher 
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governmental levels instead of the social well-be-
ing of the community. Public authorities protect 
the resource industries from the negative impacts 
of global market dynamics and invest in them and 
their infrastructure in order to attract private invest-
ment (Carson & Carson 2011: 374). However, 
these investments are controversial from the view-
point of sustainable development in the resource 
communities. According to Carson and Carson 
(2011: 373), investment in supporting and subsi-
dizing the dominating resource industries could 
be used to support economic diversification in al-
ternative industries.

In Russia’s resource communities, the state and 
regional authorities invest mainly in order to devel-
op their resource industries. This is particularly true 
of investment policies during periods of crisis in the 
natural resource sector. The paternalistic attitude of 
the public authorities in Russia is often justified by 
arguing that the resource industries are strategic in-
dustries, whose existence needs to be secured. 
These subsidies are usually the result of ad hoc pol-
icies to solve the immediate negative impacts of a 
crisis and are often preferred to investments in alter-
native industries that could secure long-term sus-
tainable economic development (Blakkisrud 2006: 
38; Tykkyläinen 2010: 257). These ad hoc policies 
seek to maintain the stability of resource industries 
without making significant improvements in their 
efficiency (Tykkyläinen 2010: 257).

Whilst the role of public authorities as paternal-
istic care-takers of such communities usually 
manifests itself indirectly through their invest-
ments in resource firms, it means that the social 
development of resource communities is left as a 
secondary priority (Suutarinen 2011, 2013). 
Therefore, resource firms are partly responsible for 
providing social services and they are treated as 
paternalistic actors in the resource communities. 
In the Soviet period, resource firms in resource 
communities had an important role as providers of 
several paternalistic services to communities and 
several privileges for their workers (Kortelainen & 
Nystén-Haarala 2009: 151–152; Prokhorova 
2014). The transfer of social responsibilities of the 
Soviet system from the enterprises to local admin-
istrations began during perestroika in the late 
1980s and accelerated after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in the 1990s (Kortelainen & Nystén-
Haarala 2009: 152; Eilmsteiner-Saxinger 2011). 
However, local administrations were financially 
unable to respond to their new duties. Therefore, 
to maintain social stability in the communities, re-

source firms are in some sense forced to maintain 
such services in resource communities in the ab-
sence of other actors and the incompetence of lo-
cal administrations (Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 
2009: 151–152; Reisser 2013: 17), but also do so 
on their own initiative (Melin 2005; Kortelainen & 
Nystén-Haarala 2009: 155). During Putin’s era, 
the demands of social commitments from the state 
to major enterprises in single-industry communi-
ties have grown in comparison with the 1990s 
(Fortescue 2009).

The historical path of resource regions and com-
munities under the control and care of the state 
has led to a culture of dependency (Carson & Car-
son 2011: 375), and created local expectations of 
public subsidizes and paternalism (E6) from the 
state and the resource company. The resource 
communities’ reliance on resource corporations, 
in particular their role in the commercialization of 
locally extracted materials, limits the independent 
entrepreneurial aspirations of the locals (Carson & 
Carson 2011: 375). Residents’ expectations that 
the state will, as it has in the past, subsidize the 
main industry of their community may also engen-
der similar expectations about state paternalism 
for any other industries that may arrive in the re-
gion. In any event, this merely promotes long-es-
tablished views that it is the state, not companies, 
that is ultimately responsible for the welfare of 
such communities (Carson & Carson 2011: 375).

In Russia, the historical legacy of the state as a 
care-taker of resource communities in the Soviet 
era forms the basis for the paternalistic expecta-
tions of their residents. Among the residents of 
resource communities there is a widespread view 
that the resource enterprise and high-level public 
authorities should provide key benefits and ser-
vices for the resource community. Moreover, the 
self-esteem of the residents of the resource re-
gions and long-distance commuting workers of 
the Russian North as the national heroes and 
feeders of the nation (Rautio & Round 2008: 113; 
Eilmsteiner-Saxinger 2011) creates expectations 
of paternalism and subsidies from higher authori-
ties instead of the willingness to move to eco-
nomically more viable places. The existence of 
paternalistic expectations on the part of residents 
and firms (E6), and the paternalistic attitudes of 
public authorities towards resource industries 
(E5), are widespread in resource communities 
and are obstacles to sustainable local develop-
ment. However, paternalistic expectations are 
common not only in resource communities, but 
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are common in Russian single-industry towns 
and in Russian society as a whole (e.g. Melin 
2005; Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 2009).

The staple thesis discusses how resource regions 
are under the economic and political domination of 
higher governmental levels, which dominate plan-
ning and decision making with regard to local issues 
and politics (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 203). 
The state prolongs this domination because it relies 
on the exports of materials produced by resource 
regions and communities (E7). Moreover, also the 
dominance of external resource corporations and 
their policies in the resource communities restrict 
local opportunities to influence local development. 
Local firms usually operate at the beginning of the 
production chain and their products are processed 
in other regions (Carson & Carson 2011: 374).

In the resource peripheries of Soviet Russia, lo-
cal planning and decision making was dominated 
by higher governmental levels and state-owned 
resource corporations (Rautio 2003: 63; Tynk-
kynen 2005: 3; Petrov 2008: 146). After the decen-
tralization policies of the 1990s, the importance of 
the Russian state in the resource peripheries in-
creased in the 2000s as a result of recentralization 
policies and the role of the Ministry of Regional 
Development in controlling regional development 
with centralization policies that resemble Soviet 
era regional policies (Blakkisrud & Hønneland 
2006: 13; Tynkkynen 2007: 853). However, the 
ability of these new policies to bring socio-eco-
nomic sustainability to the local level is question-
able as the state planning has been insufficient for 
solving the socio-economic problems of the Rus-
sian North. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
the policies of the Russian state towards the com-
munities of the Russian North have been ad hoc 
and have been directed at addressing various im-
mediate crises (Blakkisrud 2006: 38; Tykkyläinen 
2010: 257). However, the limited role of local-
level planning characterizes not only resource 
communities but all of the communities and re-
gions of Russia in their relationship with the centre 
(Didyk 2012). The municipal finance system is a 
major obstacle to local self-governance develop-
ment in Russia (Barasheva 2011). Tax reforms in 
the beginning of the 2000s decreased local fiscal 
autonomy (Barasheva 2011). In general, the local 
budgets are dependent on the vertical system of 
regional and federal authorities and transfers from 
regional budgets (Barasheva 2011; Didyk 2012).

The dominant presence of resource firms in re-
source communities promotes resource-led think-

ing and the interests of the resource firm in local 
development (E8) instead of economic diversifica-
tion into other industries. Therefore, the interests of 
the main resource extracting industry and those of 
other industrial fields often conflict, and this is par-
ticularly the case when it comes to the use of na-
ture (e.g. Tynkkynen 2007). This leads to opposing 
priorities between, for example, resource indus-
tries and tourism concerning the use of land in 
natural resource communities, and to underesti-
mating the potential of alternative industries (Tynk-
kynen 2007: 863; Kauppila et al. 2009: 427). 
Therefore, resource peripheries are contested 
spaces (Hayter et al. 2003). Moreover, other activi-
ties, such as agriculture and land use activities of 
indigenous people, such as reindeer herding, have 
also colliding interests with the resource indus-
tries. Conflicts between interests of different stake-
holders might arise when the extraction of natural 
resources appears on territories that are used by 
indigenous people on their traditional livelihoods 
(Stammler & Peskov 2008). However, there are 
cases where the local resource industries have 
formed a culture of dialogue between the local in-
digenous people (Stammler & Peskov 2008).

Resource communities have often limited in-
teraction with their surrounding areas. Therefore, 
they have a relatively “closed character”. Ac-
cording to Humphreys et al. (2007: 4), the pro-
duction of natural resources can take place for 
the most part independently from other econom-
ic processes and industrial sectors and is there-
fore relatively ‘enclaved’. The closed character of 
resource communities does not hamper the main 
resource industry directly, but creates obstacles 
for other industries such as tourism or small- and 
medium-sized businesses (SMEs), which would 
need the area to be more open. The closed his-
torical path of resource communities has fos-
tered suspicious attitudes towards outsiders, 
which hampers, for example, attempts at eco-
nomic diversification into other industries such 
as tourism, which would need different forms of 
social capital to that required by the mining in-
dustry. Moreover, the closed culture of resource 
communities might make it difficult for them to 
attract skilled workers, the so-called creative 
class, who could be drivers of innovations in 
their main industry (e.g. Florida 2005). Never-
theless, even if official restrictions4  are removed, 
the “closed character” of the local culture and 
general attitude of the residents of such commu-
nities will not disappear rapidly.
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In Russia’s resource peripheries, the specific in-
terests of the main industry will dominate the fu-
ture development of the community, which in turn 
will to some extent weaken the chances of diversi-
fying the economy. Partly this is related to the 
“crowding out” of Dutch Disease (e.g. Scherbak 
2010: 50), which means that the local resource in-
dustry offers the best source of income for local 
people, such as local subcontractors and SMEs. 
Therefore, in resource communities the locals 
have fewer incentives to work in alternative indus-
tries that generate smaller profits. Moreover, the 
interests of the main resource industry also create 
obstacles for alternative development by the resist-
ance of entrepreneur aspirations of its workers 
(Rautio 2003: 76). Furthermore, resource indus-
tries usually employ the most innovative individu-
als in any given resource community (Ahrend 
2008: 6). Therefore, there is lack of innovative de-
velopers who could serve as drivers of economic 
diversification in these resource communities. 

Case study: Kovdor and the local 
resource curse

In this section, the findings of the case study will 
be presented. This section analyses how local re-
source curse theory can help the discussion con-
cerning the challenges for the sustainable use of 
local economic potential. The section begins with 
the introduction of Kovdor as a resource town. This 
is followed by the empirical part of the paper, 
which is based on an analysis of the survey data. 
The survey was conducted by the author in Kovdor 
(see Fig. 1) in co-operation with the town-consti-
tuting enterprise KGOK in September 2010. The 
used questionnaire detected the views held by the 
population on the development perspectives and 
viability of Kovdor. Employees of the worker’s un-
ion distributed the questionnaires to the respond-
ents. Hence, the role of the union as a co-opera-
tion partner, and their potential influence on the 
responses, has to be taken into account in the 
analysis of the results. The worker’s union distrib-
uted 700 questionnaires, of which 356 were re-
turned with a return rate of 51%. Of the survey’s 
356 respondents 298 were employed by KGOK 
while the others were employed in a variety of 
professions in other fields of the town’s economy. 
KGOK had 3500 workers during the survey (Suu-
tarinen 2011: 131). Hence, the 298 respondents 

represented 8.5% of the total work force of KGOK. 
90% of the male respondents and 75% of the fe-
male respondents worked at KGOK. The age of 
respondents ranged between 18 and 69 years 
while 53% of the respondents were men.

During the survey in 2010, the number of pop-
ulation in the town of Kovdor was 18,800 (17,600 
in 2014) (Moi Gorod 2014). Hence, the 356 re-
spondents represented 1.9% of Kovdor’s total 
population. There are no figures available of the 
total numbers of economically active population 
in the town of Kovdor. However, the whole Kov-
dor district including the rural settlements had 
21,700 residents in the beginning of 2010 of 
whom 11,000 were employed in 2009 (Kovdor-
skii raion 2011: 14). Hence, the 356 respondents 
represented 3.2% of the total employed popula-
tion of the Kovdor district.

The author used quantitative methods by em-
ploying frequencies measurement (SPSS program) 
related to the multiple-choice questions of the sur-
vey. Moreover, possible differences in views be-
tween the workers of KGOK and other residents 
were investigated by Chi Square test.

Mining industry in Kovdor

Kovdor is a single-industry resource town, which is 
dependent on its mining activities. The rapid re-
structuring of the 1990s after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union saw the end of forestry and other in-
dustries in the Kovdor district (Suutarinen 2013). 
Moreover, in the Kovdor district there are no con-
flicting interests between the land use of resource 
industries and indigenous people because the 
small local Sami population has not practiced in-
tensive reindeer herding since the beginning of 
mining history of the Kovdor district. According to 
the former head of Kovdor district, L. Dombrovs-
kii, the town was originally created to be a re-
source producer (Suutarinen 2013: 339). There is 
little chance of other industries establishing them-
selves in the town because of its remoteness. 
Hence, the historical development path of Kovdor 
as a resource community together with the liqui-
dation of its alternative industries in the free mar-
ket period of the 1990s support “resource fatal-
ism” where resource path is viewed as the only 
reliable development direction of the community 
(E3). Moreover, the Kovdor district is rich in vari-
ous kinds of minerals (Tsukerman 2012) and this 
abundance of resources is probably another factor 
in the community’s resource fatalism.
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The town-constituting enterprise KGOK, which is 
owned by its parent company Eurochem, produces 
iron ore, apatite and baddeleyite concentrates. Situ-
ated at the beginning of Eurochem’s production 
chain, KGOK is a crucial producer of apatite con-
centrate for the parent company, which is Russia’s 
largest mineral fertilizer producer (Pilipenko & Sa-
puntsova 2007: 19–20). KGOK was a state-owned 
enterprise during the Soviet era. This was followed 
by a period of independence in the 1990s before 
Eurochem took possession of KGOK in 2001–2002 
(Suutarinen 2013). During the first decade of the 
2000s, the number of workers in KGOK fell as a 
result of economic restructuring and an increase in 
the company’s efficiency. KGOK employed around 
3,800 workers in 2012 (MinEc 2012). In 2009, the 
company employed 36% of the economically ac-
tive population of the town (Kovdorskii raion 2011: 
15). Moreover, KGOK is also an important provider 
of social services in the community (Khibiny.com 
2012). The economic crisis of 2008–2009 led to a 
small fall in the number of KGOK’s workers, but 
since then the number of workers has almost re-
turned to pre-crisis levels (MinEc 2012). Eurochem 
even carried out some investment projects during 
this period of economic stagnation in Russia (Khib-
iny.com 2010). As a town Kovdor is directly de-
pendent on the financial condition of the main en-
terprise KGOK (Kovdorskii raion 2011: 46). More 
than 70% of the budget of Kovdor’s district consist-
ed of tax payments from KGOK and the local budg-
et is totally 90% dependent on the revenues of 
KGOK (Kovdorskii raion 2011: 24, 46).

Kovdorslyuda, the second mining firm in Kov-
dor, experienced serious problems after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. It produces vermiculite, 
phlogopite and pegmatite. After the emergence of 
the market economy, Kovdorslyuda’s problems in-
tensified with high production costs, obsolete 
equipment and technology, reduced volumes of 
production and extremely high prices for energy, 
all of which made the company unprofitable (Mak-
sheeva 2010; Yusupova 2013; 51rus.org 2014). 
Several of the problems concerning the lack of 
profitability of Kovdorslyuda are too deep to be 
solved with investment. In comparison with KGOK 
the lack of a prosperous owner as parent company 
has also prevented Kovdorslyuda from overcoming 
its problems. Kovdorslyuda experienced its third 
post-Soviet-era bankruptcy in 2014 (Bystrova 2013; 
51rus.org 2014). However, organizational restruc-
turings after these bankruptcies have allowed it to 
maintain part of its production (51rus.org 2014).

