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Abstract. Nearly a quarter of the population of the Far Eastern Federal District, which occupies 40.6%  

of Russia’s area, lives in rural territories. It is obvious that rural population and its migration mobility have 

territorial differences in such a large region. The purpose of the study is to conduct a spatial and temporal 

analysis of dynamics and factors of migration processes in rural areas of the Far Eastern Federal District 

of the Russian Federation. The work is based on the analysis of official statistical data. Since structural 

characteristics of migration flows are likely to change because of using a new methodology for accounting 

internal migration since 2011, we consider the period from January 2012 to January 2020. The authors 

show that migration is crucial for the formation of rural population. At the beginning of 2020, there 

was an increase in the intensity of migration processes in the district’s rural areas, but the population’s 

migration decline remains. Most migrants from rural areas settle in the Far Eastern Federal District – 
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Introduction

Modern rural areas are heterogeneous, and 

some territories may have their own peculiarities  

of economic and socio-cultural development. The 

Far Eastern Federal District of the Russian Fede-

ration (FEFD) is characterized by the differentiation 

of regions by economic, social, cultural, and other 

indicators, which is reflected in the characteristics 

of rural population and rural territory.

As of early 2020, nearly 25% of the total 

population of the FEFD lived in rural areas, which 

was about 6% of Russia’s rural population. 

Migration processes in the Far East (FE) from 

1991 to 2019 were studied in detail in the works 

of researchers, but the assessment was carried 

out without the division into urban and rural 

populations in most cases [1; 2; 3]. Often, the 

features of rural areas are explored within all-

Russian studies. For example, rural migration  

and rural areas were analyzed in detail in the works  

of N.V. Zubarevich, A.I. Alekseev, S.G. Safronov, 

S.Ya. Suschego [4; 5; 6] within all-Russian  

and regional studies from the point of view of 

geodemographic dynamics of rural population 

and the transformation of rural settlement; 

distribution of labor resources in rural areas 

was presented in the work of T.G. Nefedova,  

N.V. Mkrtchyan [7]. The collective work [8] and 

the research by Jiayi Zhou [9], A. Hostman, etc. 

[10] are devoted to the influence of foreign labor 

migrants and investments on the development 

of rural areas. The typology of rural areas is 

presented by N.V. Zubarevich [4], D.O. Egorova,  

V.S. Shurupina [11], etc. In these works, as in 

most others, rural population and rural areas of 

the Far East were not distinguished as a separate 

research object. For the Far East, international labor 

migration has been a significant phenomenon over 

the past few decades. The study of migration flows 

from China to the Russian Far East is one of the 

most popular areas of scientific research among 

specialists considering migration in this region. This 

question was addressed not only by Russian, but also 

by foreign researchers [9; 12].

If we talk about current global trends in the 

study of rural areas and rural population, we can 

note an increase in attention to socio-economic 

factors (low standard of living among rural 

population, poverty, low availability of social 

services, high unemployment in rural areas), which 

are significant conditions for the departure of rural 

population to urban areas [13–16]. Significant 

pushing factors are the lack of land plots among 

rural residents or their insignificant area, low land 

fertility, expansion of agricultural land areas among 

large tenants [17; 18; 19]. The studies emphasize 

the important role of education in reducing the level 

of migration from rural to urban areas [20; 21; 22].

In current foreign empirical studies, much 

attention is paid to the study of return migration 

from a city to a village [23], which serves as an 

often, in towns. The flow of migrants from the town to the village retains statistical significance but does 

not correspond to the territorial structure of the migration outflow of rural residents. Based on the ratio 

of migration and natural population decline (growth), the authors developed a classification of rural areas 

in the subjects of the Far Eastern Federal District for 2011 and 2019. We analyze the reasons for the 

arrival and departure of rural population. Most migrants arrive after a temporary absence and leave for 

personal and family reasons. The authors show the influence of the dynamics of migration processes 

on the development of rural areas and agriculture in the context of a shortage of labor resources and 

restrictions on international movements of labor immigrants using a case study of the border region.

Key words: rural population, rural area, migration, rural typology, migration components, migration 

coefficients, Far East. 
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opportunity for the development of rural areas. The 

main reasons and advantages of returning migrants 

to rural areas may relate to wider employment 

opportunities for young people, who have received 

an education [22], equalization of the standard of 

living between the city and the countryside, which 

reduces the attractiveness of living in the city [23]. 

In the current conditions and restrictions associated 

with the spread of the COVID-19 virus, the share of 

returning migrants from rural areas may increase. 

In China, the idea of the probability of return 

migration to rural areas and the need to use this 

opportunity to consolidate the rural population was 

voiced in the spring of 20201.

