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ABSTRACT

The current thesis combines a bibliographical survey and a case study. The
bibliographical survey argues that Russian repressive immigration policies of the 2000’s
ended up with the flow of illegal labor migrants and created a hostile environment
between native Russians and labor migrants, raising the issues of human rights of labor
migrants. The case study picks up narratives of migrant workers from the Kyrgyzstan to
Russia to partially embody the argument in the first part, and to offer a perspective for

further study.



INTRODUCTION

In the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet Union, newly independent states
were left face-to-face with their economic and social woes. Russia, unlike other
countries, benefited from the oil and gas reserves and experienced an economic growth
(Gaddy & Ickes, 2001; World Bank (WB), 2016).

As a result, leading Russian economy attracted labor forces influx from less
economically successful CIS countries, in particular, it became a destination point of
labor migrants from Central Asian countries such as Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and
Tajikistan (Lazareva, 2007).

The steady decrease in the birth rate since 1991 (United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), 2009) and the, simultaneously, increasing mortality (Gerber,
2000) urged Russian government to welcome bigger number of nationals from the CIS
countries to settle in the country by loosening migration rules in 1997 (Laurelle, 2007).

According to various academic works on migration to Russia, migration patterns
can be divided into two waves; the first wave started in 1991 and reached the peak in
1997 (Laurelle, 2007, p. 102) and it was mostly comprised of the Russian ethnic
migrants moving back to their historic motherland with the purpose of long-time
settlement in there. However, the next wave started in the middle of 90s and is
comprised of migrants from Central Asian region’s titular nationalities who moved to
Russia in the capacity of labor migrants for the economic reason (Suharnikova, 2013).

Russian immigration policy also has been taking different patterns within last
two decades. Right after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, it is characterized as the
most liberal policy welcoming all Russian compatriots to their historical homeland

(Suharnikova, 2013). However, the immigration policies changed 90 degrees in
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response to the growing and unprecedented number of migrant’s inflow and changed
into repressive one in the 2000s. This period coincided with the rise of numbers of
illegal workers (Tyuryukanova, 2005).

Unlike the first wave of migrants that consisted of ethnic Russian nationals, the
second wave of migrants comprised of people of other nationalities who went to Russia
in the capacity of labor workers. They have been the most vulnerable to different abuses
and risks due to their illegal status (LeGendre, 2006).

Given the problem mentioned above, this thesis explores the situation of labor
migration from Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan to Russian Federation from the
viewpoint of their human rights protection. The first goal is to understand the main
reasons for labor migration by tracing the trends over the past decades to the present.
Next goal is to examine the social consequences of labor migration, in particular
focusing the risks and challenges labor migrants have been facing in a hostile political
and cultural environment. Main distinctive feature of this work is to see how the
immigration policy of the Russian Federation has been changed in the course of last 25
years in regard to domestic and international terrorism and how those changes affect the

labor migrant’s security and human rights.

Research Questions
The research questions of this study are as follows:
1) What are major factors of migration into Russia from Post-Soviet countries?
2) How have the immigration policies been changing in response to domestic
terrorism?

3) How have those changes affected the lives and well-being of labor migrants?
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4) How do migrants reconstruct their experiences in Russia in the capacity of labor

migrants?

Bibliographic Survey

This thesis combines a bibliographical survey and a case study. The
bibliographical survey summarizes published statistical data on migration trends in the
Russian Federation, and integrates two existing arguments for the better depiction of the
current state. The first argument is the transformation of Russian immigration security
into the repressive security policy, and the other is on the issues of the human rights of
migrants, putting special focus on migrant workers from central Asia in the Russian
Federation. It includes summarization of statistical data published by the United Nations,
World Bank and International Organization for Migration. The study also involves such
qualitative analysis of the primary and secondary sources as analysis of the Russian
legislation concerning immigration policy. The Law on legal status of foreigners on the
territory of the Russian Federation, State concept on migration policy of Russian
Federation and other laws and legal acts directly or indirectly affecting well-being of
labor migrants in Russia are analyzed in details. Theories of academicians, scholars’
publications, concerning immigration are taken into account, while evaluating current
situation in the targeted countries. Besides academic papers, publications of the
specialized NGOs, international organizations (IOM and UNHCR) from within the
region were put under the scrutiny as well.

For the purpose of this work, narratives from seven Kyrgyz citizens who had
been labor migrant workers in Russia were collected and analyzed in the case study.

The experienced reality depicted in the narratives partially backs up the discussion of
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the bibliographical survey, and shows further insight. The methodology used in the case

study is “narrative inquiry”. The details of narrative inquiry are discussed in the Chapter

3.

Organization and the structure of the thesis

In order to understand the main reasons that contributed to people’s movement
to Russia, and to answer the question why Russia is chosen as a destination point for
labor migrants, the first chapter analyses the migration patterns and trends to Russia
after the dissolution of the Soviet Union by looking into the background changes in
social, economic, and political situation after the break-up of the Soviet Union. It
illustrates that unlike the first waves of immigrants to Russia, the second waves were
comprised of people moving to Russian in the capacity of labor migrants. The next
chapter looks at Russia’s transformation process of immigration policies and its
connection to national security agenda over the past decades. It argues that the
immigration security policies of Russia brought the reverse effect and resulted in the
rise of illegal immigrants. The illegal status makes the labor migrants to be vulnerable
to different risks and abuses. The theory of Galtung (1990) on cultural and structural
violence is used in this chapter as a theoretical explanation of the argument of why labor
workers fall the victims of various abuses in Russia. The last chapter includes the
narratives analysis of seven Kyrgyz labor migrants that partially backs up the argument
of the first two chapters and depicts the personal experiences of those individuals in

Russia as well as provides a different perspectives for the further study.
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Terminology used in paper

For the purpose of this thesis the following definitions are used:

The International Organization for Migration (further as IOM) defines
Migration as “the movement of people who cross the borders of a foreign country, or
within the same country. It includes any kind of people move regardless of its length,
content or reason; it also includes movement of refugees, displaced persons and
economic migrants” (International Organization for Migration (IOM), 2016).

Labour migration - “movement of persons from one State to another, or within
their own country of residence, for the purpose of employment” (IOM, 2016).

Illegal migration or illegal migrant is used to define the workers who stay in
Russia without proper documentation and without registration with the proper Russian
authorities (IOM, 2016; United Nations (UN), 2016).

Legal entrance of migrants to Russian Federation - means an act of crossing
through the border checkpoints with the proper valid documentation such as passport
and the aim why the worker is crossing the border is clarified and the migration card is
issued. (General Administration For Migration Issues of the Interior Ministry of Russia
(GAMI), 2016)

Illegal entrance - “An act of crossing borders without complying with the
necessary requirements for legal entry into the receiving State” (IOM, 2016)

National security is defined as a system where the state plays the main role
pursuing the goal of ensuring its territorial integrity, preservation of the existing

political regime and safety of the society and individuals (Williams, 2012).



CHAPTER 1: IMMIGRATION INFLOW FROM THE FORMER SOVIET
COUNTRIES TO RUSSIAN FEDERATION
1.1 Historical background: changes of Social, Economic, and Political
Backgrounds of Immigration in Former-Soviet Countries

In order to understand the main reasons that contributed to people movement to
Russia, and why Russia is chosen as a destination point for labor migrants, this part
analyses the migration patterns and trends to Russia after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union to the present. The demographic challenges, labor shortage issues of Russia as
well as the distribution of the labor migrants in Russia by employment industry are also
discussed in the chapter in order to give a whole picture of both social and economic
conditions.

The disintegration of USSR became the time of most chaotic and turbulent times
for many CIS countries and accompanied with severe economic decline and political
and military tensions over the resources in those newly emerged countries (Abazov,
1999, p. 210-252), namely Armenia, Azerbaijan and Tajikistan experienced numerous
armed conflicts that un-stabilized political and social situation and resulted in the
movement of many refugees and ethnic Russians to Russian Federation. (Tishkov &
Zaionchkovskaya, 2003, p. 9-16) Therefore, the immigration trends of this period is
viewed from the political and economic context as a natural consequences of the
collapse of the USSR.

While the exact estimates on migration inflow to Russia varies, according to
International Organization for Migration (2008) report: “Russia is the second largest
country of immigrants after the USA, with the approximate number of immigrants of 12

million”. There are other estimations of academicians and scholars on migration inflows
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to Russia in 1990-2000 indicate that Russia became a destination country to nearly 8
million labor workers from the post-soviet countries (Zaionchkovskaya, 2003). Among
those migrants in Russia, almost 80% are non-registered, undocumented migrants
(Ivakhnyuk, 2009, p.6). According to Russian Federal Migration Service (FMS, 2008)
official statistics, the number of officially registered labor migrants in 2009 was 7.9
million.

Although the main characteristics of migrants moving into Russia are temporal
and consists of labor migrants, the migration patterns from the post-soviet countries to
Russia can be clearly classified into two main groups. First group is the ethnic native
Russians or forced migrants going back to Russia, to their “homeland” (Lazareva, 2008).
Ethnic Russian consisted of 80% of total immigration inflow to Russia in 1994,

Meanwhile, the next wave of migrant’s inflow to Russia has changed to labor
migrants consisted of non-Slavic people that are other ethnicity labor migrants moved to
Russia mainly for economic reasons, (IOM, 2008) with no intention of long-term
residency in Russia but in the capacity of temporary workers. According to approximate
estimations, in 1991-2000 Russia has received from 4 to 8 million labor migrants from
the post-soviet countries, especially from Central Asia (Zaionchkovskaya, 2005).

The factors of such unprecedented movements of migrants can be explained first
of all by the economic factors of both sending and recipient countries (Andrienko &
Guriev, 2005). Since the export and import between Central Asian countries and Russia
has been dramatically decreased, which resulted in poverty and unemployment in most
Central Asian countries. In contrast to that, Russia has experienced a different
development pace, from 1998 s; the Russian economy has shown sign of growth; the

growing oil and gas prices contributed to an economic growth from 2000, which
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reached its peak in 2004-2008. An industrial growth in Russia compared to other newly
emerged countries created an ideal place of destination for the labor workers from
Central Asia; thus, a high demand in the labor force in the field of construction, trade
and transport industries created employment opportunities for hundreds and thousands

of labor workers from Central Asia (Malyuchenko, 2013 p. 5-7).

1.2 Literature review on migration theories, theoretical framework to migration
from Central Asia to Russian Federation

There are various theories of migration developed over the years that differ due
to various reasons why people move, which in their turn affect the migration process in
general in both receiving and sending countries. The most applicable theories to explain
the character of migration trends to Russia from Central Asia are discussed below.
The earliest migration theory is considered to be the “Laws of Migration”, developed in
1885 by Ernst Ravenstein. According to this theory, migration is based on the so-called
push and pull process. Push in this process refers to the unfavorable conditions in the
country of origin, namely heavy taxes, risky investment climate, suppressive legislation
etc., which can “push” people to look for the better conditions in the neighboring
countries or even further. At the same time more attractive conditions in the country of
recipient have a pulling function in this process (Ravenstein, 1885, p.167-235.). This
theory is clearly pertinent with Russia to explain the nature of general movement of
people from post-soviet countries right after the dissolution of USSR in the 1990s.

