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Abstract
Despite being one of the most influential paradigms of urban studies, the stages 
of urban development model have been criticised for inability to describe and 
explain the urban evolution in specific economic, social and political conditions. 
In particular this refers to the post-socialist world. This paper presents the study of 
migration patterns in Kyiv functional urban region (KFUR) using the stages urban 
development model and the alternative approach by Sýkora and Posová (2011) 
derived from the original model. In this way, the paper intends to evaluate the 
existing methodology and to make the comparative assessment of the results. 
The results show that both approaches may be used for classifying urban regions 
in terms of growth/decline and centralization/decentralization. At the same time, 
they have limited potential to predict the future development of the post-Soviet 
urban regions. Despite the presence of common trends, revealed migration 
patterns in the KFUR substantially differ from the patterns of urban evolution in 
the post-socialist countries of the Central Europe due to specific social, economic 
and political conditions in the post-Soviet space.

Key words
Migration pattern, post-Soviet functional urban region, stages of urban develop-
ment, Kyiv, Ukraine.

INTRODUCTION

Starting from the 1990s, theories and models explaining the urban development 
(in particular, urban life cycle theory and, respectively, stages of urban develop-
ment) have been tested through the lens of the post-socialist contexts and cases. 
Once stages of urban development are perceived as a model, the theory should re-
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flect the regions and conditions under which the models were developed (e.g. de-
mocracy, market economy). The situation in post-socialist countries differed a lot 
from these circumstances, mainly at the early phase of post-socialist transforma-
tion. Thus, it was expected that the considered models may be not so effective 
in explaining and predicting the urban development in (post)transition societies 
comparing with the western world.

The existing body of literature gives evidence that urban development in the 
post-socialist world not always can be clearly described and explained by the 
original urban life cycle theory (e.g. Sýkora and Posová, 2011; Novotný, 2012). The 
main reason for this is the specifics of the migration patterns in the conditions of the 
socialist political regime collapse and the transition from the state-led economy to 
the market. The analysis of successes and failures of the urban life cycle theory has 
brought valuable insights about both the theory itself and the specificity of urban 
development in different contexts. However, there are few researches focused on 
the post-Soviet countries, which differ to the post-socialist countries outside the 
former Soviet Union in certain aspects (Borén and Gentile, 2007; Brade et al., 2010; 
Stanilov and Sýkora, 2014). Testing theories of urban evolution in post-Soviet coun-
tries is valuable in order to check their adequacy in different social, economic and 
political conditions. This task is even more important since the adoption of the city 
life cycle idea has had consequences not only for the science but also for the cities 
and their inhabitants which became the targets of policies influenced by the idea 
(Roberts, 1991).

Contemporary development of urban regions in Ukraine have already been in 
the focus of research (e.g., Denysenko, 2010; Mezentsev and Mezentseva, 2012; 
Denysenko and Pidhrushnyi, 2013; Mezentsev and Kliuiko, 2015; Manshylina, 
2015). However, at the moment, few contributions consider the urban develop-
ment in Ukraine directly from the standpoint of the urban life cycle theories. In 
particular, Mezentsev and Havryliuk (2015) tested the differential urbanization 
model in Ukraine for the period 1840-2014; Gnatiuk (2017) apparently identified 
stages of urban evolution for largest Ukrainian cities, but focused predominantly 
on suburbanization process; Malchykova and Pylypenko (2017) tested the stages 
of urban development model for Kherson, but with extremely narrow time frame 
and ambiguous results.

Therefore, the purpose of this article is to test the stages of urban development 
model in post-Soviet conditions for Kyiv functional urban region (as the largest 
and most dynamic in Ukraine), to evaluate, in this manner, the explanatory and 
predictive power of the model and underlying theory, and to expand knowledge 
on the urban evolution in the post-Soviet countries in the broader context of 
post-socialist urban development.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

There are several models explaining the growth and shrinkage of urban regions 
generally known as stages of urban development (SUD). These models (hereinafter 
referenced simply as a SUD model, unless otherwise specified) constituted one of 
the most influential paradigms of urban studies in the 1980s and 1990s (Ouřed-
níček, 2005). Despite re-evaluation and criticism, they retain their importance and 
explanatory power with certain reservations until today. The common feature of 
the SUD models is definition of the consecutive stages of urban development de-
termined by the relationship between the pattern of population change in the en-
tire functional urban region and its structural parts: urban core (main city) and ring 
(suburbia or hinterland).