It should be noted that most studies on rural 

areas and rural population in the Russian Far East 

are local, affecting individual subjects or different 

time periods, which does not allow them to be 

compared to assess the whole situation in the 

FEFD. For example, the problem of reproduction 

of the personnel issue in agriculture was studied 

in the works of E.V. Koryakina, E.N. Tuzhilina,  

G.I. Dayanova, L.D. Protopopova, I.K. Egorova, 

etc. [24; 25]; N.P. Kuzmich explored the possibi-

lities of increasing the role of socially-oriented areas 

of rural development in the Amur Region [26]; 

features of rural-urban migration in the Republic 

of Sakha (Yakutia) were shown by S.A. Sukneva, 

A.V. Trubina [27]; prospects for the development 

of entrepreneurship in rural areas of the Primorsky 

Krai were explored by E.G. Gusev and G.I. Shuman 

[28].

The purpose of our work is to conduct a spatial 

and temporal analysis of the dynamics of migration 

processes in rural areas of the Far Eastern Federal 

District of the Russian Federation and its subjects,  

as well as to assess the role of migration as an 

important component of changes in rural popu-

1 What is the reason for the “return” of migrant workers 
in 2020? Available at: https://k.sina.cn/article_1655703524_6
2b007e400100po0x.html  (accessed: October 15, 2020). 

lation. Considering a probability of transformation 

of structural characteristics of migration flows 

because of using the new methodology for 

accounting for internal migration, which has been 

active since 2011 [29], we analyze most statistical 

data for the period from January 2012 to January 

2020.

Methods and research methodology

Considering the variety of approaches to  

the definition of population migration, the paper 

considers a part of the permanent migration of rural 

population, which is a set of territorial movements 

between a village and a city, a city and a village, a 

village and a village, accompanied by a change of 

residence for a relatively long period [30, p. 17]. 

This approach is explained by the usage of statistical 

data that do not allow taking into account seasonal 

migration, pendulum trips of population, travel, 

tourism. According to the demographic approach, 

migration not only affects changes in demographic 

development, but also reflects economic, political, 

geographical, and other aspects of the development 

of society. The first part of the study evaluates the 

change in the rural population by components, 

including natural and migration movement, 

as well as the role of migration and territorial 

transformations. The second part presents the 

results of the analysis of the migration movement 

of population in relation to irrevocable migration, 

based on the existing methodological apparatus used 

as part of the methodological approach to the study 

of migration processes [31, p. 281]. The analysis of 

the size and volume of migration flows, intensity 

of migration flows for the period from 2010 to 

2019 was carried out, main directions of migration 

were identified, migration behavior was analyzed 

in the context of population migration factors. In 

addition, based on a comparative analysis of data 

obtained on the dynamics of natural and migration 

growth of rural population, a classification of the 

subjects of the FEFD according to the data for 2011 

and 2019 is proposed.

https://k.sina.cn/article_1655703524_62b007e400100po0x.html
https://k.sina.cn/article_1655703524_62b007e400100po0x.html
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The analysis of migration processes was carried 

out at the federal and regional levels. A detailed 

analysis of migration processes in rural areas at the 

local level is not presented in the article, but 

the work on collecting statistical data at the 

local level has revealed some methodological 

difficulties. In the database “Indicators of 

Municipalities”, information is aggregated by 

municipal districts, municipal districts, urban 

districts, urban and rural settlements, inter-

settlement territories, which corresponds to 

Federal Law no. 131-FZ “On general principles 

of the organization of local self-government 

in the Russian Federation”, dated October 6, 

2003 (as amended on May 1, 2019, no. 87-FZ). 

This division does not fully correspond to the 

assessment of the flows of rural and urban 

population, because, as a result of changes taking 

place in the administrative-territorial system, part of 

rural population does not live in rural settlements, 

and it is invisible for the analysis of the migration of 

rural population. The percentage of unaccounted 

rural residents varies by region. While comparing 

statistical data on a number of rural residents in 

the FEFD2 and a number of people living in rural 

settlements3, it turned out that, at the beginning of 

2020, a number of rural population in the district 

was 14.1% higher than a number of people living in 

rural settlements. For individual subjects, this ratio 

reaches 100% (Sakhalin and Magadan regions), 

36.7% in Primorsky Krai, 35.2% in Chukotka AO, 

13.1% in Jewish AO. Such differences in indicators 

distort information about the settlement of rural 

population since this part of rural population 

is located outside rural settlements. In addition, 

when analyzing migration flows of rural population 

(intraregional, interregional, international) within 

2 Source: Number and Migration of the RF Population. 
Available at: https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/ 
13283

3 Source: Population of the Russian Federation by 
Municipality. Available at: https://rosstat.gov.ru/compendium/
document/13282\

the administrative-territorial units, movements of 

the specified share of the rural population will not 

be considered.

We use a systematic approach, a generalization 

method, a cartographic method, an analysis of 

statistical, literary, and empirical data on the 

dynamics of migration processes in rural areas of 

the Russian Far East.

Research results

General characteristics of rural population of the 

Far Eastern Federal District

The share of rural population in the FEFD is 

about a quarter of total population of the district. 

As a result of the inclusion of two subjects into  

the Far Eastern Federal District in November 2018 –  

Republic of Buryatia and Zabaykalsky Krai –  

this indicator increased by 2.87 p.p. At the beginning 

of 2020, rural population of the FEFD was 5.9%  

of the total rural population in Russia.