Everett Lee (1966) revised Ravenstein’s theory by giving more importance to
the “push” factors of sending countries. According to his theory, personal factors and

internal conditions in the country of origin are the most important in defining the
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migration pattern. This theory is most applicable to explain the phenomenon in the case
of Central Asian countries’ economic and political situation that “pushed” labor
migrants move to Russia. The main reasons that contributed to the people’s decision to
migrate were the unfavorable and deteriorating conditions in sending countries such as
unemployment, political instability and social tensions in those countries which
occurred right after the collapse of the USSR (Abazov, 1999; Zaionchkovskaia, 2003;
Ilkhamov, 2006).

The network theory of De Haas (2010) points the role of social capital in
migration processes. In his work “Migration System Formation and Decline: A
theoretical inquiry into the self-perpetuating and self-undermining dynamics of
migration processes”, De Haas argues that network connections in the migrant recipient
country is used as social capital people tend to use in order to gain the access to the
foreign employment. Expansion of social networks helps reduce the costs and risks of
people movement. Migrant communities or diaspora basically play an important role by
creating safety nets and informal communities and therefore the probability of migration
movements rises.

In the Central Asian case, this theory clearly works: millions of Central Asian
labor migrants residing in Russia have already built informal connections and informal
social networking that contributes more people to emigrate to Russia (Igushev, 2003;
Ilkhamov, 2006). This theory is also partially backed up with the case study of Kyrgyz
labor migrants who chose Russia, as a country of destination because of social
networking already existed there.

As opposed to Lee’s theory, Stouffer’s (1940) Law of intervening opportunities

puts more emphasis and gives more importance to the opportunities in the country of
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destination. According to this model, the number of migrants is directly proportional to
the number of opportunities in a particular country-recipient. Russian demographic
challenges and acute need for foreign labor workers in the Russian labor market support
the argument that pull factors such as employment opportunities in Russia attract labor
migrants and is proportional to the demand of market and supply, thus created
interdependent, complementary labor markets between Russia and Central Asian
countries. (Lazareva, 2008; Zaionchkovskaya, 2007). This theory is suitable with
Russian deteriorating demographic situation which cannot provide enough labor force
and is dependent on foreign labor.

Based on the theoretical review presented above, this research will try to support
the hypothesis that the less job opportunities Kyrgyz people find in their country, the
more attractive migration to the neighboring countries will be; and the more expanding
the social interconnections with Russia are, the clearer is their interest and more obvious
is their choice.

The strength of this research is that the hypothesis will be evaluated against the
primary sources, an interview of the labor migrants from Kyrgyz Republic.
Nevertheless, the most important limitation is presented by the lack of statistic data on
number of labor migrants arriving to Russia from Central Asia as well as difficulty to
assess influence of family or friendship relationships on migration destination choice
accurately. Therefore, the following research and, most importantly, the empirical data
collected will be analyzed and the conclusion on whether the theory is supported by the

evidence or not.



1.3 Background characteristics of three most sending countries of Central Asia to
Russia: “push factors” that contribute to labor workers move

Central Asia which consists of five former Soviet countries such as Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan was particularly hit hard by the
dissolution of centrally planned economy and witnessed the mass outflow of people
moving for Russia for economic reason in search of a better life (Laurelle, 2007 p. 103).
According to the official statistics from Federal Migration Service of the Russian
Federation, the number of Central Asian migrants in Russia is growing from year to
year, reaching up to 42% in comparison to 33% five years ago (GAMI, 2016). The main
factors that contributed to a mass migrant movement from Central Asia to Russia is an
economic decline in those countries. Thus, the intensity of migration from Central Asia
to Russia depended on the economic factors and people moved from poverty trapped,
job-scarce regions to place with better employment situation like Russia (Abazov, 1999;
Laurelle, 2007). The brief background information on three Central Asian countries
clearly showcases the main reasons why local population opts for labor migration. In
other words, the following country profiles restate the push factors of the sending

countries.

1.3.1 Kyrgyzstan - a brief country profile.

By looking into basic statistic information on Kyrgyzstan, one can understand
what gave an impetus to the Kyrgyz nationals to leave their homes and look for the
better job opportunities elsewhere. The Kyrgyz Republic is the second poorest country
in the Central Asia, after Tajikistan. Since its independence, the state is facing

increasing migration rates, heating 339 600 people in the following 5 years (IOM, 1996,
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p. 67). Some researchers suggest that due to the fact that the migration processes are
prone to political sensitivity, the real numbers of migrants cannot be obtained (Abazov,
1999, p. 237). However, according to the Slovo Kyrgyzstana (January 5, 1995) the
number of Kyrgyz citizens who left their home country during the period of 1989-1994
hit 13.1% of the population — somewhat more than half a million.

In order to understand nature of the migration processes in Kyrgyzstan, it is vital
to understand the ethnic composition and history of population of the country. During
the late 1930s through 1960s, Kyrgyzstan experienced 3 waves of industrialization that
resulted in highly and rapidly increasing the number of Russians in the country
(Morkynin, 1999). In the course of 20 years their numbers doubled. Thus,
representatives of those “implanted” nationalities were the first group to migrate when
the Soviet system collapsed and the opportunity to go back to Russia became feasible.

The common Soviet history, family or business network, good command of the
Russian language and shared cultural values, as well as bilateral cross-border
agreements, can be counted as the key to the choice, people from Kyrgyzstan made in
the aftermath of the disappearance of the Soviet Union. However the main reason that
contributed to the flow of people from Kyrgyzstan to Russia is the economic decline,
unemployment and poverty. In particular, most of the labor migrants from Kyrgyzstan
to Russia are from less developed rural regions and south part of war torn regions where
the living conditions are the hardest and the poverty is acute.

The political tensions between Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan in 1990 as well as the
continuous popular appraisals and revolutions of 2000s followed by the change of the
elite power also contributed to the deteriorating economic situation and political

instability. Namely, the Osh conflict in summer of 1990 involved the large Kyrgyz and
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Uzbek ethnic groups of Central Asia. Then, in the Uzgen, the conflict took place in
1990, with sporadic outbursts of criminality on other days as well (Asankanov, 1996;
Cheterian, 2010).

Thus, though the main push factors are considered to be poverty and the
economic instability, it is also true for this Central Asian country that historically
formed ethnical consistency influenced the ever-increasing number of migrants willing
to move to Russia considerably. Unlike Tajikistan, Kyrgyz economy and internal labor
market are not stagnating and the GDP per capita (table #1) is much higher.
Nevertheless, the continuing increase in the number of the Kyrgyz migrants arriving to
Russia can be interpreted as a result of the close ties with the first wave of the migrants,

which in its turn supports the Network theory of De Haas.

1.3.2 Tajikistan - a brief country profile.

Slightly different situation can be seen in Tajikistan, which was plunged into
civil war almost right after it became independent of the Soviet Union in 1991. Though
the civil war ended 6 years later, the economy of Tajikistan actually has never recovered,
and poverty is widespread (Jones, Black, & Skeldon, 2007). As the result, Tajikistan is
the poorest country in Central Asia with the lowest adult literacy rate and the most fast
growing population (see table 1). The shrinking local labor market, economy stagnation
and the tougher competition for scarce job opportunities pushed young males to look for
more attractive wages in the foreign lands. As the migrants™ endeavors paid off, the
labor migration to Russia became a tendency, which led the country’s economy
dependent on the migration remittances. The migration remittances from Russia alone

consisted 42.7% of country’s GDP in 2014 (Putz, 2015).
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Economic difficulties and deteriorating political situation are the main factors

that push millions of Tajik people to move to Russia in the capacity of labor migrants.

Although exact numbers of Tajik migrants in Russia are not available, the migration

studies devoted to Central Asian migration indicate that the number of Tajik labor

migrants in Russia consists of approximately 600,000, which is almost 10% of the

whole population of Tajikistan. (Jones, Black, & Skeldon, 2007, p. 8). For one of the

smallest Central Asian countries an outflow of their nationals of 10% might have long-

lasting consequences and constant dependency on the recipient country, as almost half

of the country’s budget comes from the incomes of the labor migrants.

Table 1: Human Development Indicators in Central Asia and selected other countries,

1991
Urban Population Life Adult Real GDP UNDP
population growth expectancy literacy per capita Human
(%) in 1992 (p.a.) at birth rate (%) (PPPS) Development
(yrs) Index
Kazakhstan 58 1.8 69 97.5 4490 0.774
Turkmenistan 45 2.8 66 97.7 3540 0.697
Kyrgyzstan 38 2.3 68 97 3683 0.685
Uzbekistan 40 2.9 69 97.2 2790 0.664
Tajikistan 31 3.1 70 96.7 2180 0.629

Note. Adapted from

“Women And Gender Relations in Tajikistan ’by J. Falkingham. (2010)

However, the growing number of the labor migrants from Tajikistan cannot be

totally attributed to the higher birthrate or political instability after civil war in 1990s;

the country's scarce natural resources and the lack of internally developed industries

were the prerequisites for the inability of the local economy to recover and support

higher living standards of the population.




1.3.3 Uzbekistan - a brief country profile.

Unlike Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, Uzbekistan is a resource-rich country with
the population of about 31 million (as recorded in the beginning of 2015),
approximately half of which lives in urban areas. However, since the early 90s,
Uzbekistan has also faced the economic decline and one of the most difficult challenges
that country faced was lack of employment opportunities and a high disparity in living
standards between rural and urban areas. Also high unemployment and low wages have
resulted in a mass labor migration to Russia and Kazakhstan due to the demand for
cheap labor forces particularly in construction sectors of Russia and Kazakhstan. Rough
estimation of Uzbek labor migrants to Russia from 1990 to 2006 reached one million
(llkhamov, 2006). With the Uzbek migrants being the second largest group of the
foreign labor force in Russia, it is more obvious that the national natural resources are
not always the guarantee for stability and do not always balance the other push factors.
In this case, the push factors might have been political instability and the inability of the
rural population, which is more than half, to adapt to the market economy, where
collective farming is no longer a pattern. In addition to this, one has to mention that
Uzbekistan is a country where family ties value the most and therefore, it is obvious that
once the first wave of migrants settled in Russia, their family members or the close
friends followed. And as the Uzbek traditions are famous for close ties of the extended
family, the waves of the migrants arriving to Russia might be decreasing only if the
local Uzbek economy provide ample opportunities for its nationals or the Russian labor
market would no longer be attractive.

As a conclusion, though Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan have different

economic prerequisites and natural resources, they all ended up with certain level of
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political instability and high rates of unemployment, resulting in common
characteristics of the sending states with strong push factors. At the same time, shared
history and some basic cultural values, as well as language, coupled with better
economic condition and, therefore, more job opportunities in the neighboring Russia,
played the role of the compelling pull factors that are to be examined in the later section

of this Chapter.

1.4 Russian demographic challenges and labor migrants

There are a number of factors that make Russia an attractive place for labor
migrants from the neighboring less developed states, including Central Asian countries.
One of them is the aging society, which is the result of the decreasing birth rate in the
country. Many academicians and policy experts suggest that the demographic
challenges of Russia are acute and the population of Russia has actively been shrinking
since 1992. The demographic forecast for 2050 indicates that the number of working
age population will be reduced to 50% (Andrienko & Guriev, 2005). According to
Andrienko & Guriev (2005) the population change in Russia is predicted to reach minus
17 percent between the years 2004 and 2025 in contrast to the positive population
growth in Central Asia which will be reached to 89 percent by 2025. The United
Nations also notes that Russia is unable to get by without foreign labor, particularly due
to its demographic situation of an aging population and shrinking domestic
workforce (UNDP, 2009, p. 96). In order to compensate this drop annual inflow of one
million working age migrants is necessary and therefore the migration from Central
Asian countries would be used as a solution to current challenges (Meilus, 2013; Schenk,

2010; Zaionchkovskaya, 2003).
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Russian authorities also acknowledged the problems of demography and aging
population. The Russian Federal Statistics Agency Rosstat indicates that the Russian
population will be shrinking by 11 million people from 2008 to 2025. The biggest
decline in the population will be between 2011 and 2017.