The regional administration of the Murmansk re-
gion has supported Kovdorslyuda despite of its un-
profitability (Andreev 2009; Larichkin 2012). More-
over, the CIP document that was created by push 
from the state authorities targeted invest to Kov-
dorslyuda in spite of its unprofitable development 
(Kovdorskii raion 2011). Moreover, Kovdorslyuda 
was included among the priority investment pro-
jects of the Murmansk region in the strategy of so-
cio-economic development of the North-West Fed-
eral district (Strategicheskoe partnerstvo «Severo-
Zapad» 2012). This serves as an example of devel-
opment policies, which tried to improve unprofita-
ble resource industries instead of investments in 
industries with better long-term prospects (E5). 

The fact that decision making (E7) concerning 
the community and its resources is made by the 
state and external resource corporations, is another 
complication for other potential industries in Kov-
dor. The closed history of Kovdor (Suutarinen 2013) 
has not been harmful for the mining industry but is 
harmful for potential alternative industries, such as 
tourism. The border zone restrictions, which have 
historically created a semi-closed development 
path for Kovdor with restricted economic and eve-
ry-day interaction with neighbouring towns (Suu-
tarinen 2013: 331–332), have hampered alterna-
tive development paths. However, the community 
has not actively sought to have these restrictions 
lifted, firstly because these restrictions have not 
been harmful for the main resource industry and 
secondly because the locals have not been made 
aware of alternative opportunities (Suutarinen 
2013). However, in terms of path-dependency (E3), 
the closed character of the community strengthens 
its sense of “resource fatalism” and its self-image as 
a resource producer instead of fostering a sense of 
being a more open community, which would be 
needed for the creation of alternative development 
paths for the community.

KGOK receives state subsidies for its investment 
projects, which promoted the economic moderni-
zation of the company. KGOK received money 
from both the federal and regional government to 
modernize its facilities and for the construction of 
new production units in 2013 (B-Port.Com 2013). 
KGOK has also been named as a strategic enter-
prise due to its production of baddeleyite, which is 
used in Russia’s strategic industries (Kvitko & Telen’ 
2001). Moreover, KGOK has invested in the inter-
nal diversification of its production recently (Lar-
ichkin 2012). Therefore, resource abundance (E2), 
which is typically represented in a one-sided utili-
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zation of the local resource potential, does not 
characterize KGOK. The internal diversification of 
KGOK’s ore production earlier in the Soviet era es-
tablished a diversified development path within the 
company (Nash Gradostroitel’nyi kombinat 2014).

Kovdor and the local resource curse according 
to the findings of the survey

The survey seeks to establish how the residents of 
Kovdor view the town’s resource-based develop-
ment and its future socio-economic sustainability. 
This chapter attempts to establish whether the sur-
vey results support the paper’s hypothesis that the 
“resource curse” can help to identify the local-
level obstacles to sustainable socio-economic de-
velopment. The survey’s results will provide further 

evidence of the promotion of resource-led devel-
opment in the case study community’s general 
way of thinking, which in turn creates obstacles for 
the overall socio-economic development of the 
community. The empirical study analyses the opin-
ions of Kovdor’s respondents, as expressed in their 
answers to the questionnaire, in so far as they re-
late to statements (Fig. 3) which directly or indi-
rectly discuss the elements of the local resource 
curse theory. Several statements discuss various 
elements of the theory.

The author hypothesizes that the resource-led 
thinking of the community is reflected in: (1) an 
over-emphasis of the role of the natural resources in 
the development of Kovdor, the region and Russia 
as a whole, which reflects path-dependent thinking 
(E3); (2) a rejection of the alternative paths of devel-
opment (E7); (3) expectations of paternalism (E6); 

Fig. 3. Opinions of the respondents of the Kovdor survey about resource-based development in Kovdor, the Murmansk re-
gion and the Russian North (the relevance of the statements with the elements of the local resource curse indicated in 
brackets E1–E8).
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and (4) resource abundance (E2), which leads to 
economic under-performance when compared to 
the full economic potential of the community.

The first statement showed how the volatility of 
prices in the resource-industry (E1) causes uncer-
tainty about the future of the firm. Moreover, the 
statement also reflects the closed culture (E8) that 
prevails in the firm where news related to its eco-
nomic future and new investment projects fails to 
be conveyed to the workers. This was also pointed 
out by Dombrovskii (2011), who argued that the in-
formation policy of the company towards its work-
ers needed to improve, because the administration’s 
optimistic expectations about the company’s future 
are not relayed to the workers, who therefore are 
left instead in uncertainty about the future.

The second statement shows that a minority 
(25%) of the survey’s respondents agree that the 
intensity of the use of resources of the Russian 
North is satisfactory. This statement measured the 
residents’ views concerning resource extraction. 
From the point of view of the “paradox of plenty” 
(E2), this finding shows that the efficiency and in-
tensity of the resource utilization could be im-
proved. However, on the other hand, this shows 
that resource-based development in the Russian 
North is supported by the residents (37%). This in 
turn reflects path-dependent thinking (E3), as re-
source extraction is viewed as the basis for the de-
velopment of the Russian North.

The third statement reveals the existence of 
strong expectations about the role of the state in 
fostering the diversification of Russia’s economy. 
However, the fourth statement shows strong sup-
port for the idea that the Russian government 
should protect the mining industry in the form of 
subsidies during periods of financial crisis. There-
fore, the survey’s results reveal both a paternalistic 
demand (E6) for the continuation of support for the 
dominant resource industry (E5), which is logical 
from the point of view of a resource community, 
and support for a state-led approach concerning 
economic diversification in Russia. Hence, these 
views reflect the path-dependency of paternalistic 
expectations (E3, E6). However, the author has 
shown in a previous study (Suutarinen 2013) that 
the residents have little faith in the role that other 
industries might play in the economic future of the 
community. Despite this lack of belief in the pros-
pects of economic diversification amongst Kov-
dor’s residents, the mono-dependency of the town 
and the previous economic crisis have probably 
led to the recognition that alternative industries 

should be supported in Russia as a whole. Moreo-
ver, as the survey’s respondents in general agree 
about the need for state support in diversifying the 
economy in Russia, the “resource fatalism” that 
prevails in the community does not influence the 
residents’ general attitudes towards economic di-
versification in Russia as a whole.

The fifth statement reveals lack of belief in the 
ability of the local administration to promote local 
development with its own programmes. The state-
ment tests whether the position of the local admin-
istration is strong enough to operate independently 
in relation to higher levels of governance (state 
and regional authorities) and the resource firm 
(E7). Only 23% of the respondents believe that the 
town’s administration is sufficiently independent. 
Almost half of the respondents (47%) agree that 
the local administration occupies an inferior posi-
tion in relation to these other actors, which is typi-
cal in resource communities (E7). Moreover, the 
limited independency of the local budget is also 
explained by the budgetary dependency of Kov-
dor’s administration of revenues from KGOK.

The sixth statement shows that only one third of 
the survey’s respondents agreed that a greater de-
gree of independence would be good for the local 
economy. Hence, there is general satisfaction 
amongst the community that it is under the control 
of higher organs when it comes to decision mak-
ing (E7). This forms the basis for the path-depend-
ency of paternalistic expectations (E3, E6) in the 
community, as the development of the community 
is guided by higher levels of decision making. 
These answers demonstrate that the residents of 
the community might not be aware of the potential 
positive consequences of increased local-level de-
cision making. This might in turn be because of the 
lack of local planning hitherto (E7) and the path-
dependency of the community as the subject of 
higher decision-making actors, such as state pater-
nalism and the dominance of politics of external 
resource firms in the community. Moreover, the 
residents’ limited belief that improvements could 
follow if there was greater local independence re-
flects the trust of the community in the Russian 
state and external corporations as the guarantors 
of satisfactory development in the town.

The seventh statement shows that majority of the 
survey’s respondents agreed that the Russian state 
should have a significant ownership stake in 
KGOK–Eurochem. This shows that there are wide-
spread expectations that the state should be a stable 
and paternalistic owner of the town-constituting 
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enterprise and a guarantor of stable, resource-led 
development in Kovdor (E6). Moreover, the result 
shows a belief that external decision making relat-
ed to the use of local resources would be positive 
for the community (E7). Therefore, resource extrac-
tion by a state-led corporation would be a satisfying 
option for the residents of the community.

The eighth statement shows that there is a strong 
belief that the field of industry in which KGOK is 
engaged is strategically important for Russia. This 
strategic self-identity can be used as an argument 
in support of paternalism from the state (E6), if the 
volatilities in world-market prices cause problems 
for the economic security of the company and its 
workers. Moreover, the ninth statement shows that 
the employees of the Russian North think they play 
the most important role in the economy of the 
country. Therefore, the survey’s respondents can 
justify the necessity for paternalism (E6), given their 
self-image, as workers of the North, about their im-
portant contribution to the economy of Russia.

The tenth statement shows that there is almost a 
consensus amongst the survey’s respondents about 
the importance of the North’s resources for the 
Russian economy. Therefore, the residents in the 
community have a base for their paternalistic de-
mands from the state towards the community (E6) 
on their experienced role as servants of the state as 
important contributors to the economic perfor-
mance and security of their country and scions of 
the northern heroism (Rautio & Round 2008: 113). 
Moreover, the statement also reveals path-depend-
ent thinking (E3), where these resources are seen 
as crucial for the Russian economy. Given that the 
locals argue that these resources are, indeed, the 
basis of the Russian economy, it naturally follows 
that they also see themselves as having particular 
significance for the Russian state as resource pro-
ducers. This view, which reflects the resource path 
of the community, is also an obstacle to the locals 
to seek economic diversification to industries, 
where exists a smaller sense of significance. There-
fore, this attitude can be an obstacle for to the di-
versification of the economy, if alternative occupa-
tions are regarded as less significant, or as having 
less status, for the country.

The eleventh statement shows that 42% of the 
survey’s respondents expressed the opinion that 
there was insufficient freedom for people to open 
alternative small businesses in Kovdor. This opin-
ion could reflect the dominant position of the 
main town-constituting enterprise in the commu-
nity (E8) and have a negative impact on the work-

ers’ aspirations when it comes to economic diver-
sification (e.g. Rautio 2003: 76). However, it could 
also reflect path-dependent thinking (E3) and the 
idea of “crowding out”, which cause inability to 
see possibilities for alternative businesses by al-
most half of the survey respondents.

The twelfth statement shows small support for 
long-distance commuting (LDC) in resource extrac-
tion in the Russian North. The majority of the sur-
vey’s respondents support the model of a single-in-
dustry town for resource extraction, instead of the 
LDC method, the popularity of which has grown in 
remote resource locations of Russia in recent dec-
ades, especially in the oil and gas industries of 
Western Siberia (e.g. Spies 2009; Eilmsteiner-Sax-
inger 2011). This finding reveals path-dependent 
thinking in attitudes towards the best method of 
natural resource extraction in the Russian North. 
However, LDC in the mining of the Murmansk re-
gion is uncommon. Therefore, these attitudes are 
probably mostly influenced by the regional experi-
ence of resource extraction. Generally, because of 
support for permanent settlements, this finding 
shows that there is a need for local diversification in 
the resource communities of the Russian North in 
order to promote sustainable local development in 
permanent communities.

The thirteenth statement shows that the survey’s 
respondents agree that pollution is a serious threat 
for Kovdor (E4). Therefore, the residents agree that 
the community is suffering from environmental 
degradation, which is predominantly caused by the 
resource industries of the community. Therefore, 
the resource extraction industry of the community 
has not blinded the residents to the environmental 
consequences and threats presented by the re-
source industry, nor has it prevented them from 
criticizing it. Admitting the environmental threat 
posed by industry is a necessary but insufficient 
step in any future campaign to promote the sustain-
able economic development of the community.

The author made comparisons between workers 
of KGOK and other residents of Kovdor related to 
statements 2–7 and 9–13 with an aim to solve 
whether there are differences in views between 
the workers of KGOK and other residents. The only 
differences were in the seventh question, where 
among the workers of KGOK the idea of the state 
ownership of KGOK was more popular than 
among the other residents of the town (Chi Square 
= 0.014, almost significant result). Therefore, the 
paternalistic expectations towards the Russian 
state are more widely represented among the 
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workers of KGOK because of their general expec-
tation that the state would guarantee the develop-
ment of their mining company.

Discussion 

The paper showed that local-level obstacles to sus-
tainable socio-economic development in this case 
study’s resource community can be approached by 
the local resource curse theory. This was seen for 
example in the views representing “resource fatal-
ism” (E3) that leads to pessimistic expectations in 
the community. These pessimistic expectations, 
caused by the volatility of resource prices, are a hin-
drance to initiatives at economic diversification, 
because of the lack of belief in the stable future 
well-being of the community. The current approach 
to development, which is based on resource extrac-
tion by external actors, creates paternalistic expec-
tations among the residents and fails to support the 
long-term sustainability of the community. Hence, 
economic diversification needs either a change in 
the general attitude of the community’s residents or 
paternalistic support from higher governmental lev-
els, as the community itself is incapable of promot-
ing economic diversification because of the lack of 
belief in the community’s prospects. This shows that 
the path-dependency of paternalistic expectations 
in the community is likely to continue, instead of 
self-sustainable development. Therefore, it should 
be asked whether the residents of the resource com-
munity should approach their place of residence as 
a temporary space subsidized by the public author-
ities because the current attitudes do not promote 
long-term sustainability, in which an active role 
would be played by the locals.

Several issues which are described as common 
elements of the resource curse and of the staple 
thesis in resource communities are also common 
in Russian society in general and in other indus-
trial communities in Russia. Therefore, it is difficult 
to say how resource-derived they are. Moreover, 
while the resource path is typical for resource 
communities, the dependency of the local devel-
opment path, which defines local development, 
also characterizes other communities. Hence, be-
cause of the lack of comparative data from a non-
resource community, the survey can only estimate 
to a limited extent whether the elements are purely 
resource-derived. More studies and a comparative 
case study would be needed to discuss whether 
there are also resource-derived factors behind the 

elements, which the theory does not classify as 
resource-derived, but which, according to previ-
ous studies, commonly characterize resource-pro-
ducing regions. Nevertheless, the presence of 
these issues, which the theory classifies as not 
purely resource-derived, creates obstacles for sus-
tainable local socio-economic development in re-
source-based communities.

Mainstream resource-curse studies approach 
resource-based development in terms of the eco-
nomic impacts of the resource curse. However, 
this study inspires the author to argue that more 
attention should be paid to the structural and atti-
tudinal consequences of resource-based develop-
ment, which could enhance our understanding 
about the negative consequences of resource-
based development for sustainable local socio-
economic development. This study should be fol-
lowed by new studies which would see resource-
based development as an obstacle to sustainable 
socio-economic local development in resource-
based communities, which could also improve our 
knowledge of the influence of resource extracting 
industries on elements that the study classifies as 
not purely resource-derived.

Conclusions

This paper sought to explain how the challenges 
faced by the sustainable use of local economic po-
tential can be approached with local resource 
curse theory. The conclusions of the study discuss 
how the empirical data supports or fails to support 
the idea that different elements are obstacles to the 
sustainable use of the local economic potential 
and challenges for sustainable socio-economic 
development in the case study town of Kovdor. The 
conclusions discuss both the resource-derived ele-
ments and other elements.

Local resource curse: resource-derived 
elements

The volatility of natural resource prices (E1) im-
pacts on Kovdor by creating a sense of general pes-
simism within the community. This in turn is an 
obstacle to the economic diversification efforts of 
the residents, who would have the main responsi-
bility in any efforts at promoting small-scale eco-
nomic diversification. Moreover, other obstacles 
come in the form of “resource fatalism” and pater-
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nalistic expectations in the community. In turn, the 
impact of resource abundance (E2) is difficult to 
analyse in the case-study community as the role of 
the community in the decision making related to 
local resources has been limited. However, the 
Russian state and Eurochem have supported the 
versatile use of the resource potential of Kovdor. 
Therefore, the local development path has sought 
to utilize the mineral versatility of the Kovdor dis-
trict. Hence, there are limited negative conse-
quences of resource abundance. 