The earliest approach elaborated by Hall and Hay (1980) and Klaassen and 
Scimeni (1981), later modified by Cheshire and Hay (1989) and Cheshire (1995) 
under the influence of urban life cycle model, distinguished between 6 (or 8) 
types of urban development in terms of centralization/decentralization based on 
absolute or relative demographic growth/decline in the urban core and ring. The 
second approach, proposed by van den Berg et al. (1982), classified 4 subsequent 
stages of urban development (urbanization, suburbanization, desurbanization, 
reurbanization) and 8 phases based on absolute or relative centralization/decen-
tralization. The model predicts the cyclical course of the stages, and therefore 
become known also as a model of urban life cycle. The underlining theory argues 
that the processes that occur in urban environment are the outcomes of the behav-
iour of three groups of urban actors: enterprises, households and public authorities 
(Leetmaa, 2008).

Osada (2003), inspired by Hall and Hay (1980), van den Berg et al. (1982), 
Cheshire and Hay (1989) and Cheshire (1995) proposed an integrated model that 
combines the types of urban development in terms of absolute or relative cen-
tralization/decentralization and the consequent stages of urban development: 
urbanization, suburbanization, desurbanization, reurbanization (Table 1).

In the 1980-1990s, the SUD model was tested in urban regions in different 
economic, social and political conditions. On the one hand, it was shown that 
urban regions may be classified according to the model-predicted stages, and 
move between them. However, even the founders of the model pointed at some its 
deficiencies. In particular, real functional urban regions rarely passed all four stages 
of the urban life cycle in the model-predicted sequence (van den Berg et al., 1982; 
Vartianen, 1989; Nyström, 1991; Sjöberg, 1992; van den Berg, 1999; Champion, 
2001; Ouředníček, 2000; Klusáček et al., 2009; Sýkora and Posová, 2011; Wolff, 
2017). The empirical evidence supports the acceptability of the model for indus-
trial cities, but it appears to be less valuable for administrative and service centres 
(Cheshire and Hay, 1989; Cheshire, 1995). The economic, social, cultural, political, 
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etc. forces influencing urban development substantially vary from place to place, 
making difficult to either explain or predict urban development (Zakirova, 2010). 
Seemingly the same urban forms can be shaped by completely different principles, 
and conversely, the same principles can lead to different forms of settlement in dif-
ferent social contexts, including geographical areas and historical periods (Sýkora 
and Posová, 2011). The qualitative migration characteristics appear to be important 
in evaluating particular stages or processes of urban development (Halliday and 
Coombes, 1995; Ford, 1999; Fisher, 2003; Lindgren, 2003; Hirt, 2007). Therefore, in 
the recent decades, urbanization, suburbanization, desurbanization and reurbani-
zation are often considered as the processes (which may occur simultaneously) or 
simply tools for classification of urban regions rather than consequent stages of 
urban development (Roberts, 1991; Ouředníček 2005; Sýkora and Posová, 2011).

Furthermore, the choice of an indicator (e.g. change of population, change of 
housing, or migration) is a primary factor that may influence the overall classifica-
tion results (Lisowski, 2005; Sýkora and Posová, 2011; Novotný, 2012). In particular, 
the model based on the overall population growth/decline cannot be correctly 
applied for urban regions in the condition of overall population shrinkage, includ-
ing the majority of urban regions in post-socialist countries (Nuissl and Rink, 2005; 
Leetmaa et al., 2014). This methodological deficiency can be solved by the use of 
net migration rate as a key indicator (Novotný, 2012). Moreover, migration reacts 
to economic, political and social changes much faster than the birth rate (Drewett 
and Rossi, 1981). Also, the delimitation of functional urban regions is no less impor-