Dynamics of changes in the characteristics of 

rural population of the FEFD, in comparison with 

other districts of the Russian Federation for the 

period from 2011 to 2020, does not differ from 

a general situation. The analysis of data on nine 

subjects of the FEFD at the beginning of 2018 and 

eleven subjects at the beginning of 2020 indicates 

the preservation of the seventh rank of the FEFD 

according to the indicator “average age of rural 

population”. In absolute terms, growth for this 

indicator was 0.09 years.

As of early 2020, the FEFD ranked 4th in terms 

of the share of rural population among the total 

population. Absolute values of this indicator for the 

district increased from 24.25 to 27.1% from 2018 

to 2020.

The number of residents of disabled age per 

1000 residents of working age has changed 

significantly. In early 2011, the FEFD occupied 

the last (8th) place among federal districts by 

this indicator, then, at the beginning of 2018, 

it was at the 7th position. In early 2020, with 11 

constituent entities, the FEFD ranked 5th among 

https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283
https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283


186 Volume 14, Issue 3, 2021                 Economic and Social Changes: Facts, Trends, Forecast

Migration of Rural Population of the Russian Far East at the Beginning of the 21st Century

federal districts, which shows an increase in the 

demographic burden on its working-age population 

(Tab. 1).

Inclusion of the Republic of Buryatia and 

Zabaykalsky Krai into the FEFD ensured an 

increase in the district’s rural population by nearly 

740 thousand people at the beginning of 2019, urban 

population – by 1310 thousand people. However, in 

the early 2020, the population has decreased.

In the context of the FEFD subjects in the 

early 2020, as of at the beginning of 2012, a 

maximum number of rural residents lived in 

Primorsky Krai (19.4% of the total number of 

rural residents in the FEFD). The second place 

was previously occupied by the Republic of Sakha 

(Yakutia), but, after 2018, the second place was 

taken by the Republic of Buryatia (18.2% of rural 

residents from the indicators for the FEFD in 

the early 2020). In five FEFD subjects in 2019, 

the share of the rural population in the total 

population of the region exceeded 30% (Republic 

of Sakha (Yakutia), Amur Oblast, Jewish AO, 

Republic of Buryatia, and Zabaykalsky Krai). 

The Republic of Buryatia is the leader according 

to the number of rural residents per 1000 citizens 

and the share of rural residents (40.8%). A 

minimum share of rural population in a region’s 

total population was noted in the Magadan Oblast 

(3.93% in 2019).

Components of rural population change

Three components are considered in the 

formation of rural population: migration processes, 

natural movement of population, and municipal-

territorial transformations (MTP).

Table 1. Ranking of federal districts of the Russian Federation by indicators 
of rural development at the beginning of 2012, 2018, and 2020

Indicator Year RF CFD NWFD SouFD NCFD VFD UFD SFD FEFD
Share of rural 
population in the 
total population 
of the region, %

2012 26,1 18,4 16,3 37,5 50,8 28,9 19,8 27,8 25,1
rank  7 8 2 1 3 6 4 5
2018 25,6 17,8 15,6 37,4 50,2 28,1 18,6 26,9 24,2
rank  7 8 2 1 3 6 4 5
2020 25,3 17,7 15,1 37,2 49,7 27,8 18,4 25,7 27,1
rank  7 8 2 1 3 6 5 4

Average age of 
population, years

2012 38,96 42,21 41,08 39,32 32,65 40,27 38,70 37,87 36,23
rank  1 2 4 8 3 5 6 7
2018 39,92 42,98 42,1 40,37 33,77 41,45 39,54 38,61 37,39
rank  1 2 4 8 3 5 6 7
2020 40,41 43,38 42,48 40,89 34,35 42,05 40,02 39,45 37,48
rank  1 2 4 8 3 5 6 7

Number of non-
working people 
per 1 thousand 
residents of 
working age, 
people.

2012 713 731 693 708 685 725 719 726 655
rank  1 6 5 7 3 4 2 8
2018 864 859 869 846 768 886 927 932 830
rank  5 4 6 8 3 2 1 7
2020 846 835 849 828 751 876 913 921 836
rank  6 4 7 8 3 2 1 5

Women per 100 
men, people

2012 1090 1133 1076 1103 1079 1087 1085 1076 990
rank  1 6 2 5 3 4 6 7

2018 1073 1108 1054 1099 1067 1061 1069 1060 984

rank  1 7 2 4 5 3 6 8
2020 1068 1099 1046 1095 1063 1054 1064 1063 991
rank  1 6 2 4 5 3 4 7

Note: the higher the value of the indicator, the higher the rank is.
Complied according to: Number and Migration of the RF Population. Available at: https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283

https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283
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The change of a number of rural population 

depends on the dynamics of population’s natural 

movement to a lesser extent than the urban  

one (Fig. 1).