The path-dependency (E3) that supports re-
source-led thinking is evident in various issues, 
such as the views of the community as a resource 
producer, where alternative development is un-
thinkable. The path-dependency has fostered “re-
source fatalism” and “paternalistic expectations” 
in the community. Path-dependency is clearly an 
obstacle to sustainable local economic develop-
ment because it forms an attitudinal barrier to con-
sidering alternative development paths in the com-
munity. However, the high commitment to path 
dependency by the survey respondents of the 
community may also result from the fear of dra-
matic changes. In the 2000s the years of stability 
during the resource-based development brought 
positive annual development. Hence, any dramat-
ic changes might awake memories of the instabili-
ties of the restructuring of the political and eco-
nomic system during perestroika and in the 1990s.

Environmental degradation (E4), experienced by 
the residents, is evident in Kovdor. However, be-
cause of the absence of alternative industries, such 
as tourism, the environmental degradation causes 
limited harm to the local economic development. 
Hence, the negative impacts of environmental 
degradation are limited to its affect upon the qual-
ity of life in the community. Moreover, potential 
areas for the development of nature tourism in the 
Kovdor district are outside the environmental im-
pact zone of the mining industries. Nevertheless, 
the environmental threat should be removed, giv-
en its consequences to the sustainable social de-
velopment of the community. 

Local resource curse: other elements

The paternalistic attitude of the federal and region-
al authorities towards the resource industries of 
Kovdor is evident (E5). Although Kovdorslyuda has 
been supported by the public authorities, it has 
had little if any positive consequences to Kov-
dorslyuda’s economic sustainability. However, be-

cause of the lack of an alternative to this public 
subsidizing of the community, the negative influ-
ence on the sustainable use of local resources is 
limited. The support of the resource industry is 
positive from the point of view of the community’s 
short-term development as a resource community. 
However, from the point of view of the economic 
efficiency of the region and the country, where 
subsidies could be given to alternative industries 
instead of the resource in-dustries, the sustainabil-
ity of these subsidies is questionable and prolongs 
Russia’s resource-based development instead of 
fostering economic diversification. Moreover, 
there is a clear evidence of paternalistic expecta-
tions among the residents of Kovdor (E6). These 
paternalistic expectations largely prevent the resi-
dents from thinking about alternative industries in 
the local economy, as paternalism is expected 
both from the public authorities and from the re-
source firm. KGOK’s workers have self-image of 
their strategic importance, which is another basis 
for their paternalistic expectations. These expecta-
tions of paternalism from the state are particularly 
evident during periods when the mining industry 
is experiencing an economic crisis. As these pater-
nalistic expectations are deeply rooted in the com-
munity, it is likely that they will also manifest 
themselves in any alternative industries that may 
emerge if, for example, the public authorities pro-
vide start-up money for the diversification of the 
local economy. These paternalistic expectations 
do not encourage the long-term sustainability of 
the community, as the locals look to external ac-
tors for subsidies. 

The limited nature of local opportunities to in-
fluence local development and the ex-traction of 
natural resources is evident (E7). Development is 
dependent on decision making by higher govern-
ance levels and the resource firm. Therefore, local 
decision making has a limited role in supporting 
potential local initiatives concerning economic di-
versification. However, if centrally-led policies 
satisfy the locals, then one must assume that they 
don’t regard the lack of local decision making as a 
problem. Hence, the locals are backing the state’s 
control of local resources by supporting the idea of 
greater role of the state in the ownership of KGOK.  
Moreover, a comparison between KGOK and Kov-
dorslyuda shows that Eurochem’s ownership of 
KGOK, the local mining enterprise, has had posi-
tive consequences in contrast to the lack of a pow-
erful vertical production chain behind Kovdorslyu-
da. Therefore, according to results and evidence, it 
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is questionable whether more independent deci-
sion making in relation to local resources would 
promote local socio-economic development. 
Hence, changes in the development path of the 
local mining industry, which has been controlled 
by external actors from the very beginning, might 
lead to highly undesirable consequences, such as 
losing a stable external investor who guarantees 
stable local development.  Nevertheless, the local 
dominance of the main firm (E8) does not have a 
similar negative impact for alternative industries as 
it would in some other communities with clearly 
conflicting interests between mining and alterna-
tive industries, such as tourism. However, the view 
of the respondents that there was lack of freedom 
in Kovdor when it came to starting up alternative 
economic activities might reflect “crowding out”.

NOTES

1 According to new classifications a total of 24 subjects 
of the Russian Federation form the territory of The Rus-
sian North. The Russian North is divided into the Far 
North and territories equivalent to the Far North. A to-
tal of 15 subjects of the Russian Federation belong to-
tally or partly to the Far North category. The following 
subjects belong to the Far North entirely: Murmansk 
region, Magadan region, Kamchatka region, Republic 
of Sakha, Yamal-Nenets AO, Nenets AO and Chukotka 
AO. The following regions partly belong to Far North 
of Russia: Arkhangelsk region, Sakhalin region, Irkutsk 
region, Republic of Karelia, Komi Republic, Tuva Re-
public, Krasnoyarsk krai and Khabarovsk krai. The ter-
ritories equivalent to the Far North consist of regions 
with severe climate conditions, but not as severe as in 
the Far North (Zakonprost 2014).
2 Staples are basic commodities, such as raw materials, 
which form the basis of a regional or local economic 
culture. The so-called “staple regions” are based on 
the export of their staple products with low added 
value to these staples (Innis 1933).
3 In this paper, the concept of path dependency 
means a local development path based on resource 
extraction.
4 See more about official restrictions, such as restricted 
permission for outsiders, in Suutarinen (2013).
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Natural resources play a key role in the economic development of the Russian North. However, natural resource extraction 
cannot alone promote the long-term socio-economic sustainability of resource peripheries. My paper analyses the challenges of 
economic diversification in two single-industry mining towns in the Murmansk region, Kirovsk and Revda, which have taken 
different historical development paths. Tourism has developed in Kirovsk alongside the mining industry since the 1930s, while 
mining has been the only significant industry in Revda. However, recently both Kirovsk and Revda have adopted tourism as 
the main target of their economic diversification. My paper asks how the challenge of diversifying the economic development of 
these two communities can be explained by path-dependency, the resource curse and paternalism. The empirical data of the 
study was collected by the author on fieldwork trip in 2012. It consists of semi-structured interviews with town, region and 
enterprise representatives in Kirovsk, Revda and Murmansk. Moreover, articles from regional and local newspapers 
concerning the diversification efforts of these two communities were used. Both interviews and articles were analyzed using 
qualitative methods. The paper reveals how the different development paths of these communities have shaped their ability to 
promote economic diversification in the present era. This paper shows that the obstacles to economic diversification are not only 
related to obvious issues, such as the lack of realistic alternatives, but also to deeper structural hindrances to the use of local 
potential and human capital to create diversified local economies in the Russian Arctic. 

 

 

Introduction 

The extraction and export of natural resources forms the basis of the Russian economy. This 
dependence on natural resources is most visible at the local level in natural resource 
communities. However, the long-term geo-economic sustainability of natural resource extraction 
has been questioned by various scholars and the Russian state (Connolly 2011; Anokhin et al. 
2014). Whilst economic modernization and the diversification of the Russian economy was first 
mentioned during Vladimir Putin’s presidency in 2007 (Connolly 2011: 431), it was the economic 
crisis of 2008–2009 that accelerated political aspirations to boost economic diversification in 
Russia from the local right up to the state level, with a drive to economic modernization by the  
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then president Dmitri Medvedev (Foxall 2014: 98–99). These aspirations materialized in a 
centrally-led programme for Russian single-industry towns by the Ministry of the Regional 
Development (hereafter Minregion)1, which sought to boost economic diversification in such 
towns. Single-industry towns in the Russian North are the product of the historical 
industrialization of the region (Blakkisrud 2006: 39). They face the challenge of transforming 
their economic profile from one based on heavy industry to one based on services as well as 
modernizing old enterprises and becoming innovation centres for the surrounding areas (Pilyasov 
2013: 3). Overcoming their industrial legacy and diversifying the local economy, although 
especially challenging, is crucial for sustainable local development in the single-industry towns of 
the Russian North (Pilyasov 2013: 3), where socio-economic sustainability is strongly connected 
with environmental sustainability (Tynkkynen 2007: 865). 

Russia’s regional policies are spatially selective (Tykkyläinen 2010: 17). The federal state has 
awarded privileges to certain places and regions by funding large projects and with regional policy 
instruments, which resemble the Soviet era policies. In addition the spatial priorities are in 
continuous change. While the single-industry towns, dispersed across the country, were the main 
focus after the latest crises, currently the focus of the Russian state is on development of the Far 
Eastern regions, North Caucasus and the Republic of Crimea, which all have their own ministries 
(“Rabochaya vstrecha s…” 2014). In these regions the Russian state prioritizes federal 
investments for development of infrastructure and socio-economic well-being (“Rabochaya 
vstrecha s…” 2014). In turn, socio-economic development of the Russian Arctic regions, 
including the Murmansk region, is not currently among the priority targets of the state’s 
subsidies. For example, the Russian state published a state program Socio-Economic Development of 
the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation until 2020 in April 2014 but it failed to receive funding from 
the federal budget (“Postanovlenie…” 2014). However, the Russian state is funding some single 
projects with federal importance in the North, such as the Murmansk transport hub (Staalesen 
2014c). Nevertheless, they are also vulnerable to volatilities of spatial priorities of Russia. In April 
2014 the financial support of the Russian state for the Murmansk transport hub was threatened 
by urgent need to finance development projects in the Republic of Crimea (Staalesen 2014a). 
However, in September 2014 the Russian state showed its commitment to financing the 
development of the Murmansk transport hub, while the involvement of key private companies to 
the project is still questionable (Staalesen 2014c). 

Mining plays a central role in the economy of the Murmansk region. Since the collapse of the 
Soviet Union economic diversification has been negative in the Murmansk region, which has 
been caused by economic restructuring problems and the fact that various unsustainable 
industries of the region, such as forestry and mechanical engineering, which have not been able 
to adapt to the market economy, have gone bankrupt (Didyk & Riabova 2012: 240). Hence, 
economic diversification in the Murmansk region faces difficulties as the economic diversification 
in the present era targets to create self-sufficient industries. In addition to a state-led economic 
diversification programme, the regional government of the Murmansk region has also targeted 
the promotion of new industries in a bid to boost the economic diversification of the region 
(Klepikov 2012; “Marina Kovtun: Odna…” 2013). Tourism has been chosen as one of the main 
strategic targets of those new industries in the region (“Marina Kovtun: Odna…” 2013). 

This paper analyses the challenges of economic diversification in two single-industry mining 
communities of the Murmansk region: Kirovsk and Revda2 (Figure 1). Both of them evaluated 



Arctic Yearbook 2014 

Suutarinen 

3 

their future economic sustainability as part of a programme led by the Minregion. There was an 
external push by the Russian state and the Murmansk region’s government towards Revda, which 
was requested to promote economic diversification in the town. Revda was identified as one of 
the seven most economically depressed single-industry towns in all of Russia, whose economic 
diversification was regarded as a priority, and therefore supported by investments from the 
Russian state (Dmitriev 2011). As a result, comprehensive investment plans (hereafter CIPs) with 
proposals for projects that were to receive investment were created. The diversification plans for 
Kirovsk and Revda in 2010 placed tourism as the main target for development in their economic 
restructuring. However, in the years since then, significant challenges to their planned 
development path, especially to Revda’s, have emerged. These challenges are the product of 
various factors, such as their different historical development paths, including the particular 
economic history of these two communities. 

Figure 1: Resource communities of the Murmansk region and the location of Kirovsk and Revda 
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This paper discusses the proposals and prospects for, and the setbacks experienced in, the 
economic diversification of Kirovsk and Revda. The empirical part of the paper uses a variety of 
qualitative methods by analyzing expert interviews conducted in these two single-industry towns 
as well as local and regional press material. The interviews were conducted in the Murmansk 
region in 2012 by the author. The paper asks how the challenge of economic diversification for 
these two communities can be explained by the concept of path-dependency where the local 
resource path has promoted both paternalistic expectations as well as by the concept of the 
resource curse that explains structural and ‘psychological’ obstacles for economic diversification 
as consequences of the resource-based development of the communities. The paper hypothesizes 
that path-dependency, which has exaggerated both the local resource curse as a consequence of 
resource-based local development and the paternalistic expectations of the residents of these 
mining communities, partly explains the different prospects for economic diversification in the 
Arctic mining towns of Kirovsk and Revda. Albeit the case concerns Arctic single-industry 
communities, the case in general reflects a typical problem both for post-Soviet Russia and 
peripheral localities and single-industry resource communities. As Kenneth Coates (1994) 
emphasizes, universal problems of remoteness characterize peripheral localities also in the Far 
North. 

Theoretical Approach 

The theoretical framework of the study approaches the challenge of post-industrial restructuring 
and the potential for economic diversification of a local economic culture. The case discusses 
diversification away from mining to tourism, which represents an alternative development path 
for the local economy in both Kirovsk and Revda. Avoiding uncontrolled shrinkage of 
population is among the main goals of sustainable development in these communities. Tourism 
might offer an alternative industry that could play a supportive role to the now dominant mining 
industry if market factors make the mining industry unprofitable in the future. However, tourism 
alone cannot replace the mining industry in these communities because the number of jobs that 
the mining industry currently sustains could not be sustained by the tourist industry. Therefore, 
tourism alone cannot prevent significant shrinkage of population in these communities. 
However, by offering alternative forms of employment it has the potential to compensate for a 
moderate reduction in the number of jobs in the main industry. 

There are several examples of failed diversification policies in the world including in Russia (e.g. 
Ahrend 2005; Ahrend 2008: 6; Chernovski 2012). In the Russian North, after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, ad hoc policies of the Russian state have sought to solve immediate crises instead 
of promoting long-term sustainability (Blakkisrud 2006: 38; Tykkyläinen 2010: 257). However, 
resource communities need long-term sustainability. Being overly dependent on resource 
extraction makes such communities vulnerable to problems when their natural resources run out 
or become economically unsustainable to extract. 

In northern resource communities the potential for economic diversification is limited 
(Suutarinen 2013: 328–329). Usually, economic diversification has been supported by the 
possibilities offered by the local environment, commonly through forestry, agriculture and 
tourism (e.g. Jussila & Järviluoma 1998; Kuyek & Coumans 2003: 18; Johansen & Skryzhevska 
2013). Tourism is often a desperate ‘last resort’ (Kauppila et al. 2009: 432) in terms of economic 
development and diversification in peripheral areas. Hence, it often fails to redeem its promise as 
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a saviour of the economy in peripheries, especially in areas where it too, despite receiving 
support, proves to be unsustainable (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 202).  

There are examples of successful economic restructuring of mining communities in the Barents 
region. For example, Kolari in Finnish Lapland (Jussila & Järviluoma 1998) where regional 
policies were activated to support the growth of tourism after the closure of local mines and 
Kirkenes near the Norwegian-Russian border (Viken et al. 2008) have diversified and 
transformed their economic base to adapt to restructuring of local mining industry. Moreover, 
Atikokan in north-western Ontario shows another example of successful adaptation to the 
closure of the mining industry. In Atikokan several small enterprises in various economic fields 
were the main drivers of the transformation of the community’s economic base (Keyes 1992: 37–
41). However, the relatively big local populations in mining communities of the Russian North 
make their economic transformation more problematic than in similar cases in natural resource 
peripheries of Scandinavia and Canada. Development of small enterprises is unable to bring a 
major impact to local employment, which is usually the target of local economic diversification 
efforts.  