Table 1 	 The urban development stages according to the SUD model

Hall / Hay /  
Cheshire van den Berg

Population change

Core Ring Total

Stage 1 LC-A Stage 1 Reurbanization (I) – – – -∆C<-∆R

Stage 2 LC-B Stage 2 Reurbanization (II) + – –
Stage 3 AC Stage 3 Urbanization (I) + – +
Stage 4 RC Stage 4 Urbanization (II) + + + ∆C>∆R

Stage 5 RD Stage 5 Suburbanization (I) + + + ∆R>∆C

Stage 6 AD Stage 6 Suburbanization (II) – + +
Stage 7 LD-A Stage 7 Desurbanization (I) – + –
Stage 8 LD-B Stage 8 Desurbanization (II) – – – -∆R<-∆C

LC-A, centralization during regional decline in population (A); LC-B, centralization during regio-
nal decline in population (B); AC, absolute centralization; RC, relative centralization; RD, relative 
decentralization; AD, absolute decentralization; LD-A, decentralization during regional decline 
in population (A); LD-B, decentralization during regional decline in population (B).

Source: Osada (2003).
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tant to make the results adequate and comparable (Lisowski, 2005); the commonly 
used approaches make it impossible to see what is happening in middle-sized or 
small towns (Nyström, 1991).

The other debatable matter is the use of absolute and relative indicators in the 
SUD model. The use of absolute values would reflect the size imbalance between 
core and ring rather than the relative significance of the change in each zone 
(Drewett and Rossi, 1981). The original authors of the urban life cycle theory allow 
the use of both types of data (van den Berg et al., 1982). However, in certain specific 
situations the original model produced different outcomes in the classification of 
stages of urban development depending on whether absolute or relative data were 
used (Sýkora and Posová, 2011). Consequently, Matznetter (2004), facing certain 
problems while working with relative data, described the SUD model as suitable 
for pedagogical purposes because of its simplicity, but nevertheless problematic 
for use in empirical analysis. Moreover, based on empirical findings in the analysis 
of Prague and Vienna urban regions, Sýkora and Posová (2011) showed that the 
model may work incorrect with relative data, and concluded that the model itself 
is constructed in a  problematic way, which leads to contradicting and mislead-
ing results. Instead, they suggested (cf. Posová and Sýkora, 2011) an alternative 
method of classifying forms of urbanization using the combination of growth or 
decline of an entire urban region and the centralization or decentralization within 
an urban region, distinguishing between urbanization, suburbanization, desurban-
ization and reurbanization (Table 2):

Table 2 	 Forms of urbanization according to Sýkora and Posová (2011)

Process Centralization 
(growing share of the core)

Decentralization 
(growing share of the ring)