Natural growth does not compensate for 

negative values of migration processes. For the 

period from 2008 to 2019, total natural increase in 

the rural population of the Far East amounted to 

12.8 thousand people, while the migration decline 

was 178 thousand people. In some years, an increase 

in the number of rural population is recorded within 

the framework of the MTP.

The analysis of migration in the FEFD is 

complicated by changes in the statistical accounting 

of migrants in 2011 and the expansion of the 

territorial borders of the district, which occurred 

in November 2018. Changes in the statistical 

accounting of migration led to a more significant 

increase in indicators in urban areas in 2011 

compared to 2010. Territorial changes affected the 

indicators of rural areas (Fig. 2).

Considering the directions of migration, we note 

that, in the context of federal districts, the main 

flow of migrants is concentrated within the Far East 

itself. 86% of rural migrants move within the FEFD, 

and only 14% leave the district. In 2019, about 28% 

of rural areas moved to a similar type of settlement. 

The share of migrants departuring and arriving in 

rural areas in 2019 was 8.9% of the total number of 

migrants in the district, or 28% of the number of 

migrants leaving rural areas.

Almost three quarters of migrants from rural 

areas leave for cities of the FEFD. At the same time, 

there is a reverse flow of migrants from the urban 

area of the district to the rural area, which 

compensated for the migration outflow of rural 

residents in 2019 by 88.8%. It should be noted 

that these indicators may not indicate the absence 

of problems of rural population “washing”. 

Probably, migrants from urban areas move to the 

suburbs that have the status of rural areas, where 

the infrastructure and quality of life are inferior to 

the urban level, but much better than in the rural 

hinterland. In addition, services and tariffs in rural 

areas are lower than urban ones, which motivates 

population to move from cities to rural suburbs.

Figure 1. Components of change of a number of permanent rural population of the FEFD for 2008–2019, people

Complied according to: Number and Migration of the RF Population. Available at: https://www.gks.ru/compendium/
document/13283
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The second direction of migration from rural 

areas of the FEFD is the Siberian Federal District, 

whose share in 2019 was 4.4% (4.6% in 2013) of the 

number of Far Eastern rural migrants who left for 

rural areas. The third and fourth places are occupied 

by the Southern and Central Federal Districts (3.3 

and 2.2%). The share of other federal districts is 

insignificant.

Thus, despite the increase in the flow of 

migrants from rural areas, most of them currently 

settle in the subjects of the FEFD – in urban areas 

mainly. The flow of migrants from a city to a 

Figure 2. Migration coefficients in rural and urban areas of the FEFD, 2010–2019, per 1,000 people 
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village retains its statistical significance but does 

not correspond to the territorial structure of rural 

residents’ migration outflow.

In 2019, positive values of most coefficients were 

largely explained not by the improvement of the 

migration situation, but by indicators of municipal 

and territorial transformations, the volume of which 

amounted to nearly 9 thousand people. In some 

years, the MTT had a significant impact on the 

dynamics of rural population. In the period from 

2008 to 2019 in the Far East (considering data for 

two new subjects in 2018 and 2019), the growth of 

rural population due to the MTT amounted to 25.3 

thousand people.

In regional terms, from 2008 to 2019, most 

MTT have occurred in the Amur Oblast (2008, 

2009, 2012, 2013), however, a maximum increase 

in a number of rural residents at the expense of 

MTT was observed in Kamchatka Krai (+6261 

people) (Tab. 2).

In 2019, Zabaykalsky Krai was the only region 

with a total increase in rural population (+624), 

MTT provided an increase in rural population by 

5,845 people, which exceeded natural and migration 

decline of population by 12%. In Primorsky Krai 

and the Magadan Oblast, the volume of MTT 

did not compensate for the natural and migration 

decline of the population, a number of rural 

population in these regions decreased.

Intensity of migration processes

The analysis of relative migration indicators in 

rural areas by the subjects of the FEFD from 2011 

to 2019 indicates a positive trend. The intensity of 

migration turnover in rural areas in 2019, compared 

to 2011, increased in all subjects of the FEFD, 

except for Jewish AO (JAO). In Chukotka AO, the 

highest growth of the indicator was noted during the 

studied period (by 2.5 times). In 2019, a maximum 

value of the intensity coefficient of migration 

turnover was recorded in the Magadan Oblast, a 

minimum value – in Zabaykalsky Krai.

The growth of the intensity indicator of 

migration turnover is associated with the positive 

dynamics of the values of the arrival and departure 

coefficients (Tab. 3). In all subjects of the FEFD 

in 2019, there was an increase in the value of the 

arrival coefficient, compared to the level of 2011. 

