








TRANSIENCE

In this part of the paper we will be analyzing
various facets of urban growth, and notably the move­
ment of people to and within the selecled urban
centres in our simplified model of the urban hierar­
chy. Our objective will be to sheq some light on the
questions of who came, how long did they stay, and
with what consequences for the urban growth process?

For Moscow and St. Petersburg it is clear that
the bulk of migrants were peasants, and there is no
compelling reason to think that this pattern would
not have found expression elsewhere in urban Rus­
sia. 3 1 Yet as we have already noted, upon examin­
ation of the distribution of population in the pro­
Vincial town according to sosloviya there were some
interesting differences. Given the historic link
between the peasantry and transience in the Russian
city, there is reason to suppose that having rela­
tively fewer peasants and more meshchane and nobil­
ity, the provincial centres might have been charac­
terized by less transient behaviour than Moscow and
St. Petersburg. In addition, in most level two and
three centres there were more women than in the
Empire's two first order cities. This might be as­
sumed to have had some impact on the urban growth
process. Specifically, with a presumably more stable
population, and all that is implied thereby in terms
of family formation, natural increase may have made a
more important contribution to annual population
growth than was characteristic in the case of St.
Petersburg and Moscow. We need first of all to
briefly outline the general dimensions of transience
and the urban growth process for these latter cities
and then proceed to determine the differences, if
any, between the pattern there and in the provincial
towns.

Transience amongst St. Petersburg's inhabitants
had been of sizeable dimensions for a long time.
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Table 6~ Seasonal Population Change in St. Petersburg

Date of
Enumeration

City
Population

Suburban
Prigorode

Population

Total
Population

June
December
July
December
JUly

15 1888
15 1888
15 1889
15 1889
15 1890

727,223
902,023
719,052
924,466
731.336

108,872
76,286

114,332
79,213

116.244

836,095
978,309
833,384

1.003,679
847,580

Source: "Pyatoye Ischislen1ye .Naseleniye S. Peterburga 15 lyulya
1890". StS.tisticheskiy Yezhegodnik S. Peterburgs. (1890),
27.

During lhe early nineleenlh cenlury, for example, lhe
occasional and no doubl indifferenlly accurale enum­
eralions indicated lhal lhe city's population during
lhe summer was sometimes smaller than in lhe prece­
ding winter. 3 2 But it was not until the late 1880s
when more accurate summer and winler censuses were
administered by the police that lhe real dimensions
of transience amongst the population began lo be
fully appreciated. As the data in Table 6 reveal,
lhere were indeed marked seasonal variations in lhe
total population. City and suburbs bolh changed, but
in lhe opposite direction. For instance, between De­
cember 1889 and July 1890 lhere was a net out-migra­
tion of 193,130 people from the city. The suburbs on
the other hand registered an increase of 37,031 in
the same period. Very lillIe of lhis growth was
altributable to nalural increase. 3 3 Thus, St.
Petersburg including suburbs, IIlostll aboul one-sixth
of its population between the winter of 1889 and the
summer of 1890. And we are here only referring lo
the net migrati9n balance. The absolute number of
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people moving into and out of the city during this
seven month period was obviously ~uch greater. Sub­
stantial numbers of factory workers departed each
spring for the village, sizeable numbers of gentry
returned to the estate for the summer, and a growing
number of the social elite and nascent middle class
departed for a dacha in the environs of St. Peters­
burg; indeed, in the environs of most major European
Russian cities the coming of the railway had greatly
facilitated this particular form of seasonal exo­
dus. 3 4 Still others migrated to the City during the
summer in search of work. Large numbers of peasant
tradesmen found employment in the construction indus­
try; unskilled peasant workers laboured in the docks,
on street repair gangs and· so on.3~ No doubt many
people came to the city with the intention of staying
permanently; considerable numbers it would seem
departed with the intention not to return. While the
reasons for the different patterns of movement to and
from the city varied, the net result was the same-­
the urban population was highly transient.