In several single-industry towns and resource regions in Russia there are significant unused 
recreational resources and seemingly obvious opportunities for economic diversification, which 
could be well-suited to domestic and international tourism (Tynkkynen 2007; Tul’chinskiy et al. 
2011: 178). In several localities of the Russian North ecologically valuable locations are also bases 
for abundant natural resources (Tynkkynen 2007). These ecologically valuable places could offer 
opportunities for the development of tourism. However, the extraction of natural resources, such 
as mineral resources and oil, often damages the ecological sites that tourists could come and see. 
Therefore, a potential conflict of interests often exists in these natural resource localities. The 
nature potential for tourism is also evident in the Murmansk region. Nature here offers similar 
opportunities to develop nature-based tourism as in Finnish Lapland (V. Gorbunov, Deputy 
Minister in the Ministry of Economic Development of the Government of the Murmansk region, 
personal communication in Murmansk, June 19, 2012; A. Popova, The head of the Tourism 
Information Centre of the administration of Kirovsk, personal communication in Kirovsk, June 
9, 2012). Local cultures and values in communities without a history of tourism often present 
obstacles to economic diversification into tourism. Hence, despite the potential, several structural 
issues, such as a prevailing mono-culture and a local industrial path hinder economic 
diversification and a post-industrial transition from a resource economy or one with an industrial 
legacy to the service sector (e.g. Toropova et al. 2007). Moreover, in mining communities, post-
industrial problems, such as a spoiled nature or environment, hamper opportunities for economic 
diversification into tourism. Therefore, the emergence of a new industry, such as tourism, may 
give rise to conflicts between different industries’ interests. Moreover, while mining offers a 
stable all-year-round income, tourism will struggle to do so because of its seasonality (e.g. Grenier 
2007: 70). Hence, diversifying from mining to tourism is especially challenging. Consequently, for 
various reasons, tourism should only be considered as a secondary, supportive industry in 
promoting the sustainable development of these communities. 

TTheoret i ca l  Framework of  the Resource  Path 

The theoretical framework behind seeing the resource path as a challenge for economic 
diversification in the resource communities of the Russian North is presented in Figure 2. In the 



Arctic Yearbook 2014 

 Economic Diversification in the Mining Communities of the Murmansk Region 

6 

Russian North, resource communities are mostly based on mining, forestry or oil and gas 
industries. The theoretical framework hypothesizes that mono-culture in a resource community 
leads to formation of a resource path, which is especially represented in the way of thinking of 
the local authorities (e.g. Tynkkynen 2007: 865; Schmallegger & Carson 2010). This maintains the 
structural and ‘psychological’ consequences of the resource curse (Tynkkynen 2007) and is a base 
for paternalistic expectations of public subsidies in the local level (Carson & Carson 2011: 379). 
Furthermore, this leads to a lack of own initiatives for economic diversification and also 
strengthens the risk of failure of external pushes, which target economic diversification. 

Figure 2: Resource path as an obstacle to economic diversification in the resource communities 
of the Russian North  

 

Path-Dependency 

This paper defines path-dependency as the phenomenon whereby a community or locality has 
been and is constrained and/or defined by its local development path, which in this case is 
characterized by resource-extraction from the beginning of the settlement history of the resource 
community (e.g. Carson & Carson 2011). Hence, local practices and a ‘resource culture’ 
constitute obstacles to alternative forms of development in the community. The local economic 
culture of the mining communities of the Murmansk region, which was formed in the Soviet era, 
continues to form the basis of their development path today.  

The resource path of these resource communities can impede the evaluation of the obvious 
potential alternative economic activities in them. In communities with a mono-culture, local 
institutions were created to serve the interests of the dominant resource industry. Hence, the lack 
of institutions which could encourage innovation and diversification hinders a more diversified 
economic development. Moreover, the dominant industry has defined the skills that are required 
in local employment markets. Thus, the mono-industrial local economic profile leads to a lack of 
a diverse set of human skills, which could have been used to serve economic diversification into 
other industries in the community (Carson & Carson 2011: 375). Furthermore, the traditional 
existence of certain professions in resource communities also presents obstacles to the 
diversification of the economy (Carson & Carson 2011: 375). Moreover, a local culture that is 
based on resources can also support the emergence of ‘resource fatalism’, where the area’s natural 
resources are viewed as the only viable source of livelihood for such resource communities 
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(Suutarinen 2013: 339). This resembles a psychological difficulty to overcome Soviet legacies, 
which is typical in post-Soviet industrial communities (Mah 2012: 117). 

The Resource Curse 

The resource curse has been mainly studied at the state and regional level (e.g. Bradshaw 2006; 
Travin & Marganiya 2010). According to the main argument of the resource curse thesis, 
volatility in the price of natural resources ultimately leads to unsustainable development, a feature 
characteristic of resource regions and communities (Bradshaw 2006: 725; Schmallegger & Carson 
2010: 204). Moreover, at a local level, the resource curse also results in the creation of a local 
mindset, which sees the resource development path as the only possible way forward in terms of 
local development (Tynkkynen 2005; Tynkkynen 2007). At the local level, the ‘resource curse’ can 
be understood as an obstacle to sustainable local development and as a hindrance to the 
promotion of alternative paths of development. On the one hand, it is explained by the fact that 
the development and well-being of the community is dependent on the global volatilities of 
resource prices. On the other hand, resource-based development has consequences to the overall 
mindset of the community, where alternative development paths are underrated because the 
utilization of local resources is seen as constant basis of the local development. 

The Path of Paternalistic Expectations 

The local development path has formed expectations of paternalism in resource communities 
where the town-constituting enterprises have maintained the social sphere and its residents. 
In the Soviet era, resource enterprises played a central role as providers of several paternalistic 
social services for their communities (Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 2009: 151–152). At 
present, the incompetence of local administrations and the absence of other providers of 
such services forces town-constituting enterprises to maintain several communal services in 
single-industry towns in Russia (Kortelainen & Nystén-Haarala 2009: 151–152). In the Soviet 
era, the state’s paternalism was implemented through state-owned enterprises, which in turn 
led to these communities to develop expectations of paternalistic provision by the state and 
the resource firms. Currently, the historical legacy of these paternalistic expectations acts as a 
hindrance to the residents adopting an active role in local development. 

The paternalistic policies of the Russian state and of regional authorities towards the resource 
firms of the Russian North have continued, in some cases, in the form of subsidies to the 
main resource enterprises (e.g. Suutarinen 2013: 334–335). The residents’ expectations that 
the state and regional government would offer subsidies to these new alternative industries in 
the same way that they have subsidized the main mining industry in the past, might continue 
related to alternative industries, such as tourism, which is seldom self-sustainable in 
peripheral communities (Carson & Carson 2011: 375). Path-dependency impacts on the 
alternative industries of resource communities, which are not able to survive without 
permanent subsidies from the state. Hence, these expectations of paternalism hinder the 
appearance of new self-sufficient industries. Therefore, the paternalistic expectations of these 
resource communities can result in state-led investment projects that fail to take into account 
market forces and leave them dependent on state subsidies. Tourism or indeed any other 
industry might simply be seen as a new actor in the subsidized economy of the region, and as 
a successor in the paternalistic tradition, which fails to give the expected results in terms of 
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the self-sustainable development of the resource community (e.g. Schmallegger & Carson 
2010: 217). Moreover, in resource communities, the government usually invests in the 
existing resource industries (staples3) (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 205). Government 
investments often result in ‘showy’ projects, which seek to support the staple industries and 
attract investors (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 207). 

Case Study 

The empirical data for this study was gathered by the author during a field trip in 2012. Semi-
structured expert interviews were conducted in Kirovsk, Revda and Murmansk in June 2012. 
Moreover, the study also draws upon articles from regional and local newspapers that discuss the 
diversification efforts of these two communities. Both interviews and articles are analyzed with 
qualitative methods with the aim of finding statements which discuss the challenges of economic 
diversification and the specific impact of the resource paths of the communities on their 
economic diversification. Moreover, the study also highlights arguments that reflect existing 
paternalistic expectations and the economic and ‘psychological’ consequences of the resource 
curse for local economic development and the prospects for economic diversification. 
Mining plays a central role in the economy of both Kirovsk and Revda (Table 1). However, in 
both communities, ecologically and recreationally valuable places, which form the potential for 
nature-based tourism, are located on the same territory with an abundance of mineral resources. 
Given the different historical economic paths of the communities, the basis for economic 
diversification naturally also differs. In Kirovsk, tourism developed alongside the mining industry 
since the 1930s (Kabysh 2010), whereas in Revda mining has been the only significant industry. 
However, nature offers an obvious recreational potential for tourism even in the surroundings of 
Revda (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 55). For example, the Lovozero Tundra and Lake Seidozero are 
popular places for hiking and the former has potential for winter tourism (Figure 1). However, 
the tourism potential of the surroundings of Revda has not been supported by construction of 
tourism infrastructure. 

In Kirovsk, the human capital is also more diversified in comparison with Revda because of the 
university and science town of Apatity located nearby, which generates a broader set of human 
skills in the surroundings of Kirovsk and therefore increases the prospects for economic 
diversification in the town. In turn, in Revda the local mindset is more mining-oriented. 
Moreover, Revda, as the more remote community, also suffers from a lack of transport 
connections, such as an airport. Nevertheless, in the Arctic context both the location of Kirovsk 
and Revda provides them with a relatively good accessibility from the viewpoint of departure 
areas of potential domestic (Central Russia) and foreign tourists (Europe) as there are various 
transport connections. Moreover, the tourism in the Murmansk region has potential to benefit 
from cross-border programs. The tourism information center of Kirovsk was opened as a result 
of LapKola II project, which promoted cross-border tourism business in Lapland and Southern 
Murmansk Region (Popova 2012, personal communication, June 9, 2012). Nevertheless, the 
economic diversification of Kirovsk and Revda is dependent on several external factors, such as 
continuous repositioning of Russia in a global context and its consequences at the local level. On 
the one hand, the escalation of political tensions in 2014 with worsening relations and sanction 
policies between Russia and Western countries will have unpredictable consequences on Russian 
resource communities and their industries. The worsening image of Russia in 2014 and the 
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decreasing interest of foreign investors to invest in Russia have jeopardized the modernization of 
a Russian economy that requires foreign investments and foreign know-how. Consequently, a 
lack of investment in modernization strengthens the resource-based path of development in 
Russia, and postpones economic diversification as extractive industries do not need the same 
international openness (Humphreys et al. 2007: 4) that a more diversified economy would need. 
Moreover, negotiations related to a visa-free regime between Russia and the EU have been 
postponed and the image of Russia as a tourism destination has deteriorated, which at least 
postpones the possibilities for centres such as Revda and Kirovsk to develop plans to attract 
foreign tourists. On the other hand, there is still a long-term development tendency towards 
Russia’s integration to world markets, which is represented by Russia’s WTO agreement. 
Nevertheless, the external factors of development will likely have a significant impact on the 
potential for economic diversification in resource communities in border areas.  

Table 1 shows the general characteristics of Kirovsk and Revda as mining towns, the importance 
of their mining industries as employers and the general characteristics and strategic goals of their 
CIPs, which promote investment projects to further economic diversification. The planned 
projects in CIPs aim to activate different stakeholders. Their target was to develop public-private 
partnerships for development of investments projects, which would have utilized federal, regional 
and local sources of public investment funding: moreover, they targeted to activate the town-
constituting enterprises to finance co-projects with public funding (Suutarinen 2013: 334–335).  

Table 1: Information Table of Kirovsk and Revda 

 Kirovsk Revda 

Population 28,100 (2013) (Moigorod 2014) 8,100 (2013) (Moigorod 2014) 
Main firm and its 
production 

OJSC Apatit: apatite-nepheline 
ore 
2nd biggest enterprise in the 
Murmansk region in revenue 
(Top-100 2010: 20) 

Lovozerskii GOK: rare earth 
metals (loparite, nibirium) 
86th biggest enterprise in the 
Murmansk region in revenue 
(Top-100 2010: 22) 

Number of workers in the 
main firm 

11,682 (2009, includes workers 
from both Kirovsk and Apatity) 
(KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 14) 

923 (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 
11) 

Strategic Reorientation in 
CIPs 

Tourism (Target: 110,000 
tourists in 2020, 400 new work 
places based on tourism) 
(KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 52) 

Tourism (Target: 40,000 
tourists in 2020, 362 
workplaces) (KIPMMGP 
Revda 2010: 51–52; Varenik 
2012) 

Main Projects and Target 
Projects for economic 
diversification in CIPs 

Tourism (Russian Lapland: 
Winter sports, down-hill skiing), 
Two all-year-round tourism 
resorts (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010) 

Tourism (Russian Lapland) 
(KIPMMGP Revda 2010) 

Main Targets in CIPs 1. Diversification of economy in 
tourism 
2. Improvements to the social 
infrastructure 
3. Improvements to the 
transport network 
4. Improvements to the 
environment 
(KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 3) 

1. Development of SMEs in 
tourism and in local industries 
2. Diversification of the 
functions of LGOK 
3. Development of human 
capital, improving the social 
amenities of the town  
(KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 3) 
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Moreover, Kirovsk and Revda’s CIPs seek to increase the sustainability of these towns and the 
quality of life of their residents by promoting sustainable social, economic and environmental 
development (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 42; KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 3). The CIPs of Kirovsk and 
Revda both had similar objectives as they sought to bring about a high level of economic 
diversification by promoting tourism in particular, improving the financial independence of 
SMEs (and town-constituting enterprise in Revda), improving the quality of life and reducing 
unemployment (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 3; KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 3). Figure 3 shows targeted 
estimates for the growth of the number of workers in SMEs which are needed to replace the 
estimated loss of workplaces in the town-constituting enterprises in the mining industry as part of 
the planned technological modernization process. 

Figure 3: The estimated importance of the town-constituting enterprise and small and medium businesses 
as employers as a percent of the local working-age population in Kirovsk and Revda in 2009–2020 after 
realization of the investment projects included in the CIPs (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 70; KIPMMGP Revda 
2010: 43)

  

 

Kirovsk as a Resource  Community 

OJSC Apatit, the town-constituting enterprise of Kirovsk, operates also in Apatity and is a 
significant employer in both towns. It is a daughter company of PhosAgro. Kirovsk is dependent 
on OJSC Apatit as more than 90 % of its budget incomes come from the company (V. Dyadik, 
The Deputy Head of the Kirovsk administration & The Head of the Financial-Economic 
Management of Kirovsk, personal communication in Kirovsk, June 8, 2012). The volatility of the 
price of natural resources was a significant blow to the Russian economy in 2008–2009, but only 
had small negative impact on OJSC Apatit and Kirovsk. Hence, a strong belief in further stable 
development of the local mining company prevailed among the town’s representatives (O. 
Denisov, The head of the Kirovsk administration, personal communication in Kirovsk, June 8, 
2012; A. Obrezanov, The Head of the Management of Economic Development of the Kirovsk 
administration, personal communication in Kirovsk, June 8, 2012). However, the volatility of 
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natural resource prices and growing competition in world markets caused Kirovsk and OJSC 
Apatit significant problems in 2013 (Kabysh 2013).  