A maximum growth rate of the coefficient was 

recorded in Chukotka AO (3.6 times). Minimum 

arrival values were registered in Khabarovsk Krai 

(the growth rate is 11.6%). The growth rate of the 

departure values is lower than arrival indicators, 

which indicates a stabilization of the situation and 

a decrease in the number of people leaving the 

region. A decrease in the departure value in 2019 

to the level of 2011 was recorded in four subjects 

(JAO, Amur and Sakhalin oblasts, Zabaykalsky 

Krai). The highest rates of departure growth are 

Table 2. Volume of municipal-territorial transformations in rural areas of the Far East, people

2008 2009 2012 2013 2018 2019 Total, 2008–2019
FEFD 5683 1478 5436 2451 1359 8933 25340
Primorsky Krai - - - 60 - 2820 2880
Amur Oblast 861 1478 791 1400 - - 4530
Magadan Oblast - - - 991 - 268 1259
Khabarovsk Krai - - 2551 - 1359 - 3910
Kamchatka Krai 4167 - 2094 - - - 6261
Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 655 - - - - - 655
Republic of Buryatia* 1453 -15353 - 4189 - - 0**
Zabaykalsky Krai* 1067 - - - - 5845 5845**
Note. The table includes FE subjects and years, where and when MTT happened in the studied period.
* Subject was not a part of the FEFD until 2017.
** Total for 2018–2019 – during the period of joining the FEFD. 
Complied according to: Number and Migration of the RF Population. Available at: https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283
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typical for Chukotka AO and Kamchatka Krai 

(79.1 and 52.4, respectively). The migration 

increase in all subjects of the district retains 

negative values. Based on the indicators of 

migration growth coefficients in rural areas in 2011 

and 2019, all subjects of the FEFD were divided 

into three groups: with a high, medium, and low 

level of migration growth coefficient. Considering 

the preservation of negative coefficient values, we 

would like to note that the closer the value to zero, 

the better the situation is (the first type of regions 

with a high coefficient value), and vice versa – the 

greater the negative coefficient value, the lower the 

level of migration growth in the region is (the third 

type of regions with a low coefficient value). The 

second type is characterized by an average value 

of the coefficient. In 2011 and 2019, the Magadan 

Oblast was characterized by a low migration 

increase, having maximum negative values of the 

coefficient. The second group with the average 

values of the migration growth coefficient in 2011 

included the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia), the 

Sakhalin Oblast and the Chukotka AO. In 2019, 

these three regions moved to the group with a high 

coefficient value. Thus, in 2019, only the Magadan 

Oblast was included in the group with a low 

coefficient value, having not changed its position 

since 2011, the remaining 10 subjects of the FEFD 

were in the group with a high coefficient value, that 

is, the migration situation was improving.

Classification of the subjects of the FEFD 

according to the dynamics of natural and migration 

growth in rural areas

According to the model of J. Webb [32], based 

on the ratio of natural and migration growth (loss) 

of population, 8 types of regions can be distin-

guished. As a result of the application of this 

classification for rural areas of the FEFD in 2011 

and 2019, three types were identified. In 2011, two 

types of regions were identified: type 1, where the 

migration loss is higher than the natural increase, 

and type 2, where the migration loss is higher than 

the natural loss.

In 2019, the third type was determined, in which 

the value of the migration loss is lower than the 

indicator of the natural population loss that is 

associated, on the one hand, with a significant 

reduction in the migration loss of the population 

and, on the other, with the preservation or slight 

deterioration of natural loss indicators.

Table 3. Indicators of migration in rural areas by subjects of FEFD, 2011, 2019
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2011 39.4 33.1 44.9 43.4 43.3 93.0 53.2 46.9 35.4 42.5 38.8
2019 41.3 50.4 51.7 52.4 41.0 107.3 48.0 31.5 63.4 51.9 37.4

growth 
rates

4.8 52.4 15.1 20.7 -5.3 15.4 -9.8 -32.8 79.1 22.0 -3.7

AC

2011 14.9 27.0 30.9 41.0 31.1 34.2 28.9 27.8 11.0 28.7 17.8
2019 33.9 46.2 47.9 45.8 35.6 61.5 43.2 30.1 51.3 49.3 23.6

growth 
rates

128.2 71.1 55.2 11.6 14.4 80.1 49.4 8.4 364.5 71.6 32.5

MG

2011 -24.6 -6.1 -14.0 -2.4 -12.2 -58.8 -24.3 -19.1 -24.3 -13.8 -21.0
2019 -7.4 -4.2 -3.7 -6.6 -5.4 -45.8 -4.8 -1.4 -12.1 -2.6 -13.8

growth 
rates

69.9 30.9 73.4 -179.1 55.7 22.2 80.2 92.8 50.3 81.1 34.4

Complied according to: Number and Migration of the RF Population. Available at: https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283
Population of the Russian Federation by Municipality. Available at: https://rosstat.gov.ru/compendium/document/13282

https://www.gks.ru/compendium/document/13283
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The designated types were named (Yakut, 

Magadan, Sakhalin) based on the prevalence of  

the designated processes in certain regions of the 

Far East. A typical region of the first type is the 

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) with still a positive 

natural population growth with negative migration 

values. By 2019, the number of regions of this type 

had decreased due to the formation of a natural 

population decline in them. It is designated as “Yakut”.

The second type of subjects (“Magadan”) is 

characterized by an excess of the migration loss of 

population over the natural loss. The Magadan 

Oblast is a striking example of this type since high 

values of migration loss of the population remained 

there during the studied decade.