Growth of the FUR urbanization suburbanization

Decline of the FUR reurbanization desurbanization

The initial comparative study, testing the SUD model, included some cities in 
socialist world (Hungary, Yugoslavia, Poland, and Bulgaria), and despite the overall 
prevalence of centralization compared to the Western Europe, found some decen-
tralization processes occurring there also (Van den Berg et al., 1982). Numerous 
studies brought evidence that in many cities in Central and Eastern Europe, strong 
centralization trends were substituted with suburbanisation starting from the 
1990s in the post-socialist countries (e.g. Sýkora and Čermák 1998; Kok and Kovács 
1999; Brown and Schafft, 2002; Ouředníček 2005, 2007; Hirt 2007; Sýkora and 
Novák, 2007; Raźniak and Winiarczyk-Raźniak, 2013; Stanilov and Hirt, 2014; Sýkora 
and Mulícek, 2014; Kovács and Tosics, 2014; Gałka and Warych-Juras, 2018) and 
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from the 1990s-2000s in post-Soviet countries like Estonia, Latvia, Russia, Belarus 
and Ukraine (Kostinskiy 2001; Leetmaa and Tammaru, 2007; Leetmaa, 2008; Brade 
et al. 2010; Krisjane and Berzins, 2012; Mezentsev et al., 2012; Mezentsev et al., 
2014; Brade et al. 2014; Nefedova et al., 2016; Mezentsev and Mezentseva 2017; 
Gnatiuk 2018). Although such a shift is predicted by the SUD model, the underlying 
mechanism of suburban growth in post-socialist cities is different from classical 
Western suburbanization (e.g. Hirt 2007; Leetmaa, 2008). A stage of reurbanization, 
which has been considered as hypothetical in the 1980s, has been proven for many 
European cities (Cheshire 1995; Herfert 2007; Kabisch and Haase, 2011), although 
problematic issues related to the complex understanding of reurbanization were 
outlined by Glatter and Siedhoff (2008). In recent decades, the SUD model itself 
have been tested for a  limited number of post-socialist cities, including Prague 
(Klusáček et al., 2009; Sýkora and Posová, 2011), Bratislava (Novotný, 2012) and 
other functional urban regions of Slovakia (Bezák, 1999), Kherson in Ukraine (Mal-
chykova and Pylypenko, 2017). Apart from the aforementioned methodological 
weaknesses of the original SUD model (Sýkora and Posová, 2011), these researches 
showed that it cannot correctly predict the trajectories of FURs between the stages 
and phases of development since it does not include local (national) economic, 
political and social context neither external factors influencing urban development 
(Novotný, 2012). The pace of stage change can be rapid and the changes them-
selves uncertain (Malchykova and Pylypenko, 2017). Therefore, the model is con-
sidered to be hardly applicable for predicting the further urban development, but 
it is a suitable tool for categorization of the regions into the clearly defined stages 
and phases of the urban development (Sýkora and Posová, 2011; Novotný, 2012).

DATA AND METHODS

In this article, two methodological approaches are tested. The first one is the SUD 
model in the interpretation by Osada (2003), which allows distinguishing conse-
quent stages (urbanization, suburbanization, desurbanization, and reurbaniza-
tion) and phases (in terms of absolute or relative centralization/decentralization) 
of urban development. The second one is alternative method of classifying forms 
of urbanization (Sýkora and Posová, 2011; Posová and Sýkora, 2011), which uses 
combination of growth or decline of an entire urban region and the centralization 
or decentralization within an urban region, distinguishing between urbanization, 
suburbanization, desurbanization and reurbanization, and considering them as 
units for classification rather than sequential stages.

Both models are working with a  functional urban region (FUR), often refer-
enced also as a functional urban area (FUA). In our case, the Kyiv functional urban 
region (KFUR) includes the city of Kyiv (core) and its hinterland (ring). The delimita-
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tion of the FUR is one of the key methodological issues for testing the SUD model 
in real world. The OECD defines the hinterland as all municipalities with at least 
15% of their employed residents working in a certain urban core (OECD, 2013). 
However, beyond the developed world, the scarcity of respective data creates 
a huge problem for application of such an approach. Possible alternatives include 
gravity approach (Vries et al., 2009; Goh et al., 2012; Persyn and Torfs, 2015; Ahlfeldt 
and Wendland, 2016) and radiation model (Simini et al., 2012; Masucci et al., 2013), 
or the concept of accessibility, including time limits to access the central city and 
road availability (Gajovic, 2013; Rodrigues da Silva et al., 2014; Guérois et al., 2014; 
Meijers et al., 2015; Moisés Obaco et al., 2017).