However, there are two groups among Russian officials, pro and anti-migrant;
one is those who do not consider migration as necessarily beneficial to resolve the
country’s demographic challenges, but instead they considered migrants as a threat to
internal security by linking them to criminality and domestic terrorism. This group of
Russian authorities frequently described the foreign workers as economic threat by
blaming them for $8 billion lost taxes (Marat, 2009, p. 22).

While the other group consisted of those who favored labor migrants and
considered them as useful tools to address the demographic issues of the country
(United Nations in the Russian Federation, 2008).

Russian President VVladimir Putin in his speech in 2006 at the council of
legislators (Putin, 2006), declared that temporary labor migration of non-Russians from
Central Asia does not solve the country's demographic problems, instead he stressed on
the realization of the immigration programs of invitation of ethnic Russian compatriots
to immigrate to Russia as the key solutions to address the demographic challenges of the
country. This was interpreted by some scholars and academicians as extremely
nationalistic and discriminatory and xenophobic (Meilus, 2013 p. 16; Schenk, 2010 p.
109; Marat, 2009).

Meanwhile, Dmitrii Medvedev made a speech in favor of labor migrants three
years later in 2009, and pointed that the foreign labor migrants would be the best

solution to address the labor shortages as well as the country’s demographic problems.
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He stressed in his speech that the labor migrants from Central Asia are taking the
positions that the Russian people are not willing to take in such industries as
construction, trade and transportation. Also, he urged to “respect” the labor migrants
since they are contributing to the economy of Russia and filling the gaps of labor

shortages of the country (Medvedev, 2009).

1.4.1 Distribution of foreign workers in Russia by industry
The table below gives an estimate of labor migrants’ employment in Russia by

sector (see table 2):

Table 2: Distribution of foreign workers (by types of economic activity)

2005 2006

No. % No. %
Total 702,500 100 1,014,013 100
Building 272,122 38.7 414,084 40.8
Industry and mining operations 48,725 6.9 72,245 7.1
Agriculture, hunting 33,438 4.8 72,646 7.2
transport, communication 32,972 4.7 46,990 4.7
Trade and services 213,933 30.5 270,944 26.7
Other types of economic activity 101,310 14.4 137,104 135

Note. Adapted from “Migration in the Russian Federation: A Country Profile 2008 by
Chindea A. and Majkowska-Tomkin M., 2008. International Organization for Migration.

While the estimates of labor migrants distribution by the economic sector

according to their legal status vary, according to the recent sociological survey and
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report on labor migration in Russia conducted by Denisenko & Varshavskaya, the
number of migrants legally working in Russian exceeds 2 million as of 2012, and apart
from construction and building industries that make up the most of the foreign labor
workers, many labor migrants from Central Asia are involved in the low skilled work
spheres such as taxi/mini bus drivers, at markets as whole selling, working in cafes,
dishwashing, and street cleaning since these works do not require the professional
training, educational background or special skills (Denisenko & Varshavskaya, 2013).
Meanwhile, some of the works of academicians suggest that the highest concentration
of illegal labor migrants is in shadow economies of the country and consists of 40% to
60% of the whole numbers of foreign labor workers in the Russian Federation
(Krassinets, 1998; Marat, 2009).

The Russian government showed no real political will to deal with the rise of
xenophobia towards labor migrants, instead its self-contradicting and ambiguous
approach to deal with the immigration hinders effective migration policy from being
realized (Meilus, 2013).

It is clear that the Russian government is torn between the ever-decreasing
population that leads to the acute labor shortage and all the consequences entailed and
the challenges of the extensive labor migration from the Central Asian countries that
might lead to popular discontent and illegal practices. Simultaneously, the deteriorating
economic condition in the sending countries continue pushing more and more people to
migrate and Russian labor market de facto is ready to accommodate low skilled workers
for the sectors that cannot be filled with the Russian citizens. As the result, the dilemma
exist rather de jure, while labor migration de facto is a non-stop process.

However, the migration processes should be regulated and the labor migrants
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who are on the territory of the Russian Federation already should be taken care of.
Therefore, it is vital to understand the Russian immigration policy evolution since the
very collapse of the Soviet Union, to analyze how the practices were evolving and
effecting the political decisions as well as how those adopted regulations were in their
turn affected both the local population and the labor migrants. Such analysis is

undertaken in the next Chapter.
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CHAPTER 2: MIGRATION TRENDS AND IMMIGRATION POLICY
TRANSFORMATION IN THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION IN THE LAST 25
YEARS
2.1 Liberal migration policy stage in the 1990s: welcoming “compatriots” to Russia

The chapter looks at Russia’s transformation process of immigration policies
and its connection to national security agenda over the past decades. It also lays down
the theoretical framework on migration that are pertinent with migration patterns to
Russia from the post-soviet countries. The main part of this section is devoted to look at
how the immigration related changes affect the wellbeing of labor migrants in Russia.

In order to summarize the Russian migration policy evolution within the last 25
years, it is necessary to trace the implementations of legislation in immigration policies
as well as to trace the immigration priorities and tendencies over a certain period in the
past. According to different researchers and academicians, the development of the
migration policy of the Russian Federation went through 3 basic stages (Meilus, 2013 p.
16; Tipaldou & Uba, 2014).

Stage one refers to a period of the 1990s right after the collapse of the USSR and
it was mostly oriented on providing assistance to the forcibly displaced people, refugees
and native Russians from the post-soviet countries. This period is considered to be the
most liberal from the political viewpoint since it aimed to regulate the unexpected
inflow of ethnic Russians back to their “homeland” (Meilus, 2013 p. 16; Alexseev,
2006) and Russian government engaged itself to settle the influx of migrants from post-
soviet countries.

As the basis for the formation of the migration policy, the Russian government

signed the international documents on refugees, namely The 1951 Convention on
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refugees and the Additional Protocol on refugees of 1967 in 1991. In accordance with
the procedures of implementation of international norms into the national legislation,
Russian Government also issued a Decree #135 “On providing assistance to refugees
and forcibly displaced people” (March 3, 1992), without the requirement of “propiska”
to the above-mentioned groups of people.

Also, Russian Government adopted the State Program “Migration” (May 18,
1992), where the first principles of migration policy were stated. The new Program
stipulated the most important right of the migrants to move freely and choose place of
living and jobs. Moreover, intolerance to the discrimination based on race, sex, religion,
citizenship, belonging to social groups or political beliefs was pronounced and the
program also put down the guarantees of the equal treatment with the citizens of the
hosting country. Besides, necessity of the interstate coordination to provide assistance to
this group of population (refugees, displaced people, migrants) was recognized for the

first time.

2.1.1 The legislative basis for the immigration policy in Russia.

The substantial part of the legislative basis for the immigration policy in Russia
consists of the main law of the country — the Constitution of the Russian Federation
(December 12, 1993), the law on refugees that was adopted in 1993 and Law on
citizenship (1991, November Law N 1948-1). Besides the Laws, the legislative control
of the migration processes is based on legal regulations of the Government
(podzakonnye akty) and the internal policies of the state bodies dealing with
immigration.

The norms of the Law on Citizenship were adopted immediately in the aftermath
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of the Soviet Union collapse and still close ties between the former soviet republics
resulted in quite liberal requirements to the acquisition of the Russian citizenship by
those residing on the territories of the 15 countries. According to the Law on
Citizenship, the citizens of former Soviet Union countries could obtain the Russian
citizenship via simplified procedure meaning that an application could be sent directly
from the applicant’s home country without necessarily being on the territory of the
Russian Federation. (Zhukawa, 2006).

However, in reality, the Law on Citizenship proved to be ineffective and overly
bureaucratic since it required a lot of necessary documents to grant the citizenship to the
immigrants from the post-soviet countries (Meilus, 2013, p. 17). The most part of those
who fled to Russia in the capacity of refugees as well as internally displaced people had
no proper documentation and thus failed to get the Russian citizenship.

Some scholars (lvakhnyuk Irina 2009) argue that the bureaucratic stipulations in
the Law were not intentional but rather circumstantial, and unpreparedness of the
Russian government to control and regulate the migration influx can be explained by
several factors: political and economic instability of Russia in 1991-1995 due to the
collapse of the Soviet Union, lack of experience in the field of migration and no state
capacity to implement long term migration policies at that time. Thus, due to lack of
clear controlling mechanisms, inconsistency of migration regulating laws, especially the
discrepancy of Law on Citizenship and no clearly distinguished differences between the
returning Russians, refugees, and labor migrants from Central Asian countries, over
three million people ended up staying in Russia without any status as of 2000 (Meilus,
2013).

An unprecedented amount of immigrants from the post-soviet countries
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including both legally staying and illegally staying in Russia raised serious concern
among Russian society as well as officials over the possible economic, political and
social impact of it on Russia. The aim, objectives, priorities of migration policies were
reconsidered and reoriented into a war against illegal immigration (Latsis, 2002;
Igushev, 2003).

As a conclusion, the seemingly liberal immigration legislation in the 1990s
proved to be the result of the Russian government’s anxiety and lack of experience on
the part of the immigration regulation and resulted in creating more constraints and in
making assimilation of the labor migrants and refugees impossible. As the consequence,
the number of the labor migrants staying in the country illegally increased and raised a
lot of concerns and negative reaction of the local population. Therefore, the next stage
in the development of the migration regulation was rather restrictive and reflected the

realities of that period.

2.2 Repressive migration policy: ethnic nationalism and security issues

The next stage in the process of immigration policies evolution of Russia can be
considered as repressive one. In the 2000s under the national security agenda of the
fight with internal and international terrorism (Rukavishnikov, 2002) Russian
government reconsidered the immigration policies as a serious policy matter and
reoriented it into the war against illegal immigration as the main source of the internal
instabilities and threat to the national security (Latsis, 2002; Igushev, 2003).

These immigration policies were driven by ethnic nationalism, which was
expressed as institutional and social xenophobia (Schenk, 2010). Some academicians

(Meilus, 2013) argue that the lack of coherent migration policy of that period
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deliberately created plan of “ideological patriotism” by president Putin in order to gain
the public support as an element for modernizing Russia as an election campaign. This
“patriotism” however resulted in extreme xenophobia towards foreigners. (Laurelle,
2009, p. 8). But obvious need for migrant workers to fill the gap in Russian labor
market shortages did not fit with the government's nationalistic sentiment. According to
Schenk (2010), the immigration policies of Russia has linked to national security and
nationalism that totally undermined the demographic reality of Russia and denied the
fact that labor migrants can be used as a solution to fill in the shortage of labor markets
in Russia.

The changes in migration policies also have a direct influence from the events
such as internal terrorism and international terrorism (Meilus, 2013 p. 16; Schenk, 2010
p. 109). In 1999 numerous domestic terrorism attacks occurred in the territories of
Russian Federation, namely there were series of apartment bombings in several cities of
Russia that resulted in the death of 1000 civilians (The Fifth Estate, 1999).