The third type (“Sakhalin”) was formed because 

of a decrease in the migration loss of population 

while maintaining stable values of natural loss. This 

type of region is also characterized by a “double” 

population decline, including migration and natural 

processes, while the main reason for the population 

decline is natural decline. This ratio of indicators 

was more often observed in the Sakhalin Oblast. The 

classification of the subjects of the FEFD according 

to the dynamics of demographic indicators in 2011 

and 2019 is shown in figure 3.

Thus, in some regions of the FEFD, the 

migration decline of population is drying up while 

the natural decline remains. Let us emphasize that 

we are talking about rural areas, where the birth 

rate has traditionally been high. For example, in 

1990, 18.7 births per 1000 rural residents and 14.4 

births per 1000 urban residents were registered in 

the regions of the Far East as a whole. This indicator 

decreased to 11.9 and 9.8, respectively, in 2019. The 

decrease in the number of births in rural areas was 

36.4%, in urban areas – 25%.

Migration reasons

As we noted earlier, the main share of rural 

migrants moves within the framework of the FE. 

Based on the statistical approach, the paper analyzes 

the motives of migration of the Far East rural 

population in 2019.

Attention is drawn to a high share of population 

with the reason “return after temporary absence”. It 

should be recalled that, since 2011, statistical 

accounting for long-term migration of the 

population includes people registered at the place 

of stay for a period of 9 months or more, as well as 

people removed from the registration at the place 

of stay due to the end of their stay period. In this 

case, the registration account removal is carried out 

automatically. It is not possible to determine true 

causes of population migration with the indication 

“return after temporary absence” and classify them 

by economic, social, and other factors.

In general, for the Far East in 2019, 17% of 

retired rural population are automatically accounted 

for due to “return after temporary absence”, 37% – 

among newly arrived rural population. Considering 

that the probability of the very fact of migration of 

the population due to this cause is low, it can be 

assumed that the flow of migrants arriving in rural 

areas is lower than the values indicated in official 

statistical sources.

Among other migration reasons of the rural 

population, the share of people who changed their 

place of residence due to study, work, and personal 

reasons is significant.

Significance of these reasons in the flows of 

incoming and outgoing migrants is not identical 

(Fig. 4). Migrants leave (in descending order) for 

personal and family reasons, due to return after 

temporary absence, other reasons (most often, 

these are reasons for purchasing housing) and due 

to work. Nearly 80% of migrants who leave due 

to return after a temporary absence move within 

Russia. Among the foreign countries where migrants 

go, there are Uzbekistan (15.6%), Ukraine (15%), 

Armenia and Tajikistan (12.4% each), Kyrgyzstan 

(11.1%).

In the context of the Far East regions, the 

highest values of the share of departing migrants 

due to return after temporary absence (more than 

30% of a total number of migrants who indicated the 

reasons) are recorded in the Kamchatka Krai and 
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the Sakhalin Oblast. In addition, the Kamchatka 

Krai is the only region where the share of this 

category of migrants from Russia is below 50% of 

a total number of migrants, international migrants 

accounted for 54.4%, including ones from the CIS 

countries – 97.8%. The countries of departure are 

Armenia (34% of a total number of migrants from 

the CIS), Kyrgyzstan (31%), and Uzbekistan (13%). 

It should be recorded that Kamchatka Krai differs 

from other Far Eastern regions by a high proportion 

of international migrants from the CIS countries. In 

the Sakhalin Oblast, the share of internal Russian 

migrants returning after a temporary absence was 

76.1%, 25% left for Ukraine as part of international 

migration, and 18.4% went to Tajikistan.

The maximum share of migrants who have left 

due to work is registered in Chukotka AO and 

Kamchatka Krai (100% within Russia).

Among the migrants who arrived in the rural 

area of the FEFD, a primary reason is “automatic 

registration of migrants” among those who returned 

after a temporary absence. The second most-

popular reason is personal or family causes. A 

territorial analysis of the flows of migrants who 

arrived “after a temporary absence” showed that 

more than 50% are intraregional migrations in 7 

out of 11 subjects. Minimum values of intraregional 

migration were recorded in the JAO (29%), the 

share of migrants from the Khabarovsk Krai in it 

was 41%. This situation is explained by a high share 

of the region’s population traveling to work in the 

neighboring Khabarovsk Krai.

Regarding a number of migrants who arrived 

due to work, the Sakhalin Oblast leads according to 

the share of international migrants (53.3%), which 

is explained by the involvement of a large number 

of specialists from abroad to work in oil and gas 

industries. In other subjects of the district, the share 

of international migrants is significantly lower than 

50%, it reaches its maximum value in Chukotka AO 

(5.1%).