Reliable official statistics on commuting in Ukraine is absent. At the same time, 
in the conditions of post-Soviet transformations (increasing number of private 
cars, diversifying ways of commuting, simplified accounting of employees at en-
terprises, etc.), it is problematic to adequately estimate the number of suburban 
residents working in Kyiv. Manshylina (2015) outlined the limits of Kyiv suburban 
area based on the (1) public transport accessibility, (2) indicators of functions 
(production, service, and housing), and (3) stability of connections with the central 
city. Kyiv suburban area, according to this methodology, includes 9 administrative 
districts and 7 cities of regional significance within the Kyiv oblast (in Ukraine, 
oblasts are the first-order administrative units, while districts and cities of regional 
significance are the second-order administrative units). This delimitation generally 
coincides with the 1.5-hour isochrones of public transport accessibility from Kyiv, 
and with the limits of Kyiv suburban area according to the Draft General Plan of 
Kyiv and its Suburban Zone until 2025 (Department for Architecture and Planning, 
2015). However, in our opinion, taking into account exclusively public transport 
unjustifiably narrows the limits of Kyiv ring; Manshylina (2015) herself considers 
the 2.0-hour isochrones by public transport as a limit of Kyiv metropolitan region. 
Therefore, we decided to expand the limits of Kyiv ring using 1.5-hour isochrones 
of motor vehicle accessibility from Kyiv, since a  lot of commuters use private 
cars for accessing the central city. According to this criterion, the KFUR includes 
16 administrative districts and 11 cities of regional significance of Kyiv oblast, 3 
administrative districts and 1 city of regional significance of Zhytomyr oblast and 
1 administrative district of Chernihiv oblast (district was included into the KFUR 
if more than a half of its population is living within the 1.5-hour isochrones) (Fig. 
1). In these limits, population of the KFUR, core and ring in 2002 was 4 314 421, 
2 611 327, and 1 703 085 registered inhabitants, and in 2020 – 4 649 658, 2 967 360, 
and 1 682 298 registered inhabitants respectively.

We used a net migration rate per 1,000 inhabitants as a key indicator for the 
SUD model, because it allows to avoid the effect of the size imbalance between 
the structural components of the urban region and is suitable for the post-socialist 
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Fig. 1  
Limits and spatial structure of the KFUR

Source: elaborated by the authors
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context of the overall population shrinkage in the country (Sýkora and Posová, 
2011; Novotný, 2012). It was calculated annually for the period of 2002-2019 for the 
KFUR and its components (core and ring):

Core: 	 migration balance for Kyiv divided by the population of Kyiv in the middle 
of the respective year;

Ring: 	 the sum of the migration balances of urban and rural settlements with the 
ring divided by the total population of the ring (calculated as a sum of pop-
ulations of respective cities, townships and villages) in the middle of the re-
spective year;

KFUR: 	the sum of the migration balances of Kyiv and urban and rural settlements 
within the ring, divided by the total population of the central city and ring.

For the alternative approach (Sýkora and Posová, 2011), average annual abso-
lute numbers of population for the core, ring and KFUR in total were used to cal-
culate the shares of the population in the core and the ring to the total population 
of the KFUR.

The data on the population and migration for the studied area in 2002-2020 
were taken from the State Statistics Service of Ukraine. The available migration sta-
tistics includes annual numbers of arrivals and departures per districts and cities 
of regional significance, as well as separate cities, townships, and the remainder of 
rural areas. The available statistics does not distinguish between the internal and 
international migration flows. Although the impact of international migration on 
urban development in Ukraine is not negligible, we suppose its recorded volume 
to be too low to impact general trends of urban development at regional level. It 
should be also remembered that internally displaced persons due to the Donbas 
military conflict and annexation of Crimea, which had not changed the official 
registration place, drop from the official statistics. When calculating net migration 
rates for 2002, data from the 2001 census were taken as an initial value and data 
of January 1, 2003 was taken as the final value for the calculation of the mid-year 
population.

RESULTS

Based on the net migration rates in 2002-2019 for the core, ring and the KFUR in 
general, we identified certain stages of urban development according to the SUD 
model (Osada, 2003). In 2002-2010, the KFUR was at the stage of urbanization (II) 
with its relative centralization: both core and ring were growing in terms of migra-
tion, but the core was growing faster than the ring () (Fig. 2, compare with Table. 1). 
However, starting from 2005, net migration rate in the core steadily decreased, 
while net migration rate in the ring slowly increased, creating background for the 
following change of stages.
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Interesting stage fluctuations were observed after 2010. In 2011, ring started 
to slightly overwhelm the core and the KFUR in terms of migration growth (). Such 
a pattern corresponds to the suburbanization (I) stage with relative decentraliza-
tion. However, the following period of 2012-2013 was marked by the next burst of 
the migration attractiveness of Kyiv (), causing increase in the migration attractive-
ness of the KFUR; the ring was also intensively growing, with smaller rates those of 
the KFUR and the core. According to the model, this pattern should be interpreted 
as the urbanization (II) stage with relative centralization of population.