The series of bombings, occurred in the Russian cities, exacerbated the Russian
people, ethnic Russian population fear of threat of foreigners, Muslims and all ethnic
minorities and led to the outbreak of anti-immigration hysteria in media segregating and
condemning the “enemies” (Kjdlstad, 2009).

In parallel with these events, the Federal Law (N 115-FZ) dated July, 25 2002
“On the Legal Status of Foreign Citizens in the Russian Federation” was given force in
2002 (Suharnikova, 2013). According to the law N 115-FZ the labor migrants who just
entered Russian Federation were classified as “temporary staying foreigners”. The
temporary staying foreigner’s allowed period of lengths of staying in the territory of

Russia was 90 days upon arrival date. Within this 90 days, the foreigner has to find an
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employment and has to get the proper work permit and his status changes from
“temporary staying foreigner” to “temporary staying resident”.

Additionally, according to the law, temporary staying foreigners, needed to
register with the City Department of Interior of the Russian Federation within three
days upon arrival to the Russian Federation. The documents necessary for the
registration were either labor agreement issued by the prospective employers or written
rental contract between the landlord and the foreigner. Moreover, all foreigners had to
have a proof of employment, tax payment receipts and lease agreement copies in order
to get an employment.

In reality, for labor migrants, it was very difficult to get both labor agreements
and rental contract within 3 days. Employers are not willing to employ the foreign labor
migrants and landlords did not provide any written agreement, especially to foreigners,
in order to evade the taxes (Schaible, 2003). Since many landlords did not provide lease
agreement easily in order to avoid the tax, many labor migrants had no choice but to get
the work without proper documentation, which made them vulnerable to different
abuses from the hands of employers, police and general public. For many labor workers,
these restrictions left almost no chance to register legally and work in the country
legally (Meilus, 2013). Most of the labor workers got engaged in the shadow economy.
Through 2000 to 2005 numerous labor migrants from Central Asian were simply
employed in such areas as construction and trade without any registration with the
Russian authorities.

Instead of expected decrease in the number of illegal immigrants the result was
reverse; the number of illegal immigrants in Russia have been dramatically increasing

year by year as a result of repressive and restrictive immigration policies. It also
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provoked a growth of corruption in the immigration industry (Meilus, 2013, p. 23).

Security concerns became almost inseparable from the immigration issues and became
so interconnected in the minds of average citizens that one can find it necessary to look
into those notions in more details in order to understand the nature and tendency of the

Russian immigration policy development.

2.2.1 National security, Russian nationalism and immigration
interconnection.

In 2004, another terrorist act hit Russia, the group of criminals took the Beslan
school children as hostages and the siege has resulted in the death of 385 people
including mostly children. In response to that, the Russian authorities took another
number of decisions to fight the separatists and extremists and connected them to
“international terrorism”. In the light of these events, the struggle against illegal
immigration also took center stage as a source of internal crime and terrorism
(Mukomel, 2006, p.4-5).

As another step to fight against “international terrorism” and extremists the
Russian government adopted a Federal Law on countering extremist activities in 2002
(Federal Law On Countering Extremist Activities, 2008). This Law enabled the police
enforcement to make random street document checkups, unexpected raids to
“suspicious” people’s homes to disclose, suppress and prevent all the forms of
“extremist activities” (Human Rights Watch, 2007).

However, according to Sevortian (2009), the definition and interpretation of
“extremist activities” were not clearly defined and were really broad, and therefore, the

Russian government was criticized by many organizations concerned with human rights
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for having a harsh manner in implementing the law and for justifying a legal platform
for lawful acts against foreigners and human right organizations.

In addition to already existing stereotypes of illegal migrants as the potential
threat and the source of terrorism, the numerous deadly attacks in the 2000s firmed
popular phobia and justified stricter policies against basic rights and freedoms of the
migrants. The legislative norms of that period reflected the willingness of the
Government to exercise tighter control over the immigration flow. The overwhelming
control was exercised not only against individual migrants, but also over any

organization protecting their rights and the civil society in general.

2.2.2 Russian authorities’ crackdown on civil society NGOs and human
rights organizations.

The role of international organizations and human rights organizations
concerned with the human rights of labor migrants in Russia is very important to
intervene the situation and help to ease the situation of labor migrants in Russia. In this
section the relationship between the Russian government and the human rights
organizations is discussed in more details in order to understand how the tighter control
policies affected such organizations.

Russia has been criticized by the human rights activists concerned with the
human right issues for not affording the civil society to have the freedom of expression,
freedom of movement, and especially for not letting the NGOs and human right
organizations concerned to operate freely on its territory. Different forms of restrictions
and repression have been done by Russian government under the flag of “national

security” agenda. The government's harsh attitude on civil society has been widely
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discussed by media all over the world since those organizations existence is vital for
vulnerable groups to different risks and discrimination, including labor migrants in a
foreign country (Human Rights Watch, 2014).

The government’s crackdowns included the internet restrictions, random sudden
police checkups and persecution of human activists, coupled with laws. In 2012 the law
was adopted, which requires all the NGOs receiving funds from international
organizations to register as “foreign agents”. In addition to this, from June 2014
empowered the State to label organizations as “foreign agents” without the consent of
those organizations. In May 2015 a new law was adopted and signed, which lets the
police authorities to label those organizations as “undesirable,” if they are receiving the
funds from the international organizations (Child Rights International Network (CRIN),
2015)

Inability of the government to differentiate between the “foreign funds” and
“foreign interests” resulted in common perception of the NGOs with foreign donors as
popular enemies. Crack down on the civil society entities striped the labor migrants of
the last chance on social protection from the state abuse and made the human rights

violation problem even more acute.

2.2.3 Violence towards labor migrants through religion, ethnicity and
identity

As it is shown in the previous section, the violence towards labor migrants was
an unavoidable consequence of the state policy in the 2000s. Direct and indirect acts of
violence that occurred during that period in Russia can be analyzed through the prism of

the Galtung's theory of “Cultural Violence”, which he proposed in 1990. This is the
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continuation of his first theory of “structural violence” that he introduced in 1969.
Cultural violence means any violence which is direct or indirect based on someone’s
ideology, religion, race or language. This violence is built into a culture and justifies
any violence in a society by creating “Us” and “Them”. Structural violence is expressed
in a way that it changes people’s mindset in the long run and justifies, condemns,
represses and marginalizes certain group of people. Galtung describes cultural and
structural violence as direct and indirect (Galtung, 1990). Indirect violence is expressed
via the media, social phobia of certain groups of people, the expressions of Russian
authorities etc., while the direct violence is expressed in case of Central Asian labors
being the subject of ethnic based violence and crimes.

The hostile political and social environment created for years made the labor
migrants to be the most unwanted group of people and exacerbated the human rights
and human security of them in Russia. According to Schenk (2010):

“Both institutional and societal xenophobia work together to create an environment
that demands restrictive immigration policies, despite the economic and demographic
need for migrant labor”. In other words, restrictive immigration policies are created as
a result of institutional and societal xenophobia and undermines the role of labor
migrants. The society is perceptive to governmental rhetoric and media. Institutional
and societal xenophobia is a result of governmental nationalistic sentiment and rhetoric
which is expressed through media and policies. In the meantime societal xenophobia
includes the activity of nationalistic groups and attacks on foreigner (Schenk, 2010, p.

113-116)
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2.2.4 Ethnic hostility: expansion of xenophobia and ethnic based criminality.

The hostile environment towards foreigners that was discussed in the previous

section has been constructed for years and led to the rise of xenophobia and racism in

Russia. This kind of hostile environment particularly exacerbated the situation of labor

migrants in terms of their human security. In this section the ethnic based criminality

against foreigners in Russia and Russian public perception of foreign labor migrants as

the result of the existing xenophobia, are discussed.

According to Sova Center in Moscow, the number of ethnic based criminality

has been increasing from 2004 to 2008. People from Central Asia and Chechnya are

found to be the most victims of hatred crimes (see tables 3, 4).

Table 3: Consolidated Statistics of Racist and Neo-Nazi Attacks in 2005-2006

(by the season)
2005 2006
Killed Beaten, | Total Killed | Beaten, Total victims
wounded | victims wounded
Winter 6 (3/4/1) | 70 76 7 98 105
(December/January+ (14/53/3 | (17/57/4) | (3/4/0) | (52/41/5) | (55/45/5)
February/no date[1]) )
Spring 5 117 122 14 73 87
Summer 6 62 68 - - -
Autumn 15 99 124 - - -
Year total 32 386 418 - - -

Note. Adapted from “Hate Crime in Russia: Statistics” 2006. SOVA Center
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Table 4: Consolidated Statistics of Racist and Neo-Nazi Attacks in 2005 and 2006
(by the object of attack)

Year 2005 January - May 2006
Killed [Beaten, wounded |Killed |Beaten, wounded
Including: 32 386 18 119
Dark-skinned people 3 37 2 15
People from Central Asia 9 28 4 7
People from the Caucasus 9 49 7 22
People from the Middle East and 0 11 0 2
North Africa
People from Asia-Pacific Region 2 59 1 15
(China, Viet-Nam, Mongolia, etc.)
Other people of "non-Slav 1 59 3 14
appearance”
Members of youth subcultures and 3 124 1 32
leftist youth
Others, or not known 5 19 0 12

Note. Adapted from “Hate Crime in Russia: Statistics” 2006. SOVA Center

It is clear from the above mentioned statistics that the racist attacks are

escalating and people from Central Asia and Caucasus combined together constitute one

of the most violence-targeted groups. The prerequisites for open violence resulting in

deadly attacks lie in the public perception of otherness of the non-Slavic nations as

posing threat. As it is pointed out in this section and is discussed in more details in the

next, flourishing xenophobia has the roots in the public opinion on foreigners that was

constructed through years.



http://www.sova-center.ru/files/xeno/Seasons%20Statistics%20eng.doc

2.2.5 Negative public perception of ethnic minorities in Russian Federation:
public opinion surveys.

Human right organizations concerned with the human rights issues conducted
several opinion poll surveys designed to find out the perception and attitude of Russian
public towards the people of other nationalities, ethnicities and minorities in
Russia (see table 5). In 2005, the Russian Public Opinion Research Center, the
governmental institution under the Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs, conducted the
opinion poll among native Russians on their attitude towards the other ethnicities
residing in Russia. This project was the part of Immigration and Emigration of the
Russian Federation Project.

According to this survey Caucasians are in the top list of minorities that Russian
people “fear of”.

Table 5: Public opinion overview

Please name the nations, representatives of which makes you feel irritation, hostility
(open questions, any number of responds)

2005 | 2006 | 2009

Caucasians (Azerbaijanis, Armenians, Georgians, Ingush, 23 29 29
Dagestani, Chechens, etc.)