KKirovsk and Economic Divers i f i cat ion into Tourism 

Kirovsk is a special case among the single-industry towns of the Murmansk region due to its 
diversified economy. Tourism plays a notable role as a secondary industry in the local economy 
(Gorbunov, personal communication, June 19, 2012). In Kirovsk the development path has 
historically been based on both tourism and the mining industry. In Russia the town is probably 
as well known for its winter sports activities as it is for mining. ‘Proletarian tourism’ in Kirovsk 
began in 1932 (Kabysh 2010). According to Denisov (personal communication, June 8, 2012), the 
former leader of the City Committee of the Communist Party of Kirovsk, Vasilii Ivanovich Kirov 
had already supported the growth of tourism in the Soviet era because the main industry was 
wealthy and its stability was guaranteed by state procurement orders. Hence, tourism became part 
of the local culture and was the second most important branch of the local economy during the 
Soviet era (Denisov, personal communication, June 8, 2012). Therefore, the historical path partly 
explains the supportive attitude towards the tourist industry in today’s planned development. In 
2012, when the town-constituting enterprise was viewed as stable, the mayor of Kirovsk, 
Denisov (personal communication, June 8, 2012), noted that the strategic development field for 
the future of the town was tourism. In 2009, according to official statistics, 24,300 tourists visited 
Kirovsk, while the estimated number of tourists recorded by the Tourism Information Centre of 
Kirovsk was 38,900 including “wild tourists” who arrange their travels individually without 
contribution of travel agencies (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 36). 

In the CIP for Kirovsk the target was to diversify the local economy with investments in the 
tourism industry particularly based on sport tourism (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010). In Kirovsk’s CIP, 
the development of tourism was based on a special economic zone, Russian Lapland (Russkaya 
Laplandiya), which expected 25 million roubles of investment from the regional budget in 2011 
(KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 51–52). The plan estimated that tourism would bring 400 new jobs. In 
order to promote this plan, the aim was to get private investment for the building of tourism 
infrastructure in 2013–2019. The plan catered for the arrival of 110,000 tourists in 2020 (KIPMM 
Kirovsk 2010: 52). The main problems for the development of tourism were the funds required 
for the building and reconstruction of tourism infrastructure as well as the reconstruction of 
Kirovsk’s airport (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 41–42). A lack of investors was the main challenge for 
the development of tourism in Kirovsk. 

The interviews with Popova (personal communication, June 9, 2012) and Obrezanov (personal 
communication, June 8, 2012) revealed the positive role played by OJSC Apatit in the economic 
diversification of Kirovsk, as the town-constituting enterprise is the main investor in the 
downhill-skiing centre in Kirovsk. The town administration, the town-constituting enterprise, 
OJSC Apatit, and the regional government of the Murmansk region all collaborated in seeking to 
promote several activities in the field of tourism. OJSC Apatit had a central role in the 
implementation of the CIP, including its plans for tourism (Obrezanov, personal communication, 
June 8, 2012). According to Obrezanov, the administration of Kirovsk was also committed to 
following the CIP and implementing its investment projects. Kirovsk was not to receive public 
subsidies from the federal authorities, because of its classification as a stable single-industry town 
(KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 43). 



Arctic Yearbook 2014 

 Economic Diversification in the Mining Communities of the Murmansk Region 

12 

In Kirovsk the financial capabilities of the local business community and the main enterprise 
affect the plans to develop the tourist infrastructure of the town (KIPMM Kirovsk 2010: 43). 
Therefore, economic diversification into tourism is partly dependent on the well-being of the 
town-constituting enterprise, which in turn is dependent on the price of natural resources on 
world markets with all the uncertainty that this entails. Thus, the volatility of the price of natural 
resources and its effects on the town represent the resource curse and impact on the 
opportunities for Kirovsk’s economic diversification. Hence, despite the lack of ‘psychological’ 
objections to diversification among the town’s leadership and the town-constituting enterprise, 
the economic consequences of the resource curse make the sustainability of Kirovsk’s economic 
diversification somewhat uncertain. 

In Kirovsk there were no clear expectations among the town’s representatives that the Russian 
state would paternalistically subsidize the construction of tourism infrastructure in the town. 
However, according to Popova (personal communication, June 9, 2012) it would be impossible 
to construct large tourism infrastructure without investments by the regional government and the 
Russian state. Therefore, Kirovsk’s Russian Lapland project also expected investment funded by 
the regional budget. However, there were expectations that OJSC Apatit would be a significant 
driver of economic diversification, which demonstrates the dependence of the community on this 
resource enterprise. 

RRevda as a Resource  Community  

Lovozerskii GOK (later LGOK) is the only major enterprise in Revda. LGOK mainly produces 
loparite concentrate and other rare earth metals, which are needed in various high technology 
processes and are strategically important for Russian industry and national security (KIPMMGP 
Revda 2010: 7, 11–12; Popov 2011). Thus, the well-being of Revda and its residents depends on 
the fate of LGOK’s mine (Shirmer 2008; “Zamestitel’ predsedatelya…” 2011). LGOK’s 
economic and financial situation and consequently its impact on the well-being of Revda was the 
object of most concern among the single-industry towns of the Murmansk region (Gorbunov, 
personal communication, June 19, 2012). The problems of LGOK began with perestroika and 
escalated with the ending of state procurement orders for the company (Shirmer 2008; A. 
Mamedov, The Head of the municipal administration of Revda, personal communication in 
Revda, June 18, 2012). The collapse of the Soviet Union led to the privatization of the enterprise 
and its decline was accelerated with a ruined vertical production chain as factories, which had 
utilized further the concentrate from Revda were left to the former Soviet republics and were 
unable or reluctant to continue their co-operation with LGOK (V. Kolokol’tsev, CEO of 
Lovozerskii GOK, personal communication in Revda, June 18, 2012; Mamedov, personal 
communication, June 18, 2012). 

The strategic importance of LGOK’s production (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 7) has inspired an 
image within the company of its own importance. This self-image of its own strategic importance 
combined with LGOK’s long-lasting post-Soviet economic problems has created strong 
paternalistic expectations amongst the workers of the firm and the local administration that the 
public authorities, the regional government, and indeed the Russian state will subsidize the firm 
(“Pyat’ mesyatsev gornyaki…” 2006; “Zamestitel’ predsedatelya…” 2011). Moreover, the head of 
the municipal administration of Revda Alovsat Mamedov (personal communication, June 18, 
2012) also expected that LGOK would ultimately be protected by the Russian state and rescued 
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from potential bankruptcy due to its strategic role in the country, if a depression threatened the 
existence of the company. 

RRevda and Econommic Divers i f i cat ion into Tourism 

The main target of Revda’s CIP was to diversify the local economy away from mining and into 
tourism (KIPMMGP Revda 2010). The plan sought to reduce the dependence of the settlement 
on the mining industry and to encourage the settlement to adapt to a post-industrial development 
path. Hence, it sought to create incentives for post-industrial development in the community 
(KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 40–41). According to Revda’s CIP, the community has two alternative 
development scenarios: a mono-profiled urban settlement with a resource-based development or 
sustainable development with economic diversification (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 37–38). The 
main obstacle to economic diversification, according to Revda’s CIP (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 
8), is the lack of finances for implementing development projects. 

The main tourism project in Revda’s plan was a Russian Lapland (Russkaya Laplandiya) project, 
which was originally created to promote tourism development in Kirovsk. However, it was 
extended to Revda in 2010 by the regional government because Revda desperately needed a 
rescue plan in 2009 as it was chosen by the state officials as one of the single-industry towns 
whose rescue was a top priority in Russia. Although the Russian Lapland plan was also left in the 
CIP of Kirovsk, the promotion of Russian Lapland in Revda was prioritized by the regional 
government as the rescue project of Revda and became among the priorities of the regional 
government. Hence, a creation of a tourism cluster, which would merge the Russian Lapland 
projects in Kirovsk and Revda, became a long-term target of the regional government. The 
Russian Lapland project sought to bring tourism to Revda, despite the community’s lack of 
experience of the tourist industry. It sought to compete with the tourist industry in Northern 
Finland with various tourist attractions within the project from winter sports tourism and all-
year-round holiday resorts to ethnographic (Sami culture) and cultural tourism (KIPMMGP 
Revda 2010: 53; Varenik 2012). The Russian Lapland project planned to create an estimated 362 
permanent and 220 temporary jobs during the construction period. By bringing more tax 
incomes to Revda it should have also reduced the level of dependency of subsidies from the 
regional budget in the town and increase the flow of tourists to the Murmansk region by 44,000 
people annually (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 51–52). 

Despite the desperate search for economic diversification in Revda in 2010, opinions that the 
Russian Lapland plan is unnecessary gained traction in 2011. This was caused by an upturn in 
LGOK’s fortunes because of the increase in prices for rare earth metals, one of LGOK’s 
products, which in turn was caused by China’s reduced exports of these metals (Popov 2011). 
Thus, as the CIP was ostracized, it revealed the ad hoc character of the plan from the viewpoint 
of the regional administration, which lost interest in promoting economic diversification in Revda 
as the outlook of the town’s main company improved. In 2012, after LGOK’s main crisis had 
passed, the leaders of Revda’s administration and LGOK concluded that Revda’s economic 
situation was satisfactory without the Russian Lapland project (Chernovski 2012). LGOK’s CEO 
V. Kolokol’tsev denied that there was a threat that LGOK might be closed (Chernovski 2012), 
which had been the subject of rumours during the height of the crisis in 2009 (Pettersen 2009). 
Kolokol’tsev pointed out that the future of the settlement would be based on mining 
(Chernovski 2012). Tourism is necessary as a supportive industry, but its positive impact for the 
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community is not significant enough to allow sustainable local development without mining 
(Chernovski 2012). Moreover, Kolokol’tsev argued that for the overall wellbeing of the 
community, investment should be directed to LGOK instead of tourism. Although positive, the 
development of tourism would be of secondary importance in comparison with any future 
success in the development of the main industrial field on which Revda was created (Sivonen 
2012). 

The Russian Lapland (Russkaya Laplandiya) plan turned out to be unsuccessful in 2012. In June 
2012 the town’s representatives still officially believed that the plan would be implemented 
(Mamedov, personal communication, June 18, 2012) despite the fact that the private investment 
needed for any plan to succeed had disappeared at the end of 2011 (Mihailov 2011; Chernovski 
2012). However, the failure of the programme was a typical example of plans in Russian single-
industry towns. It was one of those failed projects that led to the closure of the programme 
designed to support single-industry towns produced by the Russian government (Chernovski 
2012). Federal subsidies in the amount of 150 million rubles were assigned to the Russian 
Lapland project, while a private investor had been expected to invest 450 million roubles 
(Chernovski 2012; Varenik 2012). However, Revda could not use this federal subsidy for its 
tourism project because it was conditional on the private investor investing simultaneously in the 
proposed project (Mihailov 2011; Chernovski 2012). The case of Revda was not the only 
megalomaniac or unrealistic idea in the programme of Russian single-industry towns. Fictional 
and unrealistic investment projects were also drawn up in other single-industry towns. 
Unsuccessful projects were common in towns which calculated that they would receive subsidies 
from the state (Grigor’ev 2012). These unrealistic plans that relied on receiving federal subsidies 
without any realistic chances of success represent the paternalistic expectations common in 
single-industry towns and resource communities. 

When the failure of the Russian Lapland project was announced in August 2012, the regional 
governor of the Murmansk region, Marina Kovtun, who identified tourism as one of the region’s 
priority objectives in the near future, revealed that she had been unimpressed with the project 
from the very beginning because of its enormous scale (Varenik 2012). Kovtun also called the 
project a fantasy and ‘a Potemkin village’ (Varenik 2012).4 It was a Potemkin village, created by 
the regional government and Revda, in the sense that it tried to prove to the state authorities that 
their initiative for economic diversification would get a proper response in Revda. Moreover, the 
plan was called an investment-adventure project (Sivonen 2012), which was trying to outshine 
Finnish Lapland and its tourist industry. Figure 3 also shows the unrealistic character of a 
significant economic reorientation in Revda in 2009–2020, which resembled a “Potemkin leap” in 
terms of the significance of SMEs. 

Revda and its diversification plan can be understood by using the concepts of path-dependency 
and paternalistic expectations. The failure of the tourism project of Russian Lapland can be 
explained by the existence of several incongruities in the plan beginning from the extension of 
the plan from Kirovsk to Revda. Moreover, the ambitions of the project were too unrealistic 
(Varenik 2012). Furthermore the initiative for economic diversification in Revda was not 
homegrown. According to the head of the municipal administration of Revda Alovsat Mamedov 
(personal communication, June 18, 2012), the initiative originated from a top-down push from 
federal and regional authorities, instead of developing as an initiative from the community. This 
reliance on the core/centre to initiate policies is typical for resource communities (Tynkkynen 
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2007: 865). Moreover, Mamedov thought that the Russian Lapland project lacked economic 
realism for its implementation. He was personally against the project because he did not believe 
in its success (Sivonen 2012). Mamedov (personal communication, June 18, 2012) emphasized 
that Revda was a resource producer and that an alternative development path would be unlikely 
to succeed. In turn, V. Gorbunov (personal communication, June 19, 2012) pointed out that the 
way of thinking of Revda’s residents is an obstacle to the development of tourism because they 
have been used to a different development path based on the mining industry. In addition, the 
Minister of Economic Development of the Murmansk region Elena Tikhonova pointed out that 
the locals in Revda view the future of their community as being based on LGOK’s operations 
instead of tourism (Sivonen 2012). To conclude, the lack of realism in Revda’s tourist 
development plan can also be explained by the lack of local ideas and initiative, as the main 
impulse came from the federal and regional authorities. The role of the resource community was 
simply to carry out the instructions of the state. There was never any real drive or enthusiasm to 
promote self-generated local sustainability. 

The case of the Russian Lapland plan also reveals an important feature of Russian regional 
policies. The Russian Lapland project was originally part of the tourist development plans of 
Kirovsk and was also included in the KIPMM Kirovsk (2010: 51–52) and in the regional tourist 
development plan of the Murmansk region (Popova, personal communication, June 9, 2012). 
However, the regional government targeted the development of tourism infrastructure under the 
concept of Russian Lapland in Revda as a priority because the rescuing of Revda became one of 
the priorities of the regional government in 2009. As Revda had been selected as a federal 
priority, it ideally should have been a model example of successful planning to diversify a 
struggling single-industry community. Given that this was a ‘Potemkin project’ which was 
supposedly to fulfill instructions handed down by the state, the regional administration of the 
Murmansk region was also ready to sacrifice the long-term sustainability of regional tourism and 
the comparatively better prospects for tourism in Kirovsk, which already had a relatively 
prosperous local tourist industry, to serve and fulfill the needs of the federal programme. Revda 
and the regional administration marketed Russian Lapland as a unique tourism attraction of 
Revda (KIPMMGP Revda 2010: 5). However, from the point of view of the total numbers of 
tourists to the Murmansk region this would have had a sum negative result because Revda was 
less likely to attract tourists than Kirovsk. However, as the Russian Lapland project in Revda has 
collapsed, this might be to Kirovsk’s advantage, allowing it once again to try to promote the 
Russian Lapland brand. In so far as the failure of the Russian Lapland project in Revda does not 
adversely affect the development of the Russian Lapland brand in Kirovsk, the failure of Revda’s 
Russian Lapland plan may prove to be a positive development for a sustainable tourist industry in 
the Murmansk region as a whole. Moreover, Revda’s Russian Lapland was the kind of ‘showy 
project’ that is typical of projects in resource peripheries (Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 207). 
However, in this ‘showy project’ it was the regional administration and the community which, in 
trying to create an alternative staple and carrying out the instructions of the federal authorities, 
ended up with a Potemkin village. 