Fig. 2  
Net migration rates for KFUR and its components, 2002-2019

Source: State Statistics Service of Ukraine, own calculations

Since 2014, net migration rate in the ring continuously overwhelms the net 
migration rate in the core (), both permanently been positive. At first, migration 
attractiveness of the ring only slightly surpassed that of the core. However, starting 
from 2016, net migration rate in ring showed very quick and significant growth, 
while net migration rate in the core, on the contrary, showed significant decline. 
According to the model, the period of 2014-2019 corresponds to suburbanization 
(I) stage with relative decentralization of population.

Taking into account the full sequence of patterns, we may suggest that the 
period of 2011-2013 is a  proto-suburbanization stage with the transition from 
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relative centralization to relative decentralization, so-called inter-stage. Probably, 
the time frame of this inter-stage should be expanded to 2011-2015, since clear mi-
gration trends typical for the stage of suburbanization (I) are evident only starting 
from 2016.

Thus, we may suggest three urban development patterns in the KFUR: 1. Ur-
banization-II (2002-2010): Kyiv is the main destination for migrants (), although the 
ring is also growing; 2. Urbanization-II/Suburbanization-I or proto-suburbanization 
(2011-2013, possibly 2011-2016): Kyiv and the ring alternate as main destination for 
migrants (); 3. Suburbanization-I (2014-2019, possibly 2016-2019): ring is growing 
faster than Kyiv (), but both have positive values of the net migration rate.

Fig. 3  
Shares of the core and ring population in the KFUR, 2002-2019

Source: State Statistics Service of Ukraine, own calculations

However, the results described above should be treated with caution, especial-
ly with regard to trends in population centralization / decentralization. Sýkora and 
Posová (2011) criticize the original SUD model for the use of population/migration 
growth rate in identifying (de)centralization patterns. Instead, they suggest using 
the relationship between the population of a core and a ring as a criterion of (de)
centralization. According to their approach, development of the KFUR in 2002-2016 
should be classified as urbanization. In particular, in 2014-2016 the share of the 
core in the population of the KFUR was growing () despite the more rapid migra-
tion growth of the ring (); the SUD model classified this pattern as suburbanization 
(I) stage (compare Table 1, Table 2 and Fig. 2, Fig. 3). Since 2017, the development 
of the KFUR is classified as a stage/form of suburbanization according to both the 
SUD model and the approach of Sýkora and Posová (2011): the share of the ring 
in the population of the KFUR begins to grow (), which means, according to the 
second approach, the transition to suburbanization form of urban development.
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DISCUSSION

Unlike the post-socialist metropolises of the Central Europe, which experienced 
absolute decentralization in the 1990s – early 2000s (Lisowski, 2005; Sýkora and 
Posová, 2011; Novotný, 2012), in particular accelerated growth of the suburban ar-
eas (Pichler-Milanović, 2014; Kovács and Tosics, 2014; Sýkora and Mulícek, 2014; 
Stanilov and Hirt, 2014; Leetmaa et al., 2014), a stable centralization is observed 
in the KFUR until the beginning of 2010s. According to the available data, Kyiv re-
tained positive values of the net migration not only for the period of 2003-2019 
(on which this study is based), but also in the previous period of 1991-2001, ex-
cept for 1994 and 1996, when the values were negative and zero, respectively. Un-
like Prague and Bratislava, where in 1990s and early 2000s rings were growing in 
terms of migration together with the migration outflow from the cores (Sýkora and 
Posová, 2011; Novotný, 2012), migration attractiveness of the KFUR ring started to 
grow only in the second half of the 2000s, and a clear transition to the suburbani-
zation stage/form is apparent only in the 2010s, i.e. with a 10-year delay. Thus, Kyiv 
may be treated as an intermediate case between the post-socialist capitals of the 
Central Europe, characterized by distinct decentralization pattern, and Moscow, 
where steady centralization persists despite the start of suburbanization process 
(Brade et al., 2010; Brade et al., 2014).