Central Asians (Tajiks, Uzbeks, Kazakhs) 4 2 6
Balts (Latvians, Lithuanians, Estonians) 3 2 3
Chinese 2 2 3
Americans 1 1 3
Arabs, muslims 2 0 1
No such nations 34 41 55
Others 0 0 3
Difficult to answer 30 20 8
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Note. Adapted from “Press release #1282, 2009. VCIOM

2.3 Liberal-restrictive migration policy in 2005: the reality of labor migrants from
Central Asia

In 2005, the chosen path of immigration repressive policy proved ineffective. As
it was shown in the previous sections, it resulted in the growth of illegal immigrants,
hostile public opinion and rising criminality against those arriving from Central Asian
countries. At the same time, the demographic challenges of Russian Federation have
still been an acute issue. The changes aiming to start liberalization of immigration
policy, taking into consideration of unsystematic and ineffective policies of the 2000s,
took place after 2007 with many new regulations adopted in different migration related
areas (Schenk, 2010).

According to Meilus (2013), there are numerous reasons why the government of
Russia has started the major immigration reforms. One is increasing construction boom
that urged for the foreign labor force, the other reason is that the gaps in the current
migration laws were obvious and needed to be reformed, and finally the demographic
issues forced the Russian government to reconsider the immigration policies (Meilus,
2013, p. 24).

As a result, the Russian government made the amendments to the Law of 2002
in 2007. According to new amendments, the period for staying for foreign visitors in
Russia was extended to 180 days, compared to 90 days in 2002.

Also several attempts to simplify the procedures for issuing the work permit and
registration with the Russian authorities were taken place. For example, labor migrants

could apply for work permits in the offices of FMS but not from particular employers,
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which meant the protection from being dependent on one particular employer and being
able to change the employers and work for different employers with the given work
permit (General Administration for Migration Issues of the Interior Ministry of Russia
(GAMI), 2016).

However, new procedures for work permits and liberalization of migration
policies, while laudable on paper, prove complicated in terms of implementation and
application. First of all, although the period for registration with FMS upon arrival to
Russia was changed from 3 days to 7 days, this short period still created significant
obstacle to get the proper document necessary for the registration. Especially the
medical exam which is to be carried out within 30 day but costs around 500 USD is
extremely expensive for migrants, and language test result documents, brought required,
are not applicable to all labor migrants. For the majority of labor migrants these
requirement are challenging and impossible to meet, due to expensive and overly
bureaucratic procedures.

The positive reforms in migration legislation in 2006 and 2007 allowed many
workers coming to Russia to use simplified ways to obtain residency registration and
work permits (GAMI, 2015). However, some academicians argue that those efforts to
enforce the law to work properly have reminded only loud on papers, and in reality,
FMS did not cooperate fully with other related state agencies to enforce the new reforms
(Meilus, 2013).

This stage in the immigration policy of Russia is seen as “liberal-restrictive”
due to the double standard approach to the immigration problems (Tipaldou, & Uba,
2014).

On the other hand, the Russian government cut the quota for work for foreign
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labors and as a result 6 million in 2007 were reduced to 3.38 million in 2008 (GAMI,
2007), while at the same time contradicting policies such as introducing various
governmental programs for attraction of short and long-term foreign labor migration
were introduced, which includes the simplified conditions of entry, residence and
employment of foreign labor workers (Migration Policy Centre (MPC), 2013).

Meanwhile in 2010, the licensing of labor migrants was announced by the
government and as a result around 516,000 migrant’s status were legalized in January-
July 2011. Also, implementation of different programs attracting and granting the
educated and skilled migrants to the territories of Russia from Central Asian countries
has been implemented. Finally, in June 2012, the new Concept of the State Migration
Policy of the Russian Federation for the Period to 2025 was adopted by the decree of the
President of the Russian Federation (General Administration for Migration Issues of the
Interior Ministry of Russia, 2015).

Despite all the attempts of liberalization for the migration policies, current
Russian policies are described as ambiguous towards labor migrants, ineffective and
self-contradictory. Moreover, human Rights Watch indicates that since the government
does nothing to protect the rights of labor migrants, in contrast, there are many cases
when the migrant workers have been humiliated and physically abused at the hand of
police (HRW, 2009, p. 3).

Labor migrants are reluctant to appeal to the government about their rights due
to various obstacles such as being afraid of disclosing of their own statutes. Simply they
do not trust the governmental structures and instead they prefer to use the services of
intermediaries, unofficial channels or direct employers (Meilus, 2013).

All the above mentioned has a very destructive influence and devastating effects
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on the labor migrants’ lives, which are expressed in terms of societal and racial
discrimination, refusal of housing, abuse at the hand of employers, and police
enforcement discriminative checkups and risks of being the target of nationalistic
groups or skinheads. Thus, the situation of labor migrants in terms of their human rights
and security is still an acute issue in Russia (Laurelle, 2007).

Based on the analysis of the legislative regulation of the migration processes in
Russia, one may conclude that its development has undergone several stages starting
with permissive and seemingly liberal to restrictive and abusive. It was shown that
legislation had opposite effect on the real practices and the laws otherwise favorable to
migrants did not have desirable outcomes. Furthermore, as the Government decided to
tighten the policies in the wake of worldwide fight against terrorism, and as the result of
some deadly attacks on Russian territory, the situation for the labor migrants
deteriorated even further. As the result, formation of the popular stereotypes was
affected by the events and government policies, which immediately took form of
increased criminal behavior towards Central Asian migrants.

The analysis of the impact of such hostile environment on labor migrants is
shown in the case study of seven Kyrgyz labor migrants in the next chapter, which
partially backs up the discussions in the previous chapters in terms of human rights

violations of migrants in Russia and provides a perspective for further study.
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CHAPTER 3: CASE STUDY OF MIGRANT WORKERS FROM KYRGYZ
REPUBLIC TO RUSSIA
3.1 Introduction
In this chapter, current situation and theoretical backgrounds of migration to

Russia from post-soviet countries, discussed in previous chapters, are considered from
the perspectives of actual experiences of individuals. The experienced reality depicted
in the narratives of Kyrgyz nationals who have been in Russia in the capacity of labor
migrants partially backs up the discussion of the bibliographical survey. At the same

time, the narratives also give new qualitative insight to existing discussions.

3.2 Method of the case study

Although there is multitude of qualitative research tools, the case study in this
chapter uses narrative inquiry to incorporate the perspectives of the labor workers in
Russian Federation. A narrative is concisely defined as “the stories people tell”
(Patterson & Monroe, 1998). According to Webster & Mertova (2007), narrative inquiry
is “set in human stories of experience” and it “provides researchers with a rich
framework through which they can investigate the ways humans experience in the world
depicted through their stories”. Narrative inquiry recently has been used in the study of
migration. Tyner (2002) suggests that mainly researchers used to observe the migration
trends from outside factors, however, narratives in terms of life experience of
respondents explain the behavioral movements of migrants from inside. Data collection
in this approach is conducted in the form of dialogues between the researcher and the
respondents, as well as field notes, interview transcripts, storytelling, and audio and

video recordings.
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As an advantage of this method, it provides inside view into the phenomenon,
through the tones, intonation of the respondents it reproduces the experiences of
individuals and provides inside views into the personal goals and strategies of migrants
(Watkins, 1999). While the weakness of this approach is that the stories told or texts
provided by the respondents are very subjective and cannot be objectively assessed as a
qualitative data (Meesenburg & Dolberg, 2011).

In this case study, semi-structured interview was conducted to trigger narratives
from the participants. The semi structured interview was conducted with seven Kyrgyz
people who used to work in Russia in the capacity of labor migrants. These seven
respondents who agreed to participate in the interview were found through social
networking such as Facebook. The interview was taken one-to-one interaction with each
respondent in the unofficial atmosphere. Before the beginning of an interview, an
informed consent has been taken orally from each interviewee and they were told that it
was possible to refuse to continue an interview at any time without any consequences.

The questions asked in the interviews were as follows:

1. Why did you decide to leave Kyrgyzstan? What was the main reason?

2. Why did you decide to go to Russia? Why not Kazakhstan or farther abroad?

3. Which part of Russia did you choose? Why?

4. Was the assimilation process difficult? What was the most difficult and why?

5. Do you have relatives in Russia?

6. How did you find job in Russia? What kind of job?

7. Have you ever had problems in obtaining legal documents in Russia (work
permit, patent, etc)
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8. Have you ever asked for help of Kyrgyz diaspora or local NGOs?
9. Have your rights been abused in Russia? If yes, when and how?
10. What do you think can be done to improve the situation for Kyrgyz migrants in

Russia?

11. Have you ever been discriminated on the ethnic basis?
12. Do you plan to return to Russia?
13. Do you plan to move to Russia for permanent residence? If no, why?

The main purpose of the interview was to trigger the narratives from the
respondents and to find out how did they feel in Russia, whether their human rights
have been discriminated, and most importantly to find out the reason why they choose
Russia as a country of destination. The interview was conducted in Russian, and since
some participants did not agree that the interview was audio-recorded, the narratives are
basically recorded as notes and reconstructed by the interviewer. This methodological

process is referred to as texts being “smoothed” (Polkinghorne, 1995).

Brief Profiles of Respondents

7 former and current Kyrgyz labor migrants took part in the interview. As shown below
most of them are males and all of them are in their 20s and 30s. The majority is married
and has children to support, while the rest mentioned their parents and younger siblings
as the family they feel responsible for. It is clear that the better wages are the
predominant motivation for all of the participants, as places of their work in Russia did
not suppose any skillset improvement or learning something new. Though the fields of
their occupation differ, all of them were and are working as low skilled labor.

Based on the period of stay of each of the participant, one may conclude that
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they all went through the period of aggressive immigration policies, discussed in the

Chapter 2 and were potential victims of the cultural violence spread those days in

Russia. It is also clear that once crossed the border in the pursue of the better economic

conditions, each of them stayed in Russia for more than 2 years, while the majority

stayed over 3 years. Nevertheless, as the further more detailed analysis of the interview

revealed almost all of them made a decision not to stay, but rather come back to their

home country.

Participant | Age Sex | Marital status | Period of Place of work
stay
1 22 M Single 2015-2016 Loader in the shop, cooking
personnel in Japanese
restaurant
2 30 M Married 2010-2013 Compressor operator on a
concrete mixing plant
3 32 M Married 2009-2014 Seller in the shop
4 32 M Single 2006-2008 Laborer at a construction site
5 30 F Married 2011-2013 Seller in the shop
6 24 F Single 2014-2015 Cashier at the supermarket,
cleaner in university
7 37 F Married 2013-2015 Hairdresser
Age of Participants
36-40
o\ 20-25
14% ‘8%
31-35

29%

1-30

29%
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3.3 Analysis

The narratives are analyzed according to push and pull migration theory (Lee,
1966) as well as Galtung’s (1990) theory of social violence to answer research questions,
concerning the reasons why Kyrgyz people opt to migrate and why they choose Russia
as their destination country. Beside looking into motivation and classifying the unveiled
factors into “push” or “pull” categories, the analysis reveals the tendency of migrants’

human rights violation in Russia.

3.3.1 Main factors of Kyrgyz labor migration to Russia.

In this section, narratives of the participants are analyzed in terms of push and
pull factors that are discussed in Chapter 2. Push and pull factors of migration are
depicted along economic driven migration, family ties and social networking, and
shared language.