The failure of the Russian Lapland project shows the resource path and its influence on local 
attitudes in the community. Path dependency meant that there was a risk that tourism, based on 
the attractiveness of nature, that is a local natural resource such as mining, might turn out to be a 
new monoculture in a community in economic transition from one industry to another (Kauppila 
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et al. 2009: 432–433; Schmallegger & Carson 2010: 202). Hence, potential alternative sources of 
employment were treated as big ‘industries’, which by tradition had to be massive projects instead 
of more realistic small-scale projects that would lead to economic diversification. The alternative 
industry, in this case tourism, was treated like the mining industry, which is dependent on public 
subsidies. Hence, its economic sustainability and market potential were not taken into account, 
which resembles the ‘staples trap’ (Schmallegger & Carson 2010). 

Since the official announcement of the failure of Russian Lapland project in Revda, news has 
followed that the project is being developed with small steps by supporting the growth of SMEs 
(“V Zapolyar’e…” 2012). This would follow the international experience of more successful 
small scale economic diversification instead of economically questionable massive projects, which 
often result in failures. Therefore, the program of Minregion brought at least a small initiative to 
self-evaluation of existing prospects for economic diversification, which in future might bring 
small scale positive changes to communities such as Revda. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

Table 2 below summarizes the main impacts of path-dependency, the resource curse and 
paternalistic expectations on efforts at economic diversification in the case study’s mining 
communities of the Murmansk region. 

Table 2: Summary of the results 

 Kirovsk Revda 
Path-Dependency: 
Resource Path 

Diversified path from the 
beginning (both mining and 
nature tourism potential are 
utilized) 

Currently only the mining option 
utilized out of all the natural resource 
potential of the district 

Resource curse and 
economic 
diversification 

Financial level (partial 
dependence on the resource firm 
and public authorities in the 
economic diversification projects) 

Financial level (great dependence on 
public authorities); Mental level 
(resource fatalism) 

Expectations of 
subsidies and 
paternalism from 
public authorities to 
local industries 

Middle: Participation needed and 
expected from the local resource 
firm to support the tourism 
industry. The construction of 
tourism infrastructure is also 
dependent on investments from 
the regional administration. 

High: State subsidies are expected to the 
main resource firm Lovozerskii GOK 
due to its economic problems. Public 
investments were expected to be the 
main source of money for the 
construction of tourism infrastructure. 
The expectations of subsidies on the 
main industry have high potential to 
spread also to alternative industries 

General mindset in 
the community and 
prospects for future 
development 

Open-minded attitude to 
economic diversification, realistic 
prospects for economic 
diversification from mining to 
tourism 

“Resource fatalism” (mining-oriented 
way of thinking), likely continuation of 
the resource path and “resource-cursed 
development” 

The study showed that the local development path in Revda stimulates resource fatalism in the 
community and forms a structural obstacle to economic diversification. In turn, the lower 
‘psychological’ impact of the resource path on Kirovsk was shown in the study. The historical 
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local path, where tourism has developed alongside the main industry, namely, mining, has had a 
positive influence in terms of economic diversification. This is seen in the way of thinking of the 
town administration and the main industrial company. In turn, Revda serves as an example of a 
place without a history of tourism. Therefore, its development struggles in large part because of a 
lack of human skills and difficulties in changing local attitudes and ways of thinking that hamper 
the switch away from resource fatalism to more diversification-friendly attitudes. Hence, Revda’s 
example reveals the obstacles that local path-dependency creates for economic diversification 
away from mining to tourism. Hence, the comparison of these two mining communities reveals 
the significance of the local historical path, which still influences local development today. 

The results show that in Revda there were both attitudinal and financial obstacles to economic 
diversification away from mining to tourism. In turn, in Kirovsk, economic diversification 
towards tourism only faced financial obstacles. Diversification is dependent on the well-being of 
the main sponsor OJSC Apatit, which in turn is dependent on the price of natural resources and 
is therefore vulnerable to any volatility in the markets. Hence, the sustainability and 
diversification of the town is partly resource-dependent as long as OJSC Apatit has a significant 
role as a sponsor of the building of tourism attractions in Kirovsk. Therefore, the study shows 
the current impact of the volatilities of the resource prices on the economic diversification and 
sustainable development of both Kirovsk and Revda. Nevertheless, the challenge for promoting 
sustainable development with a diversified economy in Revda is fundamentally deeper than in 
Kirovsk, which has a limited attitudinal obstacle to economic diversification. 

In Revda there are prevailing expectations of paternalist support from the public authorities and 
external investors, as local actors have limited financial resources to support economic 
diversification. In turn, in Kirovsk, OJSC Apatit supports economic diversification to tourism. So 
here too there are expectations that prosperous sponsors will be found in order to build the 
requisite infrastructure needed by the tourist industry. However, the self-sustainability of local 
tourism is questionable to a certain degree in both of the towns. Hence, Kirovsk is also partly 
“cursed” by its resource path because it is dependent on the town-constituting enterprise for 
promoting local economic diversification and also needs public subsidies. However, Kirovsk has 
a better chance of avoiding the need for continuous subsidies for the tourism industry after an 
initial investment in tourist infrastructure has been provided. 

This paper shows that economic diversification is not only restricted by obvious issues, such as 
the lack of prospects for diversified local economic development, but also by deeper structural 
hindrances to using the potential of local human capital in industries other than mining. The 
findings of the paper show how the local resource path supports resource fatalism and 
expectations of paternalism. In places like Revda the human capital is used insufficiently. 
Therefore, the prevailing ‘resource fatalism’ in the community fails to support alternative skills 
and development in the community, which leads to the out-migration of those who cannot find 
themselves a place in the mining industry.  

The abolishment of Minregion is unlikely to have any significant negative consequences to 
economic diversification of these single-industry towns because Minregion had no finances to 
support their programs. The initiative for self-evaluation of the economic diversification potential 
of single-industry towns was the main positive result of the program. Therefore, different 
stakeholders in single-industry towns need to take for themselves the main responsibility of 
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diversifying the economies of their towns with better understanding of their comprehensive 
economic potential. The task is not impossible as the international experience shows that there 
are often at least small prospects for economic diversification in peripheral resource communities 
in the Arctic. 
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Notes 

1. Minregion was abolished by proposal of Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev to President 
Vladimir Putin at September 8, 2014 (“Rabochaya vstrecha s…”, 2014). The Ministry will 
cease to exist until 1 December 2014 and it will shift its functions to other ministries, 
such as the Ministry of Economic Development (Staalesen 2014b). 

2. Revda (munitsipal’noe obrazovanie gorodskoe poselenie Revda) is part of the Lovozerskii district.  
It is officially classified as an urban-type settlement (poselok gorodskogo tipa).   

3. Staples are basic commodities, such as raw materials, which are the backbone of the 
economic culture of resource regions and communities (Innis 1933). 

4. A Potemkin village refers to an official called Potemkin, who built fake villages along the 
route travelled by the Empress Catherine the Great in order to impress her with the 
degree of progress made in his development of the area under his jurisdiction, namely, 
the Crimea, in 1787. Any attempt to create a good impression for one’s superiors in 
government by using false means is now known as a Potemkin village.  
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ABSTRACT
Increasing globalisation and global market forces shape the development of resource 
peripheries in the Barents region. Foreign direct investments are concrete example 
of global market forces. Their glocalisation forces the locals to evaluate their conse-
quences for the local development and reposition their communities in global context. 
This article studies glocalisation of global market forces and preferred directions of re-
positioning of a peripheral single-industry mining community in the Russian Barents 
region. The study is based on a case study of local opinions about actual and potential 
external actors in the economic development of Kovdor, located in the Murmansk 
region. The paper analyses the preferred owner of the town-constituting enterprise and 
the local opinions about the EU, USA and China as potential investors to the case study 
community. The study reveals how local opinions about external forces in the local 
development are related to local life-worlds. Moreover, the paper shows the impact that 
economic, political, cultural, historical and technological factors have in forming these 
opinions about potential foreign investors. The study shows generally positive local 
opinions about FDI. However, significant differences were found in opinions about 
different investing countries.
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INTRODUCTION
Private and foreign investments are immensely important for the technological mod-
ernisation, increasing competitiveness and overall growth of the Russian economy 
(Kontseptsiya… 2008, 151; Connolly 2011, 428–429). During the 2000s, however, 
Russia has responded to foreign direct investments (hereafter FDI) with several restric-
tions, which has led to an institutionally semi-closed economy (Hanson 2010, 632) 
and the continuation of policies that discourage FDI (Kuznetsov 2012). While some 
sectors of the Russian economy have clearly grown more ambivalent about FDI and 
foreign influence (e.g. Liuhto 2008; Fortescue 2009, 169), the domestic market has also 
tended to favour Russian firms which have shunned foreign investors and business 
activities abroad (Staalesen 2013). The natural resource sector in particular, including 
the mining industry, serves as an example of an investment atmosphere which needs 
improving (McMahon and Cervantes 2012, 17). Moreover, according to Rukavishnikov 
(2012, 9), the militaristic and anti-Western policy of the elite in power has been an 
obstacle to attracting foreign investors. The Ukrainian crisis has also brought new ten-
sions between Russia and the West. It has led to decreased interest of foreign investors 
to invest in Russia, while the escalated world politics sanctions by the EU and USA have 
rekindled anti-European and anti-American attitudes among Russians (Levada 2014). 
In addition, regional-level attitudes have been an additional barrier for foreign inves-
tors and an important factor in determining the current Russian investment trends. 
The largely protectionist business climate in the natural-resource regions of the Russian 
North (Tykkyläinen 2010, 256) has created obstacles for FDI in Russia and has kept the 
northern natural-resource regions unattractive to foreign investors.

State-level FDI policies, the attractiveness of Russia as a target for FDI and the Russian 
investment climate have all been much studied (e.g. Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 83; 
Fabry and Zeghni 2002; Liuhto 2008; Kuznetsov 2012). Similarly, a number of stud-
ies have examined the state-level response to foreign participation in Russia’s natu-
ral resource industries (e.g. Bradshaw 2009; Fortescue 2009). Previous studies have 
shown that the economic nationalism in general and the so-called natural resource 
nationalism in particular were on the rise in Russia in the 2000s (e.g. Liuhto 2007, 2; 
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Bradshaw 2009; Bremmer and Johnston 2009; Domjan and Stone 2010; Liuhto 2010, 
142). Moreover, the influence of foreign capital on the Russian economy and the arrival 
of foreign companies have been mainly viewed negatively among Russians (Hirvensalo 
and Lausala 2001, 40; Vtsiom 2006).

State-level FDI policies, which constitute the official response to foreign investors, often 
see FDI differently from the local opinions, based on the interaction of global forces 
and local life-worlds (Bandelj 2003, 376, 378). This study analyses the glocalisation 
of global market forces and the preferred directions of repositioning of a community. 
The analysis is based on a case study – a survey – of local opinions about actual and 
potential external actors in the economic development of a peripheral mining com-
munity of Kovdor, located in the Murmansk region in the Russian Barents region. The 
study highlights local views about the glocalisation of external market forces and actors 
in Kovdor’s economic life. The research question posed in this paper is: How does a 
peripheral Russian mining community reposition itself under impact of global forces 
in the local life-world? The survey mostly involved workers of Kovdorskii GOK (later 
KGOK), which, as the town-constituting enterprise of Kovdor, is responsible for the 
creation and current existence of the town. The data is analysed with quantitative meth-
ods by frequency measurement for numerical data.

The study continues as follows: the second section introduces the theoretical approach 
of the paper and the hypothesis of the research question. This is followed by an analysis 
of the FDI inflows to the Murmansk region, restructuring of the mining industry of 
the region in the 2000s and the special characteristics of the Murmansk region and 
Kovdor that influence the perception of foreign actors and potential FDI in the local 
development. Local opinions about potential FDI and preferred ownership of the town-
constituting enterprise are then examined on the basis of the case-study data from 
Kovdor (Figure 1). The town has so far not received any FDI, but the main mining 
company KGOK is owned by a Russian company of Eurochem, a global player. This 
section answers the research question by utilising the empirical fieldwork data. The 
final section recapitulates the findings and draws conclusions.
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THEORETICAL APPROACH 

GLOCALISATION OF GLOBAL MARKET FORCES AND FOREIGN DIRECT 
INVESTMENTS

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, globalisation has forced Russian single-industry 
towns and resource peripheries to reposition and restructure their economic spheres 
(Rautio and Round 2008, Kortelainen and Rannikko 2015). Crucially, in resource-
based single-industry towns, the social development, which depends on the com-
petency of the local economy, has become vulnerable to the volatile global resource 
economy. Globalisation shapes the development of the Barents region as a whole and of 
the Murmansk region in particular (Myllylä 2007). On the local level, it is a mixture of 

Figure 1. Location of Kovdor
within the Barents region
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global forces and local specifics (Swyngedouw 2004). This meeting of global and local 
forces – the coming together of foreign investors and the local economic sphere, for in-
stance – produces glocalised outcomes of globalisation. FDIs are a concrete example of 
global market forces. Such glocalisation forces the locals to evaluate the consequences 
for the local development and to reposition their communities in a global context. The 
study of local opinions about foreign investors shows how the locals reposition their 
locality and how they evaluate existing and potential external actors in the community.

FDIs are a major investment form to stir up emotions and to determine the general 
image of foreign investment in the receiving countries, regions, communities and en-
terprises (see more about definition of FDI in Russia in Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 
17; Fabry and Zeghni 2002, 290). FDIs are also the most visible type of foreign invest-
ment and are reflected in the corporate image in different ways, through new names, 
policies or visual images, for example (Kulyasova 2010, 273). The main role of FDI as 
shaping opinions about foreign investments is related to their often politicised char-
acter and profit-seeking role, which may take place at the expense of the host coun-
try, community or enterprise. Potential FDIs are evaluated in relation to the balance 
between perceived advantages and disadvantages (Jones et al. 2000, 192). FDIs have 
an impact on the employees, institutions and legal environment in the host countries 
(Zashev 2007, 153). What FDIs seek to do is generate profits for foreign investors and 
influence the decision making of the target enterprise, which in turn can influence the 
business plans and strategies of the target firm (Hirvensalo 1999, 6).

According to a study by Nina Bandelj (2003, 383–384), public opinion has the potential 
to affect policies toward foreign investors if, for example, there is significant resistance 
towards FDI or foreign ownership. Local opinions about potential FDI have an impact 
on local and regional competitiveness and on the location selection strategies of foreign 
investors. In order to attract FDI there needs to be a good investment climate in the target 
area (Åslund 2002, 434). An analysis of the local opinions on potential foreign inves-
tors can therefore highlight the potential of a region or locality for economic growth by 
means of FDI. Also, in countries and regions with investment-friendly policies, many 
multinational corporations pay attention to local opinions about their investments when 
making decisions about potential investment targets (Humphreys 2013). Local opinions 
can probably hinder FDI, but they are less likely to have a positive effect on foreign inves-
tors’ investment decisions. Hence, the importance of local opinions to potential foreign 
investors is secondary related to the general investment atmosphere in the target country 
and region (Figure 2). This is especially important to bear in mind in countries such as 
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Russia, which needs to improve its general attractiveness in the eyes of foreign investors.
Studies in Kostomuksha have shown the importance of positive local-level experi-
ences in the formation of positive local opinions about foreign investors and FDI 
(Kosonen et al. 2009, 13–14; Prokhorova 2014). One also has to acknowledge that FDI 
in Kostomuksha has diversified the local economy instead of targeting its main indus-
try. Therefore, it has not created a threat to the community’s stability. This stability is 
guaranteed by the town-constituting enterprise owned by a Russian parent enterprise. 
The local opinions about FDI are formed in an interaction between local life-worlds 
and global forces (Bandelj 2003, 376). The opinions are rooted in such factors as the 
cultural, historical and political circumstances of the host country, region or com-
munity (Jones et al. 2000, 191). Pre-existent negative images of potential investors, or 
their countries of origin, and the locals’ fear of losing current positions as a result of 
incoming investors impact negatively on local opinions about FDI (Bandelj 2003, 387). 
Other central factors include the potential foreign investors’ cultural affinities, political 
alliances and pre-existent networks. The locals will bear them in mind in evaluating 
potential foreign investors (Bandelj 2003, 387). If members of a culturally distant ethnic 
group are viewed as beneficial to the local economy, interaction with them is more 
likely to be accepted (Alexseev 2003, 96–97).