The numerous censuses of St. Petersburg allow
some additional observations on the general dimen­
sions of transience in the early 1900s. About 68
percent of St. Petersburg's 1,439 million inhabitants
in 1900 had been born elsewhere. Ten years later the
population exceeded 1.9 million people, but the pro­
portion of migrants was virtually unchanged. While
the proportion of the total population born outside
St. Petersburg was stable, the constituents of the
migrant population were not. For example, the total
number of migrants who, in 1900, had lived in the
city for five years or less totalled approxi.mately
415,000. This group appears in the 1910 enumeration
in the 11 to 15 years resident in the city category.
The number was then about 143,600. In other words,
about 65 percent of this group had apparently left
the city or died during this ten year period. 3 6 It
is unlikely that a very great many died. Since pea-
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sants comprised nearly 69 percent of the total popu­
lation in 1910 it is probable that they were the
principal element in the apparent exodus. Indeed, as
Figure 2 indicates over 400,000 peasants had been
resident in the capital for only five years or less.
And over 160,000 had lived there just one year or
less. By comparing the length of residence categor­
ies for peasants in the 1900 and 1910 censuses some
further insights into the rate of turnover for this
particular estate are forthcoming. In 1900, 325,400
peasants had lived in St. Petersburg five years or
less. In 1910, the number in the 11 to 15 year resi­
dent category had dropped to 115,300. 3 7 As for the
migrant population as a whole, about 65 percent had
departed or died during the-intervening decade.
Amongst the meshchane who in 1910 comprised approx­
imately 16 percent of the total population, a some­
what smaller share (58 percent) had left or died. 3 B

Proportionately more meshchane than peasants were
locally born, but as Figure 2 reveals, a substantial
number had only lived in St. Petersburg for one year
or less.

In short, the information we are able to derive
from the census clearly indicates that St. Peters­
burg's population was indeed volatile. Figures for
the peasant estate are probably broadly represen­
tative of the turnover rates amongst the working
class. Still, it should be noted that many peasants
were city born and amongst the migrant population a
growing number were permanently settled, and to a
growing extent urbanized. But it is equally clear
that the ties with the village remained strong for
many peasants, that countryside customs and values
had not been entirely erased. 3 9

The trends ~n Moscow, as derived from census
data are essentially corroborative of the St. Peters­
burg pattern. The 1902 census reveals that just over
72 percent of the 1.1 million population were
migrants. As Figure 3 reveals most succinctly, the
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Table 7: Patterns of Residence in Moscow and St. Petersburg
fr~. Directory Listings

City Sample
Years

Still Resident
in the City

Number %

Not Listed in
Subsequent
Directory

Number %

Moscow
St. Petersburg

1910-1913
1909-1912

843
1001

56.3
66.8

657
499

43.7
33.2

Source: Yes' Peterburg na 1909g. (St. Petersburg, 1909); Yes'
Peterburg na 1912g. (St. Petersburg, 1912); Vsya
Hoskva: Adresnaya i Spravochnaya Kniga na 1910 God
(Moscow, 1910); Vsya Hoskva: Adresnaya i Spravochnaya
Kniga na 1913 God (Moscow, 1913).

bulk were recent arrivals. Of the more then 790,000
people who had been born outside Moscow, more than
one-fifth had lived in the city one year or less.
Close to one half of the immigrants had lived in
Moscow just five years or less, but of course we are
here simply inputing personal behaviour from aggre­
gate census data. 4 0 It would be useful to learn more
about how individual members of Moscow and St.
Petersburg society behaved in the context of duration
of residence. A simple random sample drawn from one
city directory and traced in a later edition goes
some way toward meeting this objective. 4 1