Economic driven migration. As perceived and reconstructed by experiences,
economic reasons as driving force for migration were depicted from all the participants.
Fro example, participant #1 said that: “Financial situation in my family was difficult,

only me and my mother used to work at that moment... . Later he added that no matter
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what kind of hardship he went through as long as his job in Russia helped him to
support his family in Kyrgyzstan. Two other interviewees also mentioned “earning
money” as their main reason to come to Russia. In connection to this they have also
emphasized that lack of job opportunities in home country influenced their decision.
Participant #4 was no exception and said: “Like most of my compatriots, I went to
Russia to work.” Later he added: “For example, if you want to earn money to buy flat,
then here it is almost impossible. It takes a lot of time. Average wages in Russia are
much higher. And I heard a lot of stories about our guys, who returned from Russia,
and could afford to buy an apartment in the city”

The reasons of the other 2 interviewees were almost absolutely identical to the previous
pointing at earnings and job-hunting as their main motivations when moving to Russia.
Though the last participant has slightly different educational background, she stressed
out low wages even for those with tertiary education as her impetus to move. For
example, she said: “. At that time the average salary was between 3000 to 5000 soms.
My salary at that time was 6000 soms, while some of my acquaintances could buy
apartments in Kyrgyzstan after working in Russia.

The narratives of seven participants quoted above, all claiming that economic
reasons as motivation to move, are qualitatively consistent with Ravenstein’s theory
(1976) which puts economic incentives above all. The geographical origin of these
participants is the poorer regions of Kyrgyzstan. Most of them were attracted by the
opportunity to earn more money in Russia than they ever could in their own country.
Most of the respondents had to leave their families in order to be able to support them.

Unemployment and insufficient wages in the home country were mentioned by

all of the interviewees as the main cause for their migration. Those economic situations
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became crucial part of the “push factors” for the migrants. However, it is worthy of
attention that some of the participants attempted to gain “flow” in Russia to gain “stock”
in Kyrgyz. Participants # 4 and 7 in particular were mentioning buying apartments after
working in Russia as strong motivation. “If you want to earn money to buy a flat, then
here [note: in Kyrgyzstan] it is almost impossible. It takes a lot of time. Average wages
in Russia are much higher. And | heard a lot of stories about our guys, who returned
from Russia, and could afford zo buy an apartment in the city”, said participant #4,
while interviewee #7 mentioned about “some of my acquaintances could buy
apartments in Kyrgyzstan after working in Russia”.

What is depicted from the narratives above indicates that those participants
decided to work in a foreign country to seek a better life in their home country. “To buy
apartments in Kyrgyzstan” is an act of investment to their homeland. In this regard, for
some immigrant workers, working abroad can mean seeking a better domestic
opportunity.

The push and pull theory allows for factors to overlap and emphasizes the fact
that migration happens when multiple components are in place, while the importance
each of them differs from case to case. In the case of the participants in this study, the
geographical proximity of Russia and comparatively low migration costs seem to make
up the majority of the pull factors. Participant #2 said that “Russia is closer” when
answering the question why he chose this particular country. Likewise, participant #4
added to the same reason of proximity, affordability of moving to Russia in comparison
to other foreign countries.

The participants claim relative low-cost of moving to Russia as destination. From the

narrative of participant #2, it is suggested that he did not recognize Russia as a “foreign
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country”, at least in terms of moving expenses.

Family ties and social networking: Narratives of Participants #1, 3,5, 6 and 7
indicate that they already had family members, friends, relatives or just acquaintances in
Russia in the capacity of labor migrants so it can be assumed that their choice of Russia
as a country of destination was not spontaneous but it was based on the experiences of
their relatives or friends who were helping them to find a job and assimilate in Russia.

The network theory of De Haas (2010) is clearly at work in this case; the theory
indicates that the social networking in the migrant recipient country is used as a tool to
gain the knowledge and to ensure to minimize the risks of movement. It also argues that
although shared language, geographical proximity and common cultural values are
crucial, once the certain number of migrants have moved to a particular country, they
influence the decision of the potential migrants to follow their footsteps regardless of
their original motivations.

As it can be seen from the narratives, none of the respondents, except one, went
to Russia without support or prior advice from their relatives, friends or acquaintances.
It was either help in finding a job or accommodation. In most cases it was a decisive
factor in choosing a city to settle. Therefore, it proves that though some farther countries
can be more economically attractive with stronger “pull” factors, the prior experiences
of the countrymen play crucial role in decision making process, which is consistent with
the Haas assumptions on migrants to opt for minimal risks.

It also contradicts the Stouffer's (1940) Law of intervening opportunities,
arguing that the main factor for the destination choice is the number of opportunities.
Following this theory, Kyrgyz migrants would either choose more developed countries

with richer choices of employment or would move to the rural areas in Russia, where
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the government is creating all necessary incentives to attract labor force. However, the
narratives of all participants do not prove this to be a viable theory, which describes
Kyrgyz-Russian migration processes.

The following statements of the interviewees illustrate that social ties facilitate
migration processes and affect the future migrant’s choices:

Participant #1. “As I already mentioned above, my sister lived in Moscow. It also was
one of the reasons why choose Moscow”

Participant #3. “Saint Petersburg. Because my elder brother lived and studied there”
Participant #5. “Moscow. Because it’s a capital city”

Participant #7. “I have chosen Moscow because my sister lived there”

It is clear from statistic data that Russian regions with the most labor migrants
are Moscow, Saint Petersburg, and Southern regions like Krasnodar and Stavropol,
which are the most attractive destinations to labor migrants from Central Asia due to the
industrial development in those areas that create the employment opportunities (Laurelle,
2007, p. 107). Or, the main Kyrgyz community is considered to be based in
Ekaterinburg city and mostly employed in trade (Laurelle, 2007, p. 108). However, it is
depicted from the narratives that the fundamental motivation for potential migrants to
choose a certain destination is not because there is a general accumulation of the same
ethnic group, but it is based on personal relationships with relatives or friends.

Shared language: Russian is the official language of The Federation of Russia,
but it is also one of the official languages of the Kyrgyz Republic. Many of the
participants can communicate in Russian, and think that the language ability is one of
the factors that allowed them to work in the country. 3 out of 7 participant pointed at

fluency in Russian as an advantage. For example, participant #1 said: “And the fact that
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I speak Russian played an important role for my decision”, while participant #4 stated:
“We used to be one big country before. Once there I could speak Russian, which also
influenced my decision”

During Soviet Union period, all systems, economic, educational, medical etc.
were centralized and Russia was the center of all key developments. Moreover, the
current economic situations in Former-Soviet states, especially in Central Asian
countries resulting in high rates of unemployment, solidified the impression of Russia
being a better place and pushed younger generations to look for better job opportunities
outside of their countries of origin. As it was vividly expressed by the interviewees
(participants #1, 2, 4 and 5 in particular) one of the key factor in choosing the place to
move to, was shared language.

Countries all over the world set language proficiency requirements as the
cornerstone of their migration systems. In this sense, Russian, as a common language,
does not only lay basis for all Russian-speaking people to share their cultural values and
transfer of knowledge, but plays very technical role in case of migrants —
communication. Good command of the local language is crucial in finding a better job,
having better living conditions and attaining smoother assimilation in the local society.
Therefore, shared language gives Kyrgyz citizens a lion share of advantage and at the
same time constitutes a considerable pull factor for choosing Russia as a destination
country. An opposite example is also shown. As an example, participant #1 noted that
“those migrants who speak Russian badly are checked the most”, while talking about
discrimination against labor migrants. The participant #4 also supported this fact by
saying: “I knew a lot of Kyrgyz guys who have had tough period at the beginning in

Russia. Mainly because they do not speak Russian language .
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Although Russian is one of the official language in Kyrgyz Republic, there are
many Kyrgyz who cannot speak the language due to regional or educational
backgrounds. The participants here, mentioning about those people who worked in
Russia without Russian language ability, seem to recognize themselves as privileged in

terms of language ability which may bring a chance of success in migration.

3.3.2 Cultural and structural violence.

In this section, narratives of the participants are analyzed in terms of cultural and
structural violence in the destination of migration that is discussed in Chapter 2.
Cultural and structural violence that the participants encountered, witnessed, or heard,
are depicted. The main points are cultural and ethnic issues, legal status of migrant
workers, and violation of their labor rights.

Cultural and Ethnic issues: While many of the participants mentioned that
they had the same linguistic background with the destination country, differences of
cultural values are also pointed out. For example, participant #1 explored extensively on
his relatives™ unwillingness to let him go to Russia because: “they knew about situation
in Russia and about the attitude of Russians to so-called ‘visitors’... Of course there is a
difference in culture and values.” Two other participants mentioned different cultural
values and religion saying: “Though we share some history, it is still different country,
different race, different cultural values and most importantly there is hatred against all
migrants, especially non-European looking .

Despite the shared history and language, one should not underestimate the
importance and influence of almost three decades of Kyrgyz independency since 1991

dissolution of the USSR. Since then each post-Soviet country had its own cultural

43



programs, directed to revival of the national mentality and pride and supported
development of the languages of the titular nationalities.

Though unlike most of the Central Asian countries, Kyrgyzstan kept the Russian
language in the status of official, the younger generation born in 1990s does not share
common memories and cultural values of the Soviet Union and therefore, might be less
tolerant to each other. As the result, though the Russian language helps to communicate,
it does not guarantee cultural tolerance, which goes in line with the Galtung’s
explanation of the origin of the cultural violence when absence of cultural tolerance
leads to imposing one's culture on the others, which in its turn is a manifestation of
cultural violence (Galtung, 1990, p. 291).

Legal status of migrants: Russia exempts short-stay visa for most of CIS
countries including Kyrgyz Republic. Yet, migrant workers from those countries need
official working permit to engage in any kind of job, and the process to obtain the
permit is so complicated that many of them end up with illegal status. In the narratives,
conflicts related to the legal status are vividly depicted.

Participant #1 shares his experience with getting legal documentation: ““ I had neither
work permit, nor the patent. In fact, nobody asked. There was just no need for that. In
my memory, those migrants who speak Russian badly are checked the most. Police did
not check me. A story shared by the participant #6 echoes the previous one: “I had a lot
of difficulties in getting legal documents (medical book, work permission, patent etc.) in
the very beginning, as getting them required a lot of money that I did not have. That is
why | had no choice but to work illegally as a janitor in the University and later, as a
cashier in the supermarket.”. Participant #2 goes further describing his unfortunate

experience in dealing with the police: “The Human Resources Department of our
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company took care of all paper work, like registration and the work permit. Once police
checked my documents right on the street. As | had no passport with myself, | was
brought in a police station. | was sitting there for several hours before I was released.”
Similar case was shared by the last participant, who remembered that once “there was
a group of migrants leaving the supermarket and the security requested us to show our
bags to check whether we stole anything.”

Four out of seven interviewees reconstructed their experiences of unequal
treatment and discrimination based on their citizenship and legal status. These incidents
exemplify the transformation from cultural violence to a higher stage of violence
towards certain cultural group — structural. One of the types of such violence is
marginalization (Galtung, 1990, p. 294), which corresponds to the treatment the
interviewees witnessed or were subjected to.

Violation of labor rights: marginalized groups of migrants that are treated
differently, therefore, are doomed to be outsiders in the host country. Another
manifestation of cultural violence is labor exploitation that is also present in 3 out of 7
cases of the interviewees. For example, participant #4 after working on the construction
site was “paid only for three months. Most of the workers were from Central Asia and
we were hired informally without any labor agreements or work permits. This was kind
of a “payment” for giving us opportunity to work”. Participant #6 talks about even
more outrageous discrimination, saying that while working in a supermarket as a cashier
“there was an audit check of cash, if there was any shortage it was taken from our
salaries. This was not fair but I could do nothing to protest because | had no work
proper documents.” More about police injustice was discovered from the interview with

the participant #7, who said that: “Though I had all necessary permissions, they had the

45



right to keep me for 2 days and they did so. They were creating stories and was trying to
force me to sign those, when I refused I was almost bitten.”