 The various positive impacts of FDI and their importance to economic growth in target 
countries and communities are evident (Fabry and Zeghni 2002). Recent studies have 
shown that FDIs are beneficial for the receiving countries and communities through a 
range of positive economic effects, such as increased nominal wage levels, new produc-
tive facilities and job skills, management expertise and employment without a cost to the 
taxpayer as well as technology transfers (Bandelj 2003, 375; Suganuma 2011, 1; Meunier 
et al. 2012, 1). FDIs can also boost international trade, domestic investments, economic 
growth, and upgrade and expand social capital (Suganuma 2011, 1), and offer better 
salaries than in similar jobs in domestically owned enterprises (Meunier et al. 2012, 1). 
In addition, the financial benefits are complemented by technological and managerial 
benefits (Bandelj 2003, 375). Moreover, such indirect benefits as technological and mana-
gerial improvements are positive spillovers to domestic firms, even if they are shadowed 
by problems of decreasing efficiency, which domestic firms may encounter at the entrance 
of foreign enterprises into formerly uncontested markets (Yudaeva et al. 2001, 4–5).

Findings from previous studies suggest that the formation of opinions about FDIs in the 
target country, region, community or enterprise is informed by different factors. These 
can be classified into the following categories: economic (see e.g. Jones et al. 2000; Fabry 
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and Zeghni 2002; Bandelj 2003; Liuhto 2008; Bremmer and Johnston 2009, 150; Domjan 
and Stone 2010, 58; Kulyasova 2010; Liuhto 2010); political (Zashev 2007, 157; Tarr and 
Volchkova 2010, 20; Humphreys 2011, 12); cultural and historical (Bandelj 2003, 385–386; 
Kortelainen and Nystén-Haarala 2009, 164; Kosonen et al. 2009, 3; Kulyasova 2010; 
Fortescue and Rautio 2011); technological (Hanson 2010, 648; Jensen and Skedsmo 2010, 
446); and environmental factors (e.g. Suganuma 2011, 19; Jartti et al. 2012). Figure 2 shows 
the formation of local opinions about foreign investors and external forces in the local 
economy.

Figure 2. Formation of local opinions about foreign investors and external forces 
in the local economy in resource-based, single-industry towns of Russia, and the 
significance of local opinions about foreign investors.
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Attitudes towards FDI vary between different regions of Russia (e.g. Hirvensalo and 
Lausala 2001; Rautio and Round 2008; Zimin 2010). These differences are particularly 
notable between centres of trade and natural-resource peripheries (e.g. Vtsiom 2006; 
Rautio and Round 2008, 130): the centres of trade clearly pay more attention to FDI-
friendly policies. Regional differences also exist in terms of the opinions about certain 
countries as investors. For example, the Chinese‒Russian cooperation and relationship 
is for the most part positively evaluated in the Russian Far East, especially among the 
younger generations (Larin 2011, 89), whereas in the European part of Russia images of 
China are mostly based on stereotypes and myths. The attitudes of the central govern-
ment and central media, located in the European part of the country, play a great role 
in reinforcing negative images and in feeding a fear of the “Yellow Danger” (Larin 2011, 
24, 89, 103).

European-oriented Russians who are integrated in the common European and Russian 
diplomatic, economic and political interests and who are open-minded to cooperation 
with European countries, are well represented in Northwest Russia (Hønneland 2010, 
56–57, 76–77). At the same time, the cross-border cooperation has also highlighted 
several conflicts of interests between the Murmansk region and Western countries. The 
conflicting interests have fostered mistrust toward Western countries and their motives 
in economic and environmental cooperation (Hønneland 2003).

FORMATION OF OPINIONS ABOUT FDIS IN SINGLE-INDUSTRY 
RESOURCE COMMUNITIES IN RUSSIA
The formation of local opinions about potential FDIs is crucially shaped by the local 

life-worlds and the working environment. In single-industry communities, the resi-

either directly or indirectly (Prokhorova 2014). In such communities, FDIs may give 

rise to negative reactions when the investments are expected to impact on the town-

constituting enterprise. FDIs are often seen as threatening the symbiosis of the town, 

the town-constituting enterprise and the socioeconomic stability and well-being of the 

residents. These sharp reactions in single-industry towns in Russia are explained by the 

deep dependence of the communities’ economic and social spheres on the town-con-

stituting enterprise. In the Soviet business culture, major town-constituting enterprises 

traditionally supported the surrounding community and company towns (Kortelainen 

and Nystén-Haarala 2009, 151; Prokhorova 2014). In single-industry communities, 

then, town-constituting enterprises created an environment of trust around them by 
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taking care of these communities. The role of the main town-constituting enterprise 

in determining the local opinions about potential FDIs is therefore crucial in Russian 

single-industry communities.

The industrial field also matters in the formation of local opinions about foreign inves-
tors. In natural resource communities, resistance to FDI can also be awakened if the 
key resource happens to be one that is seen as strategically important (e.g. Liuhto 2008). 
Single-industry communities may easily turn against FDIs which seek to influence the 
main town-constituting enterprises or main industries. Potential FDI is a threat to the 
stability and well-being of these communities. The views held by the main company or 
its external owners is often carried over into the town through the directors of the firm 
as well as through major policy-makers, such as the mayor, who are often connected 
with the major enterprise. Therefore, it can be especially challenging for external or 
foreign investors to be accepted as investors in the main town-sustaining industry in 
these communities if this enterprise itself has a negative attitude to such investment. 
Potential foreign investors should respect the rules of the game, including the practice 
of taking care of the social services of the communities, in order to increase the level of 
acceptance among the residents (Kulyasova 2010).

According to Liuhto (2008, 34), official resistance to foreign ownership of strategic 
branches of the Russian economy is only the tip of the iceberg when it comes to re-
sisting foreign influence over the natural resource sector. This is supported by recent 
findings. Most Russians have expressed negative opinions about FDI in militarily 
sensitive industries as well as in manufacturing industries, such as raw materials and 
heavy industries (Vtsiom 2006). Furthermore, the state is a central player in the natural 
resource industries alongside big private enterprises, the so-called national champions 
(e.g. Liuhto 2010). Trust in the Russian state as the backbone of these industries, rather 
than private firms, can thus culminate in resistance to foreign actors and their decision-
making power.

In the natural-resource sector in particular, the role as a supplier of raw materials to a 
foreign country (Humphreys 2006, 11) is especially sensitive. Foreign enterprises are 
allowed to gain economic benefits but their political control of natural resource busi-
nesses is resisted by the state (Liuhto 2007, 26). Increasing nationalism in a society usu-
ally promotes resistance to foreign ownership of natural resources (Bandelj 2003, 377) 
and to FDI in this sector. An increased potential for resistance to FDI also exists at the 
local level if the superpower identity of Russia is threatened by the prospect that Russia 
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might simply become a supplier of raw materials for foreign countries. This resistance 
may be particularly virulent if the FDIs are thought to come from countries which are 
imagined or regarded as Russia’s enemies or competitors in global politics. Chinese 
investments in particular in the natural resource sector are viewed as increasing Russia’s 
subordinate position as a mere supplier of raw materials for China (Blank 2011, 2). 
Therefore, the growing role of China as the world’s economic superpower (Jacob 2013) 
might be seen as a reason for resisting its influence alongside the influence of the United 
States.

FDI TO THE MURMANSK REGION

FOREIGN INVESTMENTS AND THE MURMANSK REGION
The impact of FDI on the regional economy of the Murmansk region has been limited. 

The Murmansk region received a relatively small amount of FDI after the collapse of 

the Soviet Union until 2004 (Didyk and Riabova 2012, 20, 39, 134). Generally the 

been restored to its pre-crisis level.

Cyprus, the Virgin Islands, the Netherlands and Estonia, which follow Norway as the 

have a reputation as sources of round-tripping FDI, and it is clear that the round-trip-

the role of “real foreign investors” without a Russian background is very low (see more 

about “real foreign investors” in Ledyaeva et al. 2013, 14).

The mining industry is crucially important in the economy of the Murmansk region, 

but the role of FDI in this industry is almost non-existent. The poor quality of the assets 

has been cited as an obstacle to foreign investors investing in the mining industry of 

the region (Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 68). Mining and quarrying received only 
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Figure 3. Annual inflow of foreign investment and FDI to the Murmansk 
region in 2005–2013 (thousand USD) (Murmanskstat, 2013; FSGS, 2014; 
Murmanskstat, 2014).

Figure 4. FDI in the Murmansk region in 2006–
2013 by accumulated sum of FDI by the investing 
countries (thousand USD) (FSGS, 2014).
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RESTRUCTURING OF THE MURMANSKREGION’S MINING INDUSTRY
AND KGOK IN THE 2000S
The lack of domestic investors in the transition period of the 1990s has been pointed 
out as a reason for a potential demand for foreign investors in the mining industry of 
the Murmansk region (Rautio 2003, 118). KGOK was also in a critical situation at the 
end of the 1990s, as it did not have the stability offered by an external parent company 
(Kvitko and Telen’ 2001) and because of the general crisis in Russia in 1998. In the 
economic meltdown of the 1990s KGOK reduced the level of all types of production, 
especially the production of iron ore concentrate (Kovdorskii raion 2011, 23). However, 
despite the obvious need for foreign investors during the economic bust period at the 
end of the 1990s, there was a great deal of suspicion about foreign investors among 
the workers in the mining industry (Rautio 2003, 118–119) and the inhabitants of the 
Murmansk region in general (Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 69).
 
Socioeconomic developments in the 2000s have led to significant changes in terms of the 
need for FDI. In the 2000s the restructuring of the regional mining industry created an 
element of stability in the form of parent companies for some of the town-constituting 
mining enterprises of the region, such as KGOK. This was a private local company after 
the privatisations of the 1990s with a limited ability to finance the necessary technologi-
cal restructuring. The financial opportunities available to Russian holding companies to 
fund significant investment projects and programmes in their daughter companies in 
the Murmansk region have boosted the economic prospects of these subsidiaries. Such 
Russian investments have also obviated the urgent need for foreign investors to come 
and rescue the mining firms of the Murmansk region.
 
KGOK produces iron ore, apatite and baddeleyite concentrates. KGOK is a major pro-
ducer of apatite concentrate, an activity at the beginning of Eurochem’s production 
chain (Pilipenko and Sapuntsova 2007, 19–20; Strezhnev et al. 2007; Tsvetinskii et al. 
2007). KGOK’s production volumes of iron ore, apatite and baddeleyite concentrates 
have also increased significantly in the 2000s (Tsvetinskii et al. 2007, 91). The apatite 
is used by Eurochem, while the iron ore concentrate is sold to other Russian firms 
and baddeleyite is predominantly sold abroad (Kovdorskii raion 2011, 23). Moreover, 
KGOK has produced stable annual net profits (Tsvetinskii et al. 2007, 91; Kovdorskii 
raion 2011, 24).

KGOK serves as an example of the restructuring of the regional mining industry in the 
2000s. The investment policies and decisions related to KGOK are implemented on the 
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holding level in the Eurochem headquarters. The acquisition of KGOK by Eurochem 
in 2001 has led to improvements in the finance-economic situation of KGOK and also 
brought stability and possibilities to finance KGOK’s modernisation programmes and 
long-term development projects alongside the holding-level planning (Pilipenko and 
Sapuntsova 2007, 20; Strezhnev et al. 2007; Tsvetinskii et al. 2007; Kovdorskii raion… 
2011, 23). The position within the holding has boosted the economic competency of 
KGOK (Tsvetinskii et al. 2007), which has led to steady annual increases in its workers’ 
salaries (Pilipenko and Sapuntsova 2007, 20).

FORMATION OF OPINIONS ABOUT FDI IN THE MURMANSK REGION 
AND IN KOVDOR
Previous studies have reported that there is a very suspicious attitude regarding the 
motives of foreign investors in the Murmansk region (Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 
69). It is therefore not surprising that the role of the government of the Murmansk 
region in promoting and attracting FDI in the 1990s was unsatisfactory (Didyk and 
Riabova 2012, 20). However, although FDI and technology were generally accepted, 
foreign workers and enterprises were mainly opposed (Rautio 2003, 117). Moreover, 
foreign cooperation and FDI have been resisted because of zero-sum game arguments 
(Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 69) resting on fears that foreign firms will utilise the 
cheap raw materials and cheap labour of the Murmansk region, will stop progress 
in the region’s industries and stop them competing with the domestic industries of 
investing countries (Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 69). The Russian territories of the 
Barents region have also been selective about foreign investors, offering them mostly 
underdeveloped fields of industries, which has led to conflict between foreign in-
vestors and regional administrations (Hirvensalo and Lausala 2001, 79). The main 
causes behind these conflicts sprung from the collision between the foreign investors’ 
profit-seeking motives and the wider objectives of the regions, which emphasised 
a more comprehensive approach to socioeconomic development (Hirvensalo and 
Lausala 2001, 79). This reflected a clash between the business cultures of the foreign 
investors and the expectations of the regional administration.

 The selective promotion of certain underdeveloped fields of the regional economy 
to foreign investors continues. The interview with the deputy minister in the 
Ministry of Economic Development of the Government of the Murmansk region 
V. Gorbunov (2012) revealed that the Murmansk region promotes foreign invest-
ments especially in such underdeveloped industries as road building and tourism. 
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Gorbunov also agreed that the region’s investment climate needed to improve in the 
mining industry. In turn, the complex legislative environment as an obstacle for foreign 
investors, the need to improve both the friendliness of the region towards investment 
(Popova 2012) and the FDI policies of the Russian state (FG-1, Dombrovskii) were 
mentioned in discussions during the author’s fieldwork in the region.

In each region and locality the formation of the opinions about FDI and investors is 
influenced by several regionally and locally specific factors. The Murmansk region has 
many unique regional characteristics which affect the formation of opinions about 
potential FDI in the case-study community. The natural resource industries as the 
dominant industries of the region and as the main industrial enterprises are important 
in the local life-worlds of the residents of the industrial communities of the Murmansk 
region. The town-constituting enterprise KGOK is a central player in the local life-
worlds of the residents of Kovdor. The high level of interdependence between the town’s 
residents and the town-constituting enterprise (Suutarinen 2011, 135) indicates the 
importance of the enterprise for all the residents. A central factor for the workers of the 
main firm in opinion formation about potential FDI is trying to evaluate how such FDI 
would affect their local life-worlds and their socioeconomic well-being.