The data presented on Table 7 are based on a
sample of 1500 males drawn from the 1909 St. Peters­
burg directory and traced in the 191~ edition. 4 2 For
Moscow a similar sample was drawn from the 1910
directory and traced in the 1913 edition. One of the
most striking features of the data presented in Table
7 is the rather large proportion of the sample popu­
lations which could not be traced in the later direc­
tory. About a third of the St. Petersburg sample had
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apparently departed the city or died during the
three-year period. It is unlikely that very many
died in such a short time span. It is possible, of
course, that some of these seemingly transient indiv­
iduals were simply omitted from the ensuing directory
But this probably would not have been a very large
number, for each year witnessed a sizeable increase
in the coverage. Indeed, it would seem that being
listed was not just growing in popularity but in
importance as well, for Moscow and St. Petersburg
were fast approaching the two million population mark
and for such large centres directories were now an
arguably indispensable feature of urban life. The
share of the Moscow sample which could not be traced,
almost 44 percent, was even larger than St. Peters­
burg. In short, amongst the ostensibly more stable,
element of the population, that which was listed in
the city directory and which tended to be strongly
biased. toward the top rather than the bottom of
social class hierarchy, transience was an ingrained
habit. Moreover, amongst those who could be traced,
moves from one residence to another within the city
were common. For St. Petersburg and Moscow, about 30
and 24 percent, respectively, of the sample popula­
tions had changed address at least once during these
three year periods. During the early 1900s, it is
evident that the urban growth process was one in
which transience of one kind or another had an
important role to play. Indeed, for Moscow and St.
Petersburg between 1870 and 1914 immigration accoun­
ted for more than four-fifths of the total increase
in population.

For Riga, Odessa and Kiev, the second order
centres as defined in this paper, the pattern was
broadly the same. According to the 1892 census of
Odessa for example, 55 percent of the lolal popu­
lation were migrants; and most were recent arrivals.
In later years the share was lo increase. Like the
St. Pelersburg census lhis one provides information
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on length of residence for members of the meshchane
and peasant sosloviye who were not born in the city.
The pattern depicted in Figure 4 is not unusual as we
have seen already (Figures 2 and 3) and simply
amplifies the sense of considerable population
turnover. Of the 61,646 migrant peasants, 58 percent
had lived in Odessa five years or less, 27 percent
one year or less. Even amongst the meshchane, 39 .
percent of the 86,803 who had migrated to Odessa had
resided in the city less than five years, 10 percent
one year or less. Figure 4 certainly suggests very
high levels of turnover in Odessa. And this is again
confirmed in a survey of directory data. 4 3 A sample
of 500 males were drawn from Vsya Odessa for 1911 and
traced in the 1913 edition of the same directory.
About 210 individuals, or 42 percent of the sample,
could not be located just two years laler. A sample
of 500 was also drawn from the 1909 edition of Ves'
Kiev and traced in 1912 version. Again about 42
percenl could not be found, though it should be noled
lhat th~ time span in this instance was three years
and not two. Moreover, lhe people who could be
traced were inclined to relocate. In Odessa 20
percenl of the sample had moved house at least once.
In Kiev about 24 percent had changed address. As in
Moscow and St. Petersburg the imputed population
turnover rates from data such as these are indeed
high. And, as before, urban' growlh was fed in large
measure by immigration during the half century before
the Great War. For instance, in Riga in 1913, nearly
65 percent of the population had been born elsewhere,
a figure not so markedly different from lhose regis­
tered in Moscow and St. Petersburg around the turn of
the century.44 However, in Riga this relationship
over time was far from consistent. In 1867 the pal­
tern was reversed; nearly 65 percent of Riga's popu­
lation at that time was locally born.4~ Rapid indus­
trialization and the need for labour surely played an
importanl role in this change.
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Direclories are less useful as guides lo
population turnover rates in the provincial town
because fewer of them were produced and coverage was
most probably less consistent than in the Empire's
larger centres. However, we have been able to under­
take some simple comparisons for a few provincial
towns. A sample of 215 males drawn from Ves'
Khar'kov in 1912 and lraced in lhe 1914 edilion again
suggests considerable volatilily in population. 4 6
Forty-one were still at lhe same address jusl two
years later, 34 had moved at least once, bul 140
could not be traced. The latter group represents 65
percent of the sample and is therefore rather higher
than was common for the level one and two cities
discussed above. The reliability of such data is
perhaps a moot point, but the general impression
conveyed by a variety of sources is that the provin­
cial scene was also characterized by considerable
transience.