The narratives above express the fact that regardless of the legal status of the
workers they could have been the victims of subject of document checkups or taken to
the police. The statements above make it clear that structural violence leads to excessive
form of exploitation and in some cases, direct labor exploitation. The violation of the
migrant’s labor rights became possible due to the prejudices, routine discrimination
existing in the society, as well as the result of unawareness of the Kyrgyz migrants of

their rights.

3.3.3 Different Perspectives.

As shown in the narrative data, experiences of the Kyrgyz migrant workers to
Russia at large reflect theoretical discussions on migration. The narrative data, however,
seem to offer some different perspectives, which need consideration in future studies.

Positive reconstruction of experiences: While some participants narrated cases
of difficult assimilation processes, discrimination, and human rights issues, some say
they had no such problems. Three out of seven stated that their “rights were not violated,
and | did not feel any discrimination towards myself” or “assimilation was not difficult
at all.... I have never asked Kyrgyz diaspora in Russia for any help, as there was no
necessity. My rights were never abused .

How to deal with the claims that they had no difficulty in assimilation is still
unclear. It is either that they really did not have difficulty, or that they had certain
difficulties but did not form into narrative for some reason. If the former is the case,

another theme emerges: the factors need to be specified, qualitatively or quantitatively,
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i.e. period of migration, educational backgrounds, and even how they look in terms of
their physical appearances. On the other hand, it is still possible that the participants did
not want to openly speak about their own difficulty in assimilation. For instance, an
example of strong sense of duty and role can be seen in the following narrative of the
participant #4: “For a man any physical work is acceptable. A man must earn his daily
bread. | have never addressed our diaspora, because | thought they could not help me
any ways”’.

What is evident here is a self-restraint that a man should accept what is going on,
and should not rely on others. There is a strong sense of gender role which may stop
making any complaints. The claims that the participants did not have any difficulty
might be created out of this sense of role or responsibility. This also needs to be further
studied.

Migrants’ Suggestion for Improvement of Migration Policies: Some
participants seem to be making suggestions to Russian authorities on improvement of
migration policies. For instance, two interviewees expressed their hope in getting help
with documentation by saying: “if there is any help in the beginning with paperwork or
some Russian language courses organized, would be helpful ” or “Some help with initial
documentation would be valuable ”. Others mentioned such things that being more
informed on migrants’ rights and laws concerning their status “would be helpful and if
there were courses or trainings on the rights of the migrants, where new comers could
get basic information on their rights and duties and all laws that are affecting our status
in Russia ”. Participant #6 went even further suggesting “it will be useful to prolong the
temporary registration for foreigners like us for 2-3 months ”.

The suggestions include improvement for paperwork, reform of foreigner’s
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registration system, and even institutionalization of social welfare for migrant workers
such as offer of guidance for labor related law, housing, and language training, which
potentially involves huge national budget. The claims on one hand back up the
discussion in Chapter 2 that, despite all the attempt to liberalize policies, the Russian
government shows no political will to make them successfully implemented.

From the viewpoint of the Russian government, the participants’ claims may
sound too demanding, but on the other hand, from these narratives, the following is also
observed: (1) the participants see themselves as actors of their rights: (2) the participants
are aware, consciously or unconsciously, that they contribute to the destination country
as labor force, and consequently make legitimate claims. It is not certain how these
claims are related to individual experiences or views on labor migration. What clear
here is that Russian government perception of labor migrants and migrant’s notion of
themselves may be completely different, however migrant’s idea about their
contribution to Russian economy can be seen as clearly positive.

Migrants’ Initiative. Migration is often explained as a variable of macro-
economics, politics, policies, and other major conditions, both international and
domestic. In this sense, migrants are seen as passive existence who are created and
moved by external big powers. The narrative of the participant #1 reflects this view: “I
would not leave the homeland without serious reason. But the financial situation in my
family was difficult, only my mother and me used to work at that moment, and the father
did not work because of health reasons. Therefore, | have decided to go to Russia and
went to Russia after graduating high school”. The participant emphasizes his decision
to become a labor migrant was not based on his free will. His word, “I would not leave

the homeland without serious reason,” explains everything.
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However, another contrasting narrative shows that immigrants are not just
passive existence who has no other choice. Participant #4 wanted to try something new:
“All my life I lived in Kyrgyzstan and have never been abroad. So when there was an
opportunity to work in another country, so I decided to go .

Migration, whether forced by external conditions or chosen by inner motivation,
is a form of self-realization. The two contrasting narratives seem to show the need to

look at migration from multiple perspectives.
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CONCLUSION

The development of the migration policy of the Russian Federation went
through 3 basic stages. Stage one refers to a period right after the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Russia's migration policy of this period was mostly oriented on providing
assistance to the forcibly displaced people as consequences of the collapse of the Soviet
Union (Suharnikova, 2013).

The bibliographic survey on social, political and economic backgrounds of the
both sending countries and Russia in the first chapter of this work assumes that the high
unemployment and rising poverty coupled with political instability comprised a solid set
of push factors for people to move. While Russia's demographic challenge that resulted
in shortage of the work force in the country created good conditions for labor migrants
to choose Russia as a destination point (Ivaknyuk, 2009).

The main findings of chapter one from the perspective of sending countries are
the economic stagnation, political tensions in the post-soviet countries as a
consequences of Soviet Union disintegration, which resulted in peoples’ move from
post-soviet countries to Russia. Unlike the first wave of migrants in 1990s, majority of
the second wave were labor migrants. It was also established that the shared culture,
language and no VISA requirements were one of the main reasons that contributed to
the peoples’ flow.

From the perspective of Russia it was found that Russian economic situation in
the 2000s was better compared to other newly emerged countries. At the same time,
Russia's aging society and labor shortages naturally created work opportunities for labor

migrants from Central Asia.
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The discussion in the chapter 2 traced the immigration policies evolution of
Russia within the last decades. At the same time the literature review on notion of
human rights of labor migrants was incorporated into the section. The immigration
policies of Russia were dramatically changing over years from liberal right after the
dissolution of the Soviet Union, into restrictive and repressive one in the early 2000s
(Meilus, 2010). The changes in the policies were stipulated by the composition of the
waves of migrants at a certain period. For example, as the first flow of migrants was
mostly comprised of ethnic Russians coming back to their historic motherland, the
regulation of that wave was rather liberal (Laurelle, 2007).

While the next stage of immigration policy of Russia came with the new decade
and was more restricting and concentrated on reduction of the consequences of the
illegal migration (Tyuryukanova, 2005). However, on the contrary to the expected
reduction in numbers of illegal immigrants, the numbers of illegal labor migrants
increased unprecedentedly during this period. Thus the policy stage of second period
proved itself ineffective and short termed. The nationalistic and xenophobic rhetoric of
Russia's government and national security issues were the main directions that
influenced the immigration policies shape of the second stage (Schenk, 2010).

The analysis in the chapter 2 made it clear that the Russian immigration policy
changed into restrictive and repressive one in response to international and internal
terrorism, as mentioned above, Russian migration policies were characterized as
xenophobic and nationalistic. Russian authorities attitude to labor migrants as a tool to
address the county's demographic challenges is inconsistent and contradicting. Hostile
attitude towards labor migrants from Central Asia laid basis for stereotypes and

prejudices in the Russian society, which in its turn led to systematic violation of the
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human rights of migrants. The role of international organizations concerned with the
human rights is totally undermined by the Russian government. The current migration
related policies have serious lapses and limitations. Despite all the attempts to liberalize
the policies still Russian government shows no political will to make them successfully
implemented.

Simultaneously, marginalization of the Asian looking migrants led to profound
discrimination based on their appearance, cultural values and religion. Number of
terroristic attacks in Russia solidified the public perception of “us” against “them”, and
thus laid basis for justification of unfavorable treatment and hostile attitude towards
foreigners (Laurelle, 2007).

Moreover, the Russian government does not allow human right organizations
concerned with the human rights issues to operate freely, and especially those connected
with international organizations are seen as undermining the national security of Russia
and being repressed (Human Rights Watch, 2007).

The case study in Chapter 3 depicted perceived experience and the reality of
seven labor migrants by analyzing the narratives. The findings partially back up the
arguments in the first two chapters. The findings of this chapter support both parts of the
thesis hypothesis, which are: connection between economic situation in the sending
country, Kyrgyzstan, and the willingness of its citizens to migrate; and the connection
between the country of choice for labor migration and extensive social connections.
Based on the narratives of the interview participants, it was established that economic
reasons were the major driving force for migration for 100% of respondents. At the
same time, though geographical proximity of Russia, comparatively low migration costs

as well as language ability were mentioned by the interviewees as important factors why
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they chose Russia as their migration destination, the decisive role in their decision
making was played by the fact that they have already had family members or friends
living or working in Russia, who helped them to either settle upon their arrival or find a
job even prior to their coming to the country.

The further analysis of the narratives discovered that though Kyrgyz and Russia
partly share the same historical backgrounds, they have different cultures and ethnic
groups, and some respondents feel hatred. As legal status of immigrants is not easily
secured, they are marginalized and subject to hardships such as checkups from police,
and more seriously, violation of labor rights.

The case study also suggests perspectives, which were not sufficiently
incorporated in the literatures and need to be further studied qualitatively and
quantitatively. The following points emerged as such perspectives. First of all,
narratives include specific suggestions for what the Russian government has to do to
improve migration policies. This may reflect that the participants see themselves as
actors of their rights, and the participants might be aware that they contribute to the
destination country as labor force. This gives a question of how migrants see themselves
in the eye of the destination country.

Secondly, while theories tend to regard migration as macro-economic or
political phenomenon and migrants as passive existence, the narratives also suggest an
aspect that the choice of moving abroad can be actively chosen as a way of self-
realization. This aspect needs to be studied further.

Meanwhile, by the end of 2005 there were new tendencies in the migration
regulations in Russia that showed a change in approach to the immigration processes,

taking into account the past experience. However, at the same time the policy towards
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labor migrants was characterized as ambiguous and double standardized (Meilus, 2013
p. 16; Alexseev, 2006). Many academicians argue that being not able to secure the
successful implementation of laws and migration related regulations due to the corrupt
and bribed system, the government was undermining the role of labor migrants as useful
solution to address the labor force shortage and demographic challenges (Meilus, 2013).

Thus Russian authorities should address the issues of labor migrants and issues
regarding the legalization of labor migrants in Russia by assessing its real labor market
situation. Russian authorities should also condemn any types of xenophobia and hatred
based on ethnicity not only on the papers but also in actual implementations.

The Russian officials should be accountable for protection of the human rights
and human security of the labor migrants. The labor migrants in Russia should be

treated equally regardless of their work status, ethnic belongings and country of origin.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

APPENDIX A:

INTERVIEW DATA IN RUSSIAN

[Toyemy BbI permmiy mokuHyTh Kbipreizcran? Uto ObLIO TIIaBHOK
MPUYUHON?

[Touemy BbI pemmiu exath B Poccuto? [louemy He B Kazaxcran i ganbHee
3apyoOexbe?