Minimum values of intraregional movements of 

Russian citizens in relation to work were noted in 

Chukotka AO (15%), which reflects a predominant 

number of labor migrants arriving from other 

regions of Russia. A similar situation has developed 

in the Sakhalin Oblast, Kamchatka Krai, and 

Magadan Oblast (28, 28, and 34% of intraregional 

Figure 4. Distribution of migrants in rural areas of FEFD according  
to the circumstances that caused the change of residence, 2019, %

Compiled according to: Rosstat data.
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migrants). Attention is drawn to high values of 

intraregional migration in relation to work in the 

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) – 92%. This may 

be caused by differences in the level of economic 

development of the Republic’s regions.

Discussion

As an important condition for solving 

managerial tasks to regulate (or attempt to regulate) 

migration activity of population, we can consider 

the presence of a more correct and accurate 

assessment of the causes of population’s migration.

To understand the migration process, it is 

necessary to know what makes a person strive for 

resettlement and what are the necessary conditions 

for this [33, p. 102]. In our opinion, V.V. Onikienko 

and V.A. Popovkin’s point of view, expressed in 

1973, is still relevant: “Dissatisfaction with the 

rural way of life remains important in the migration 

of rural population: conditions of agricultural 

labor and isolation from achievements of modern 

civilization, which strengthens as a result of the 

expansion of means of communication” [34, p. 11].

Paraphrasing the thesis of T.I. Zaslavskaya and 

L.P. Lyashenko about the intentions of population 

to leave, we note that a decision to leave or stay in a 

settlement is closely “related to the opinion of 

people about what awaits them in the future 

(whether it would “develop”, “stand still”, or be 

“liquidated”) [35, p. 45]. That is, the orientation 

to migration is not a “direct” response to external 

conditions, but it acts as a “subjective refraction 

of external factors in the direct experience of an 

individual” [30, p. 163].

In the second decade of the 21st century, the 

intensity of the population outflow from the Far 

East decreased, but it is likely that a number of 

settlements with a few inhabitants and their 

concentration in cities or in closely located 

territories will continue to decline [4]. Moreover, 

we can highlight the possibility of creating 

or restoring settlements that act as a place of 

residence for employees of projects implemented 

within the territories of advanced socio-economic 

development (TAD). As a result, the economic 

factor can have a positive impact on migration 

processes in rural areas. However, it is more likely 

that we can talk about the formation of an influx of 

labor migrants than permanent population.

At the same time, all-Russian trends, expressed 

in the direct relationship of the migration outflow 

with the sparseness of the territory’s settlement [36], 

are likely to persist in rural areas of the FEFD.

Despite regional peculiarities, the reasons for 

migration from rural areas of the FEFD coincide 

with the reasons in the European regions of the 

country [37]. A low level and quality of life of 

population inferior to urban indicators, lack 

of infrastructure, limited opportunities for 

education and cultural development of population, 

employment opportunities with a corresponding 

income are the main migration factors [38; 39]. In 

sociological surveys, rural residents of the Republic 

of Buryatia mention low standard of living and 

social infrastructure, poor quality of educational 

and medical services, and a reduction in the 

production sector as the reasons for migration from 

rural areas. A similar situation is in Jewish AO [40].

Agreeing with V.I. Perevedentsev’s point of view 

that a number of jobs largely determines a number 

of residents in a locality [31, p. 102], we assume 

that, for the Far Eastern regions of the Russian 

Federation, the implementation of measures of 

the “Strategy of sustainable development of rural 

territories of the Russian Federation until 2030”, 

approved by the decree of the Government of the 

Russian Federation no. 151-r on February 2, 2015, 

gives hope for the consolidation of rural population 

and the development of rural areas. Improvement of 

the quality of life in rural areas of the FEFD subjects 

will probably reduce population’s migration outflow. 

At the same time, the level of development of rural 

areas varies in individual regions.

In most Far Eastern regions, there was a 

reduction of villages in the post-Soviet period. 

Regional authorities are working to relocate 

residents from officially liquidated settlements. 
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Each region develops its own programs to address 

this issue. In addition, financial support is provided 

at the federal level. At the same time, the Republic 

of Sakha (Yakutia) is one of the few regions where 

villages have not been liquidated. It is working on 

their preservation. In 2021, within the framework of 

the “Movement of Good Deeds” program, 1 billion 

rubles are provided for the development of rural 

areas4.

Another example of rural development reflects 

the result of the implementation of the “Far Eastern 

Hectare” program. In the Khabarovsk Krai, a new 

“Dalnevostochnoe” village has appeared on an 

area of about 200 hectares. It was formed because 

of the consolidation of compactly placed land plots 

provided under the program. The village is a part 

of an active rural settlement with an old school 

and without UCC: these issues are currently being 

discussed. It is obvious that, to secure residents in 

this rural settlement, it is necessary to improve the 

level of educational and medical services5.

We assume that projects on the territories of 

advanced socio-economic development can have a 

positive impact on the development of rural areas. 