Property owners in the provincial town would
likely demonstrate less proclivity for transient
behaviour than the population in general, or for that
matter the individuals listed in the directory who
were not property owners. For the city of Omsk we
have examined the lists of property owners on partic­
ular streets included in Ves' Omsk in 1911 and then
traced these individuals in the 1912 edition of the
directory.47 The streets concerned were Skorbyash­
chenskaya and Myasnitskaya. The first ran from near
the central bazaar to the municipal cemetery; in
other words, from the core of the city to the periph~

ery. The second street was located south-east of the
city centre and was representative of Omsk's out­
skirts in 1911. Of the 48 people listed as owning
property on Skorbyashchenskaya in 1911, ten could not
be traced a year later. Of the 52 peopl~ listed as
owning real estate on Myasnitskaya, 11 could not be
found in the 1912 edition of Ves' Omsk. If these
patterns are representative of the level of property
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transactions and hence, of population turnover, then
Omsk was not markedly different from the other cities
for which we have provided data. Put simply, the
popul.ation turnover rate was high. While we have no
indication of the value of the real estate involved,
it is notable that in the case of Skorbyashchenskaya
the incidence of turnover along the street increased
from the core of the city to the periphery. Presum­
ably the value of property declined from centre to
periphery.

On the basis of the share of meshchane and
nobility, and the somewhat higher proportion of fe­
males, it could be argued that the population of the
smaller provincial towns might have been more stable
than the larger centres. The contribution of natural
increase ·to population growth might have been more
substantial as well. Available evidence on this as­
pect of population change in the provincial town is
interesting. We might begin by considering the dy­
namics of population growth in Kazan'.

Kazan' was already a city of significant size in
the medieval era. As capital of the Kazan' Khanate
it was ethnically Tatar, and because of its strategic
location served both military and trade purposes. By
the mid-sixteenth century, after having been annexed
by the expansionist Principality of Muscovy, Kazan'
was steadily transformed by an influx of Russians.
By the nineteenth century the city's Tatar population
was a distinct minority. In 1897, for example, Rus­
sians comprised 83 percent of Kazan's population,
Tatars about 16. 4 8 Population increase during the
era of rapid urban-industrialization was sizeable.
In 1860 Kazan' was home to 59,300 people; by 1914
close to 200,000. Epidemics, however, were frequent
and produced exceedingly high and variable death
rates. Natural increase was therefore negligible.
Population growth was attributable to in-migration
and, as the data presented in Table 8 confirm, the
pattern was extremely erratic. From 1870 to 1897
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Table 8: Population Growlh in Kazan', 1870-1897

Year Total Death Rate Nalural
Population per 1000 Increasel

Decrease

1870 86,262 44 -15.6
1871 88,543 46 -11.4
1872 93,221 44 -10.3
1873 93.207 34 -0.7
1874 90.812 36 -0.1
1875 97,304 41 -2.8
1876 111,322 31 -0.8
1877 121.262 36 -6.7
1878 125,135 37 -8.8
1879 134,434 27 -1.2
1880 133.492 32 -4.3
1881 134.696 31 -4.6
1882 136,354 35 -8.9
1883 140,726 29 -0.6
1884 139,791 29 +1.0
1885 138,985 29 +0.9
1886 136,570 28 +1.7
1887 136,086 27 +4.1
1889 135,177 33 -0.3
1890 134,359 34 -2.0
1891 133,359 36 -1.2
1892 - 125,767 54 -20.0
1893 125,301 36 +0.3
1894 115,540 42
1895 118,621 36 +0.9
1896 131,508 32 +3.3
1897 140,696 31 +1.9