The closed history of Kovdor (Suutarinen 2013) as well as the resource and economic 
nationalism related to local strategic industries (Kvitko and Telen’ 2001; Suutarinen 
2013, 332) are potential reasons for resisting foreign investors. Protectionist views 
linked to the dependence of the community on the main town-constituting enterprise 
may also promote opposition to foreign actors, as the local mining industry is their 
most obvious target. In Kovdor as in the Murmansk region in general, there is a host 
of potential reasons to evaluate European actors in particular in a positive light, in-
cluding the geographic location near Scandinavia and the West, personal cross-border 
contacts and the sharing of more European values and identity than on average in 
Russia (Hønneland 2010, 85, 97, 102). And yet, the construction of trust in the Russian 
Barents region towards European neighbours takes time, for the “real” motives of eco-
nomic cooperation are easily questioned (Hønneland 2003). The Murmansk region 
has an established strategic role, and views of the region as targeted by hostile foreign 
forces because of its strategic importance (Hønneland 2010, 45–46) can also spread 
to localities with strategic industries and a sense of strategic meaning. This has been 
strengthened by the closed history of the place.
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Conversely, some factors support positive evaluations of foreign investors in the 
area. KGOK’s parent company Eurochem is a global company, which values global 
cooperation (FG-1, Dombrovskii). These attitudes are potentially spread among 
the company workers. KGOK also has positive experiences of foreign technology 
(Strezhnev et al. 2007, 7–10; Togunov et al. 2007, 40–44).

LOCAL OPINIONS ABOUT POTENTIAL FDI IN KOVDOR

CASE STUDY AND DATA
The empirical data of the paper is a survey conducted by the author in Kovdor (see Fig. 
1) in September 2010 in cooperation with the town-constituting enterprise KGOK. 
The survey involved 356 respondents of whom 298 were employed by KGOK while the 
others were employed in other fields of the Kovdor economy (for more details on the 
survey, see Suutarinen (2011) and Suutarinen (2013)). Additional data was provided 
by semi-structured interviews with various focus groups in Kovdor on 16 May 2011 
as related to the results of the survey. There were three focus groups: representatives 
of KGOK administration (FG-1, L. Dombrovskii (former mayor of Kovdor District, 
Head of KGOK’s department of work and industrial safety)), local deputies of Kovdor 
District Council (FG-2, A. Oleinik and A. Sorokin) and workers of KGOK (FG-3). The 
answers to the multiple-choice questions of the survey were analysed with quantitative 
methods. The focus group discussions provided qualitative and explanatory support 
for the quantitative findings.
 
The research question of the paper asks how a peripheral Russian mining community 
repositions itself under impact of global forces on its local life-world. The empirical 
material consists of the survey data from Kovdor. The data measures opinions about 
preferred owner of KGOK and about potential investors in the local economy. The 
author hypothesises that the opinions about potential foreign investors and FDI are 
formed predominantly on the basis of economic factors, which are closely related to 
personal life-worlds. The paper further hypothesises that the experienced or expected 
impact on the well-being of the community and the respondents’ personal lives plays 
a great role in the formation of local opinions. In addition, the paper hypothesises that 
the FDI policies in the town-constituting enterprise play a central role in forming the 
attitudes of its workers.
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FINDINGS OF THE CASE STUDY
The survey questions measured attitudes to Eurochem and to foreign investments gen-

erally (Figure 5). The respondents expressed their opinion about the ideal owner of 

investment, it can be assumed that the respondents were giving their opinion about 

FDI. Therefore, what was being discussed in particular was FDI rather than foreign 

may increase for several different reasons, given that several economic, political and 

cultural factors support either acceptance of or resistance to FDI.

Questions 3–5 concern the local opinions about potential FDI from the EU, the 
United States and China. European Union countries are major investors in the Russian 
economy and, alongside Norway, are the main source of FDI in the Murmansk region. 
China and the United States are the world’s leading economic superpowers and major 
investors in world markets with a general interest in the regions around the Barents 
Sea and the Arctic (Jacob 2013; Solli et al. 2013, 5–6). According to a survey in 2013, 
Russia’s preferred political partner was the EU rather than China and the US (Vtsiom 
2013) because of the negative images connected to the two rival superpowers in global 
politics and economics. The author therefore hypothesises that these factors also affect 
the Murmansk region and that the region’s military characteristics also play a role in 
the increased resistance of the influence of, and investments from, the US and China 

Figure 5. Opinions of Kovdor residents 
about current ownership of KGOK and 
potential foreign investments (FI).

2031 50

678 25

556 40

3123 46

2827 46

1. I am happy with the current owner of KGOK (n=278*)

2. I accept potential FI in KGOK (n=329)

3. I accept potential FI from the European Union in Kovdor (n=326)

4. I accept potential FI from the USA in Kovdor (n=325)

5. I accept potential Chinese FI in Kovdor (n=323)

* = Question answered only by workers of KGOK Disagree Not sure Agree
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in comparison with those from of the EU (Hønneland 2010, 45–46). It is hypothesised 
that when answering these questions, the survey respondents evaluated FDI in Kovdor 
primarily in terms of investments in the mining industry even though the question-
naire did not refer to or suggest which industries would be potential targets for foreign 
investors. However, in the absence of alternative attractive industries for foreign in-
vestors in Kovdor, the respondents probably answered these questions with their own 
mining-industry-based life-worlds in mind. Therefore, the answers to these particular 
questions can be generally taken as revealing local attitudes towards FDIs in Kovdor’s 
mining industry.

LOCAL OPINIONS ABOUT ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EXTERNAL FORCES 
IN THE LOCALITY

were happy with Eurochem as the owner of KGOK. Eurochem has invested to mod-

ernise the plant and has thus guaranteed its competency in the post-Soviet era, but the 

local mining industry were taken away from the locality by the parent company (FG-

3). The second survey question showed that FDIs in KGOK were accepted by 67% of 

the respondents. This indicates that the ideological basis for resisting FDI was very 

weak among the respondents, as only 8% of them categorically resisted FDI in KGOK.

Questions 3 to 5, which sought to ascertain local opinions about potential FDI in 
Kovdor from the EU, the US and China, reveal significant differences on these differ-
ent sources. There was a significant gap between the relatively positive opinions about 
potential FDI from the European Union countries and relatively negative opinions 
about potential Chinese and American investments. These results can be interpreted in 
light of the preconceptions on the investors and their countries of origin (Bandelj 2003, 
387). However, the large number of respondents who were unsure about the issues 
raised by these questions implies what might be regarded as a natural uncertainty about 
the likely impacts of FDI from these countries, such as the consequences of FDI for 
the local community and the unspecified character of FDI. The relatively unreserved 
opinions about potential FDI from the EU also suggest an ideological acceptance of 
economic cooperation with EU countries.

To a certain degree, American and Chinese investments are viewed as a threat. The 
answers to this question made it clear that suspicion about FDI from these countries 
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was largely down to economic factors related to the local life-world (FG-3). American 
investments were resisted because the locals feared losing their jobs with the imposi-
tion of new high requirements from American investors, while Chinese investments 
raised the fear of job losses to Chinese migrants. What lies at the heart of the matter, 
then, is the fear of losing one’s job, either because of the efficiency-seeking policies and 
the anti-paternalistic working culture of American firms or the concern that Chinese 
investments would bring in cheap Chinese workforce to replace, to some extent, the 
current Russian workers (FG-3). Such resistance reflects the respondents’ concerns 
about their own personal well-being and that of the community. Unemployment was 
seen as the biggest threat to Kovdor and its residents. Therefore, it is understandable 
that this fear was also expressed as the main reason for resisting American and Chinese 
FDI: their arrival would turn this potential threat into a real one. In addition, previous 
studies have shown that Russians are afraid that labour agreements will be undermined 
if the number of immigrant workers in Russia’s industrial sector increases significantly 
(Mukomel’ 2006, 108). This may feed resistance towards Chinese investments.

Cultural factors also emerged, such as the image of demands for effectiveness in the 
American working culture, identified previously by Kärnä (2007, 20). The KGOK 
workers (FG-3) pointed out that any foreign investors would probably use the local 
workforce. In turn, the positive attitudes towards European investments reflected a 
closeness between Russian and European values and working culture (FG-2, Sorokin) 
as well as a geographical and cultural proximity (FG-2, Oleinik and Sorokin) with the 
local life-worlds (Hønneland 2010, 56–57, 76–77) in comparison with China and the 
United States. The relatively higher acceptance of FDI from the EU was probably partly 
explained by the fact that most of the FDIs from the EU are round-tripping Russian 
investments, which are therefore more readily welcomed.

Geopolitical factors or the political tensions between Russia and the United States, 
caused by the long-lasting and escalated rivalry in geopolitics and military matters 
were also suggested as a potential source of suspicious attitudes and resistance towards 
American FDI (FG-1, Dombrovskii; FG-2, Oleinik and Sorokin). The general image 
of the United States as hostile to Russia dominates the attitudes of the residents of 
Kovdor and serves to foster resistance to the US as an investor (FG-1, Dombrovskii). 
These attitudes are also carried over into evaluating specific potential investors from 
this country. However, no geopolitical factors for resisting Chinese FDI were identi-
fied by the focus groups, although technological factors did come up as a source of 
resistance to Chinese investments. Images of low-quality and old-fashioned Chinese 
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Figure 6. Who should be the main owner of the town-constituting 
enterprise of Kovdorskiy GOK? (n=327)

products and technology dominated the mental images of China as a whole (FG-1, 
Dombrovskii; FG-2, Oleinik; FG-3). According to the expectations of the workers of 
KGOK (FG-3), potential Chinese investors would introduce Chinese technologies to 
the invested industries, and because the equipment would be low in quality, this would 
have a negative impact on the productivity and efficiency of the enterprise.

The suspicious attitudes and resistance to FDI from the United States and China were 
partly explained by the lack of experience of FDI from these countries and therefore 
by the absence of positive first-hand experience. Such experiences are important in the 
formation of positive local opinions (Kosonen et al. 2009). Although there has not been 
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European investment in Kovdor, the acceptance of such investment is promoted by the 
fact that there is a positive attitude toward economic cooperation with European firms. 
This stems partly from positive personal experiences of European countries gained 
from individual cases of cross-border acquaintance and travel, and from favourable 
experiences, and thus opinions, about the quality of European products. Limited expe-
rience of Chinese influence in the European part of Russia is replaced by mainly nega-
tive myths and stereotypes (Larin 2011, 103). The fact that the industry of the locality 
is concentrated around the exploitation of natural resources and the fact that a general 
nationwide resistance towards FDI in raw material and heavy industries is reflected 
locally (Vtsiom 2006) strengthens the resistance to FDI from these rival countries. 
However, the crucial factor in the formation of local opinion about foreign investors 
was the evaluation of the consequences that they could cause to the socioeconomic 
well-being of the community.

The results of the survey question that measured the preferred owner of KGOK are 
shown in Figure 6. Domestic actors (the Russian state and big domestic enterprises) 
that possessed the best investment capacities to invest in KGOK were viewed as ideal 
owners. That the Russian state was identified as the ideal owner by 42% of the respond-
ents suggests that the locals wish to maintain the paternalistic tradition in the com-
munity under a state-owned enterprise (Prokhorova 2014). Foreign ownership was 
preferred only by 5% of the respondents, while only 29% of those who preferred a big 
domestic enterprise expressed their satisfaction with Eurochem.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
The study shows how the residents of a historically semi-closed community evaluate 
the glocalisation of global market forces in their community. Answers to the research 
question, which sought to analyse how a peripheral Russian mining community re-
positions itself under impact of global forces on its local life-world, indicated that the 
locals preferred domestic external actors rather than foreign actors as driving the local 
development. Potential foreign investors were ignored as preferred owners of the main 
town-constituting enterprise and were relegated to the margins of the community as 
providers of local economic diversification. This is in marked contrast to Kostomuksha, 
where the foreign investors have brought much life to the local economy. Protectionism 
and preservation of Kovdor’s economic stability and its town-constituting enterprise 
were reasons to push the potential foreign investors and the potential uncertainties to 
the margins of the community. This is where glocalisation is tolerated, while the core 
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of the community, which is based on the town-constituting enterprise and its com-
petency, is rather protected from the impacts of globalisation with regulated glocali-
sation. Consequences for local economic well-being were the main arguments which 
encouraged the residents of Kovdor to reposition their locality in the face of actual and 
potential external actors.

While the study showed generally positive local opinions about potential FDI, there 
were great differences as to the potential investing countries. In the Barents context, the 
local actors are relatively open-minded to economic cooperation with the neighbour-
ing countries, whose potential investments are mostly welcomed. However, the local 
sentiments about potential FDI also include plenty of doubt, which could turn into 
either positive or negative attitudes, depending on several factors, such as the target 
field of the FDI and the country of origin of the investing firm. Limited experiences of 
FDI and, therefore, the limited connections between FDI and the local life-worlds of 
the survey’s respondents can be pointed out as causing uncertainty in the respondents’ 
opinions. There also appears to be considerable capacity to resist potential Chinese and 
American FDI in particular, simply because of specific concerns regarding these two 
countries. The fear of losing one’s job emerged as a factor in local resistance to Chinese 
investment and Chinese workers.

The study demonstrated that the formation of local opinions about potential FDI is mainly 
based on economic factors as previously hypothesised by the author. Economic factors, 
including the expected socioeconomic impacts of FDI, are also highlighted in the local 
opinions about potential American and Chinese FDIs. These factors are further boosted 
by political considerations, such as the anti-Americanism in society as a whole and oppo-
sition to what is regarded as American imperialism. Cultural factors are in turn connect-
ed with economic factors. American working culture and specifically the optimisation of 
labour in enterprises with American ownership are feared for the effect they might have 
on the personal life-world of KGOK’s workers. All these factors taken together result in a 
relatively low acceptance of American FDI compared with the opinions about potential 
investments from the EU, which generate the most positive local opinions. Resistance 
to Chinese investments is the product of a combination of economic factors, including 
the fear of losing jobs to Chinese workers, and technological factors, such as the general 
perception that Chinese technology is of poor quality. Given the absence of experience of 
Chinese FDI and therefore the lack of any hard evidence as to what its economic impact 
would be, these low expectations regarding the consequences of Chinese investment are 
based largely on prejudices commonly found in the western part of Russia.
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The political tensions in 2014, which have led to economic sanctions from the European 
Union against Russia can change the situation and the attitudes among Russians to-
wards foreign investments from the EU. Moreover, the growing nationalism in Russia 
may increase resistance to foreign investors in general. Hence, a time series analysis 
would be especially useful in showing how the volatilities of international relations 
impact on local evaluations of foreign investors. A new survey could bring to the fore 
the role of political factors in the local opinions towards certain countries as potential 
investors. A new study could disclose whether the European-oriented values in the 
Murmansk region are deep enough to resist the anti-European attitudes which have 
currently much potential to grow in Russia. The current political situation inspires the 
author to ask whether today’s political circumstances would lead to more negative at-
titudes towards potential foreign investors in general. Moreover, in the Barents context 
the study leaves an open question on whether the deteriorated international relations 
also affect the way in which the locals prefer to reposition their communities in the 
Barents region.

This study has encouraged the author to hypothesise further that the reserved attitudes 
to foreign investors are also partly related to the potential threat posed by the poten-
tial investments in the main enterprise of the town and how this would impact on 
the community well-being. Hence, a comparative case study in a Russian small town 
with a more diverse economy could reveal if the locals are less reserved about foreign 
investors. A comparative case study of this kind would improve our understanding of 
the role of economic factors in the local repositioning and evaluation of glocalisation. 
Moreover, a comparative case study in a non-natural resource single-industry town 
could tackle the role of resource nationalism as explaining reserved attitudes to foreign 
investors.
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