What are the reasons for these differences in the post-Soviet context? In our 
opinion, they should be attributed to the lower level of social welfare in the 
post-Soviet countries like Ukraine, including late and small-scale formation of the 
middle class. Middle class is a key actor of a classical western-type suburbaniza-
tion driven by environmental motives. The slow rate of reforms in Ukraine largely 
defined the delay in the suburban growth comparing with the post-socialist coun-
tries of the Central Europe. The relocation of upper- and middle-class families from 
the core to the ring in the KFUR gained momentum only in the third decade of 
post-socialist transition, triggered by the national economic revival in the country 
in the beginning of 2000s (Mezentsev and Mezentseva, 2017). Thus, the stage of 
intensive mass suburbanization (Borén and Gentile, 2007) or so-called suburban 
boom (Stanilov and Sýkora, 2014) is only beginning to gain momentum around the 
large cities in Ukraine.

Also, in the early transition period, big cities in the post-Soviet space concen-
trated opportunities for economic activity and converted into engines of economic 
growth towering over the stagnating hinterlands (Golubchikov, 2004; Stanilov, 
2007; Stanilov and Sýkora, 2014). Thus, strong centralization in the early and 
middle period of transition may be attributed to the centripetal migration to the 
central city from the hinterland, including outside the ring. However, since 2010, 
the demand for housing in the capital has even increased, but in Kyiv there has 
been an acute shortage of good land plots for development. In addition, housing 
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in the capital is not affordable for many people coming from the other regions, 
so they benefit from buying a  relatively cheap apartment in the close suburbia 
near the urban edge. Developers and administrations of suburban settlements are 
also interested in the housing construction: the first benefit from the cheaper land 
plots and getting construction permits easier, the latter receive growing revenues 
to local budgets and infrastructure development (Olijnyk et al., 2019).

Based on the available statistics on the net migration rate in Kyiv in 1991-2001 
and the visible start of residential urbanization in the Kyiv’s suburbia in 2000s (Mez-
entsev and Kliuiko, 2015; Mezentsev and Mezentseva, 2017), the first post-socialist 
decade of the KFUR development most likely may be classified as a stage of urbani-
zation (I). That means that during the last 3 decades the KFUR almost consequently 
passed the stages of urbanization (I) – urbanization (II) – suburbanization (I), in full 
accordance with the SUD model. However, this does not mean that the SUD model 
perfectly works in the case of the KFUR or in post-Soviet space in general. First, the 
initial urbanization stage was not the normal development stage but was condi-
tioned by the peculiarities of post-Soviet economic and social conditions. Second, 
the shift to decentralization via accelerated suburban growth is explained not only 
by the centrifugal migration with environmental motives, by also the centripetal 
migration with economic motives. Third, the transition between the stages is not 
clear, e.g. a rather long period of trend fluctuation, so called inter-phase between 
the urbanization (II) and suburbanization (I) is observed in 2010s. Probably, Mal-
chykova and Pylypenko (2017), writing about the rapidly changing trends for 
Kherson, observed similar inter-phase period.

And last, but not the least: the migration patterns in the KFUR are very sensitive 
to the ongoing changes in the political situation, legislation, etc. We are going 
to illustrate this thesis with certain examples. Transition to suburbanization (I) 
stage in 2013-2016 was very slow and ambiguous due to the political, economic 
and military crisis in Ukraine, when people were on a  knife edge and therefore 
cautiously invested in residential estate. With a relative improvement in 2017, in 
particular de-escalation of the Donbas military conflict, suburban growth resumed 
very rapidly. However, deeper or prolonged crisis could result in the return to 
urbanization or even desurbanization stage. Furthermore, according to the SUD 
model, now we may expect the KFUR to make transition to the suburbanization (II) 
stage with positive net migration rate in the ring and migration outflow in the core. 
However, according to the newly adopted version of the Ukrainian state construc-
tion rules (2019), it is forbidden to build residential buildings above 4 floors in the 
rural areas, where high-rise residential suburbanization is currently concentrated 
(Mezentsev and Kliuiko, 2015; Mezentsev and Mezentseva, 2017). This means that 
(1) large developers, seeking for profits, are likely to leave the suburbia and return 
to the city, (2) the population density in newly constructed suburban neighbour-
hoods will be lower than in the previous years of suburban boom. Together, these 
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processes may result in the return back to the urbanization (II) stage contrary to the 
expectations according to the SUD model.