Source: M. V. KazansKiy, Putevoditel' po Kazani (Kazan': Tipo-
Lilografiya ImperatorsKogo Un1vers1teta, 1899>, 126-127.
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there were more years when the total number of deaths
exceeded the number of births recorded than vice
versa. There is another more fundamental pattern ev­
ident in the statistics presented in Table 8. From
140,726 people in 1663 the population of Kazan' actu­
ally declined to 116,540 in 1894. Contemporaries
observed that for Kazan', and presumably other pro­
vincial towns as well, the stability and growth of
population was very much influenced by economic con­
ditions. 4 9 In difficult times-- and the depression
which gripped Russian during the 1880s was certainly
one such period-- the provincial urban economy seem­
ingly could not sustain the existing population. For
Kazan' there is clear evidence of an urban-rural
migration. The cholera and typhus epidemics of the
early 1890s, especially that of 1892, provided fur­
ther stimulus to depart Kazan'. For the level one
and two centres regular annual increases in popula­
tion were the rule, fed by in-migration until the
demographic transition which, in the case of St. Pe­
tersburg and Moscow, tooK place in the late 1880s.~D

In these five cities, a larger population base, and
more mature urban economy, could more easily weat~er

cyclical variations in economic growth. The more who
arrived simply augmented local demand. In the pro­
vincial town the urban economy was more fragile, and
more likely to be influenced by the general economic
climate. Just how typical Kazan' was of the provin­
cial Russian scene we do not have space to explore in
this paper. Suffice it to say that there is some
reason to think that it could well have been qUite
representative. Migrants to the major urban centres
regularly travelled long distances as the areal
extent of migration fields for first and second order
cities depicted in Figure 5 indicate.~1 As the data
presented in Figure 6 for Orenburg in 1875 clearly
demonstrate, the typical migrant to the provincial
town did not travel such long distances. During
economic depression, or through individual choice,
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reverse migration from the provincial centre would
have been a more feasible proposition than in the
case of the first and second order cities in the
Empire. .

SUMMARY

We began this paper by arguing that while the broad
dimensions of the urban industrialization process in
Russia are reasonably well understood, we have rela­
tively little information about the process in the

38



context of provincial Russia. It is important that
we gain a fuller appreciation of the nature of this
process outside the Empire's major urban centres. As
Alfred Rieber's recent study has emphasized, there
were differences .tn attitudes and actions, and conse­
quential ones at that, between the various mercantile
elites in the peripheral regions and those of the
European Russian core of the Empire.!!!~2 The con­
trast between core and periphery is no doubt of sig­
nificance in a variety of other ways as well. In
this paper we have endeavoured to draw attention to
some potentially important dimensions of urban­
industrialization in terms of city size, population
characteristics, and location.

In terms of the three themes singled out for
investigation, it is apparent that the impact of
industrialization varied markedly .. This was to be
expected. But the precise nature of the link between
industrialization and urban growth in the provincial
Russian town certainly requires more study. So, too,
does the relationship between the particular config­
uration of social strata and demographic change. In
general, the provincial centre had fewer peasants,
more meshchane , nobility and women of all soslov­
iya. But the hypothesis that these figures might
have lent a greater degree of stability to the pro­
vincial town's population, and might have contributed
to natural population increase, is not supported "by
the cases considered here. Indeed, the evidence
presented is consistent in suggesting the opposite;
namely, that the provincial economy was especially
fragile and hence fostered exceedingly high levels of
transience and marked absolute population changes.
What happened in the smaller urban centres is not
unrelated to events in the major cities. There is
much yet to be learned about such places, and what we
learn could well shed some more light on the process
of urban-industrialization and its attendant conse­
quences in late imperial Russia.
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