Since 2015, 20 TADs have been registered in 

the district’s regions, within which projects in 

industry and agriculture, logistics, etc. have been 

announced. The projects are implemented in urban 

and rural areas. At the same time, it is necessary 

to consider the experience of the European 

regions of Russia, which has shown that the 

work of agricultural holdings in rural areas often 

leads to increased polarization, fragmentation 

of agriculture, and an increase in the outflow of 

4 Prolonged relocation. Rossiyskaya Gazeta – Ekonomika 
Dalnego Vostoka, no. 35 (8386), dated February 18, 2021. 
Available at: https://rg.ru/2021/02/18/reg-dfo/kak-na-
dalnem-vostoke-podhodiat-k-likvidacii-opustevshih-sel-i-
dereven.html (accessed: April 10, 2021).

5 In the Khabarovsk Krai, people are asking to build 
a school and a UCC for a village of “Far Eastern Hectare”. 
March 11, 2021. Available at: https://www.finanz.ru/novosti/
aktsii/v-khabarovskom-krae-dlya-sela-na-dalnevostochnykh-
gektarakh-prosyat-postroit-shkolu-i-fap-1030171167 
(accessed: April 10, 2021).

local residents from economically disadvantaged 

areas [41]. Since the growth of indicators of socio-

economic development of rural areas, because of 

the implementation of these projects in the FEFD, 

is not obvious, a promising direction in the study of 

rural areas of the macro-region will be to assess the 

impact of implemented projects on the indicators of 

rural areas and rural population.

Development of rural areas was largely related 

to the state of agriculture. The migration of rural 

population adjusts the nature of agricultural 

employment of the population in the FEFD. 

On the one hand, the same principles apply in 

the FEFD regions that are characteristic of the 

central agricultural regions: low wages remain, 

production is being modernized, and labor intensity 

in agriculture decreases [7]. On the other hand, in 

some Far Eastern regions, the practice of attracting 

international labor migrants to agriculture is 

widespread, which solves the problems of labor 

shortage and reduction of economic costs but can 

worsen the situation in rural areas [42]. In 2020, 

dependence of agriculture (rural areas) on the 

flows of international labor migration is noticeable. 

A striking example is Jewish AO, where the rural 

population continues to decline, due to migration 

loss too, but the acreage increases, and foreign 

investors are ready to finance their agricultural 

projects. In 2020, it was planned to attract about 

1.3 thousand labor migrants from China for spring 

field work in the JAO. Due to the quarantine, quotas 

for attracting foreign labor were not in demand.  

A possibility of replacing foreign workers with  

local specialists can only be partially considered.

Conclusion

Within the framework of the demographic 

approach, it is shown that the rural area of the 

FEFD is heterogeneous, and it differs in the 

dynamics, prerequisites, and consequences of 

migration processes. Despite obvious regional 

differences, at the beginning of 2020, the migration 

decline of rural population remains in the district 

with increased intensity of migration processes.

https://www.finanz.ru/novosti/aktsii/v-khabarovskom-krae-dlya-sela-na-dalnevostochnykh-gektarakh-prosyat-postroit-shkolu-i-fap-1030171167
https://www.finanz.ru/novosti/aktsii/v-khabarovskom-krae-dlya-sela-na-dalnevostochnykh-gektarakh-prosyat-postroit-shkolu-i-fap-1030171167
https://www.finanz.ru/novosti/aktsii/v-khabarovskom-krae-dlya-sela-na-dalnevostochnykh-gektarakh-prosyat-postroit-shkolu-i-fap-1030171167
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The study proposes and tests an approach to 

assessing the migration situation in the region’s 

rural areas, considering absolute and relative 

migration indicators, which allows analyzing intra- 

and interregional changes.

The classification of the subjects of the Russian 

Federation in the FEFD is developed according to 

the model of J. Webb based on the indicators of 

demographic processes, considering natural and 

migration growth. The formation of the third type 

of regions in 2019, characterized by an excess of 

natural population loss over migration that was not 

observed in 2011, was recorded.

Unlike previous studies, the work with the 

dynamics from 2008 to 2019 considers the factor of 

municipal-territorial transformation when assessing 

the formation of the rural population in the Far 

Eastern regions of the Russian Federation.

The analysis of the motives for the arrival and 

departure of migrants in the context of the FEFD 

subjects reflects regional differences in migration 

processes, which is associated with the population’s 

standard of living, specifics of the sectoral structure 

of the labor market, and geographical features of the 

studied territories.

The role of the administrative factor, changing 

the dynamics and directions of migration processes 

in rural areas within the implementation of regional 

and federal programs for the development of rural 

territories, is revealed.

As a result of the conducted research, the 

importance of considering the regional features  

of rural development in the subjects of the FEFD 

is shown. At the same time, it may be more 

effective to conduct comparative interregional 

studies that allow identifying common areas 

and differences of territories within the district. 

Complete information about the relationship 

between demographic, socio-economic charac-

teristics, and objective data on the causes 

of population migration can be obtained by 

supplementing official statistical data with the 

results of questionnaire and expert surveys. At 

the same time, the regulation of migration should 

be a single process with the planning of the 

socio-economic development of the regions and 

regional differentiation of the conditions and the 

population’s standard of living. Otherwise, there 

will be a discrepancy in the development plans of 

the regions and directions of migration flows.
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