The KFUR illustrates the differences between the SUD model and the approach 
proposed by Sýkora and Posová (2011). In particular, two models differently de-
termine the beginning of the stage/form of suburbanization in the KFUR. What 
is more important for identifying the stage/form of suburbanization: the share 
of ring population or the faster growth in the ring comparing with a  core? In 
our opinion, both are important and relevant for the process of suburbanization. 
However, the SUD model deceptively uses the terms of centralization/decentral-
ization. For example, in 2014-2019, the population within the KFUR concentrated 
in the core, but the SUD model defines this stage as relative decentralization. At 
the first glance, the approach of Sýkora and Posová (2011) works more correctly in 
this case. However, its reliability may be in turn questioned since it addresses both 
migrations and natural growth. In case of the KFUR, the share of the core increased 
partly due to the natural increase, and the share of the ring decreased partly to the 
natural decrease.

Also, we believe that the names of the stages/forms of urban development 
should capture the dominant process (e.g. suburbanization process), and the 
SUD model appears to be more sensitive in catching suburbanization process. In 
particular, in the KFUR, distinct start of suburban development relates to the end 
of 2000s, but the approach of Sýkora and Posová (2011) detects suburbanization 
form of urban development only in the end of 2010s. The problem is that centrali-
zation should not be equated with urbanization/reurbanization, and decentraliza-
tion with suburbanization/desurbanization, if we treat them all as processes rather 
than the conventional stages or forms. Therefore, both approaches are possible as 
instruments for cognition if the respective stages/phases of urban development 
are considered as conventional terms for classification of urban regions (cf. Ouřed-
níček, 2005; Novotný, 2012).

Although a need for theorizing is undeniable, we assume that shifting from 
the conventional stages/forms to tangible processes is a  more effective way of 
studying all the diversity of urban development forms and trajectories. Support-
ing Ouředníček (2005), we believe that cities really go through different stages of 
development, but different kinds of cities may go through specific sequences of 
stages, and each of these stages may be represented by unique combination of 
individual processes (for example, simultaneous suburbanization and reurbaniza-
tion) depending on local conditions. In particular, the pattern of residential subur-
banization in the metropolitan areas in the post-socialist period varies in different 
countries and regions, which is conditioned by the imposition of the socialist 
heritage, globalization impact and individual peculiarities of development (Brade 
et al., 2010). Consequently, real urban regions display a number of variations of the 
spatial dynamics and patterns of suburbanization (Stanilov and Sýkora, 2014).
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CONCLUSIONS

Testing the SUD model (Osada, 2003) allowed identifying three consequent stages 
of urban development in the KFUR: urbanization (II) (2002-2010), inter-phase of 
proto-suburbanization (2011-2013): urbanization (II)/suburbanization (I), and sub-
urbanization (I) (2014-2019). The use of approach proposed by Sýkora and Posová 
(2011) also revealed the transition from urbanization to suburbanization, although 
in different time frames. The revealed migration pattern substantially differs from 
the patterns of urban evolution in the post-socialist countries of the Central Europe 
due to specific social, economic and political conditions in the post-Soviet space. 
At the same time, common trends of accelerated suburban development, typical 
for the whole post-socialist realm, are also observed, but with notable delay.

Despite certain deficiencies, both approaches are suitable instruments for 
classifying functional urban regions in terms of overall growth/decline and inner 
centralization/decentralization. However, shift from conventional stages/forms 
to processes of urban development seems to be a  more perspective approach. 
Since the SUD model does not take into account external factors influencing the 
urban development, in particular socio-economic and political crises, it has limited 
potential to predict the future development of the urban region. Especially this 
is true for post-Soviet countries with their unstable economic, social and political 
conditions.
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