Kakyto yacts Poccuu Bbl BeiOpanu? Ilouemy?

bt nu nporece accummsnuu TpyAHbIM? UTo OBLIIO CaMbIM TPYIHBIM U
noyemy?

Ectb nu y Bac poacreennuku B Poccun?

Kak Bw1 Hammu padoty B Poccun? Kakyro paboty?

boum 1 y Bac npo6nemMsbl ¢ mofydyeHUueM I0pUINYeCKIX JOKYMEHTOB B
Poccun (paspemenue Ha paOoTy, NaTeHT, U T.J1.)

Bb1 korna-Hu6y s oOpammaiich 3a HoMolbio K KeIprei3ckoii Auacnope Win
Kk mectHbIM HITO?

beinm nu Bamm npasa HapyuieHsl B Poccun? Ecnu na, To korjga u xak?

Kak BbI TymaeTe, 4To MOXKET OBbITh C/I€TIaHO0, YTOOBI YIYULIUTh CUTYaIHIO
JUTSL KIPTBI3CKUX MUTpaHTOB B Poccun?

Bb1 kornia-HuOy1b MOABEPraIich JUCKPUMUHALIMN Ha STHUYECKOH mouBe?
IInanupyere nu Bbl BEpHYTHCS B Poccuio?

IInanupyere nu BbI iepeexars B Poccuio Ha MOCTOSHHOE MECTO

JKHUTEIbCTBA? Hoquy Aa Wik 1o4UcMy HET?
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HvpaunoB TokTo0exk PanMoeKoBUY

Hara poxnaenus: 5 aprycra 1994 r.p.

HannonansHOCTB: KBIPTBEI3

CemeliHoe nonoxeHue: XouocT

CocraB cembH: 5 uenoBek B ceMbe, [lana — nencuonep, mama padoraer B Kb
Mecto poxaeHus: r. banbikubl

OOpa3zoBanue: YUUTCS 3209HO B TEXHUKYME T. basibIK4b

[Tepuon npedwiBanus B Poccun: 10.2015-02.2016

Hara unrtepsbio: 28.02.2016

KonTakTtHsiii Tenedon: 996772983092

ITocne oxkonuanus 11 knacca yexan B Poccuto

1. Tlouemy BBI pemnian NOKUHYTh Kbiprerzctan? Uto ObLI0 IJ1aBHON NpUYMHON?
Pemenue nokunyTh KbIprei3ctan He ObIJIO CIOHTAHHBIM, 5 JIOJTO peniacs
CTOUTH JIM exaThb B Poccuto Ha 3apaboTku. Moii orer| ObUT IPOTUB TOTO
4yTOoOBI 5 exain B Poccuto, 1a v Bcs MOsi ceMbsi Obuia mpoTuB. [loTomy uto
3HaNU 0 cuTyanuu B Poccun, 00 OTHOIIEHUHU PYCCKUX K TaK Ha3bIBAEMbIM
«IpUe3KUM». 5 Obl HE MOKUHYI POJUHY 0€3 cepbe3HbIX Ha TO nMpuuuH. Ho
(uHaHCOBas CUTyallMs B CEMbE ObLIa TAXKEJOH, TOCKOIbKY TOJIBKO 5 U
Mama paboTaiu, a oTell He paboTa 1o COCTOSIHUIO 3710poBbs. [loaTOMYy 4
pemwics ¥ noexan B Poccuto nocie OKOH4YaHus IIKOJIBI.

2. Tlouemy BBI pemmin exaTh B Poccuro? [Mouemy He B Kazaxcran mim nanpHee

3apyoexbe?
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5.

6.

51 Be1Opan Poccuto, moTomy uto Tam xuina Mmos cectpa. U Booduie B Poccun
HAXOJATCSl COTHH THICAY KbIprbl3cTaHIeB. Hy U koHe4HO TOT (pakT 4To B
Poccun roBopsT o pyccku, HOCKOJIbKY PYCCKHUI SI3BIK /111 MEHS KaK
BTOPOU POJHOM S3BIK

Kakyto yacts Poccun Bbl BeiOpanu? Ilouemy?
Kak s yxe roBopun B MOCKBE KHBET CECTpa, 3TO U ObLJIO OCHOBHOM
MIPUYUHOU

Bout n mponiece accumMmiannu TpyaHBIM? UTO OBIIIO CAMBIM TPYAHBIM U

noyemy?
[Ipornecc accummsiiiuu He ObUT TPy AHBIM. KOHEYHO ecTh pa3HuIla B
KyJnbType U HeHHocTsAX. Ho camoe rimaBHOE 3TO TO UTO 5 BJIAJACH0 PyCCKUM
SI3BIKOM. JTO OYE€Hb CUJILHO MHE IIOMOTIJIO B Ipoliecce accCuMuisinuu. 1
elle ToT (haKT YTo 51 XKHJI C CECTPON MHE OYeHb oMor. OHa yKe JaBHO
xuBeT U padbotaet B Poccuu. Uepes obiieHne ¢ Hell 1 MHOTO MTOHSUI O
*u3HH 1 ObITe B Poccuu, ocoberHo B Mockse. MHOTUM JIpyrum
MIPUXOAUTCS OUEHB TSHKEIO B IepBoe BpeMs npebriBanus B Poccun. Benp
HEeT HUKAKWUX rapaHTuil HailTh paboTy. A 6e3 paboThl, HEBO3MOXKHO
OIJIaYMBAaTh 3a apeHAy KBapTUPHI U Jpyrue pacxobl. Booobiie :xuth B
MockBe 04eHb 1OpOro

Ectb 5u y Bac poacrsenHuku B Poccun?
Cectpa B Mockse

Kax Bb1 Hanuu paboty B Poccun? Kakyro padoty?
IlepBast mos pabora Obl1a paboTa rpy34uKkoM B MarazuHe «CBs3HOM». DTy

paboTy MHe omoruia HaiiTu cectpa. Ho MeHs He ycTpanBaina 3apaboTHas
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I1aTa, Mo3TOMY MHE PUXOAMIIOCH UCKaTh padoTy mapasuienbHo. Yepes
HEKOTOpOE BpeMsi MHE YAaJ0Ch HAMTH BTOPYIO paboTy. S ycTpouscs B
SITOHCKUH pecTopaH MOBapOM-CYIIUCTOM. B TO Bpemsi ObLIIO OYEHB TSAKEIIO.
[Mpuxoaunock paboTaTh Ha ABYX pabOTax ¥ BpeMEHH CBOOOJHOTO HE
0CTaBaJIOCh AK€ AIEMEHTAPHO YTOOBI IPUNUTH JIOMOW U IPUTOTOBUTH cebe
MoKymaThk. He ObIIIO CHJT TaXe MMOTOBOPUTH C CECTPOM. S MPUXOAMIT TOMOMA
U cpa3zy JOoXxuics crnath. Ha yTpo Bce HaunHanoch Bee ¢ Havyana. He Obuio
MPOTYJIOK 110 Topoay. He Ob1710 BpeMeHH MOCMOTPETh
nocronpuMedarenbHocTH MockBbl. HoO g HE 0 ueM He xaiero. [Totomy uto
sl IOHUMAJI YTO HAXO0KYCh 3/IeCh B MEPBYIO OUYepe/ib paau 3apadbaTbIBaHUs
JICHET Y MMOMOIIHU CBOEH ceMbe B KbIprbi3cTane

7. bpuu nu y Bac npoGiemMsl ¢ ony4eHreM I0puInuecKux J0KyMeHTOB B Poccun

(pa3peuienue Ha paboOTy, MaTeHT, U T.1.)

3a Bce Bpemsi Moero nipedbiBanus B Poccuu y MeHs He ObUIO HU
paspernieHus Ha paboOTy, HHU MaTeHTa. Sl MOHUMAJ YTO ATO HE MPABUILHO U
YTO y MEHSI MOTYT OBITh MpobJieMbl. Ho ere st 3Ham 4To 3TH TOKYMEHTHI B
OCHOBHOM CIIPAlIMBAIOT Y JIFOAEH, KOTOPBIE IUIOXO BIAACIOT PYCCKUM
si36IKOM  [103TOMY Yy MEHSI HUKOT1a HE CIIpaIlIuBaId. Y MEHS He ObLIO
HEOOXOMMOCTH B TIOJIYUCHHH pa3pelieHus Ha padboty. Eme MmHe momor ToT
(hakT 4TO 5 MOXO0K BHEIIHE HA TaTapa WIH JyBalla.

8. BwI kor1a-HUOYIH 00pamaIiCh 3a MOMOIIELI0 K KBIPreI3ckoit tuacmope win K

MecTHbiM HITO?

S Hukoraa He oOparnaics 3a MOMOIIBIO K KbIPTBI3CKON Auacmope. S He

3HaI 00 UX CYIICCTBOBAHUU
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9. bbumn 1 Bamm npasa HapymieHnsl B Poccun? Ecnm ga, To Koraa u xak?
Mouwu nipaBa He Hapymaiuchk. Ecnu He HapymaTh 3aKOH U BeCTH ce0st
CIIOKOWHO, 0co0eHHO B MoCKBe, TO He Oy1eT HUKakux mpodiem. Ho s 3unan
YTO T'yJISATH 10 yIuiaMm MOCKBBI B O3/{HEE BpeMst He 0€301acHo

10. Kak BbI ymMaeTe, 4T0 MOXKET OBITh CAETaHO0, YTOOBI YIYULIUTh CUTYAIHIO [T

KBIPIbI3CKUX MUTpaHTOB B Poccun?

Bo3MokHO 1opundeckas HoMous B 0(OpMIIEHUH JOKYMEHTOB. Kypchl n
TECThI PYCCKOTI'O SI3bIKa

11. Bel korna-Hu0y/Ib MOABEPTATNCH JUCKPUMUHALMN Ha 'THUYECKOH 1mouBe?
He noaBeprascs, kak s y’ke TOBOPUJI paHee sl BHEILIHE IIOX0K Ha
npeacrasutens Tarapcrana nnu YyBammu. S gymaro MHE 3TO ITOMOTJIO
n30eKaTh MOAOOHBIX AUCKPUMHHAIIHA

12. [Tnanupyere 11 BbI BepHYTHCS B Poccuio?
A ne muranupyro Bo3Bpamarbest B Poccuto. Ceituac pabotats B Poccuu
CTaJIO HE BBITOJHO U3-3a HU3KOTO Kypca pyOJis [0 OTHOIIEHUIO K J0JUIapy
CLIA

13. [Tmanupyete 1 BBl iepeexats B POCCHIO Ha TOCTOSIHHOE MECTO JKUTEIBCTBA?

[Touemy na wiu nouemy Het?

besycnoBno B Poccun MokHO 3apaboTaTh XOpoIIKe AEHbI'H, HO 3TO OY€Hb
TSKENO Kak (PU3NYecKH Tak ¥ MopaibHO. Ellle Haxoas1ch 10JIroe Bpemst
BJIAJIM OT JIOMa s CKydJaJl 1o IpY3bsiM U ceMbe. OueHb BaXKeH BOIIPOC
rpaxaancTsa. Eciu s cMory nmosyduTs rpaxaancTBo Poccuu, To BO3MOXKHO
cMmory yexatb B Poccuto Ha [IMXK

Hapo6aeB Y30exk ThIHbIOCKOBHY
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Hara poxnaenusi: 8 mapra 1986 r.p.

HarmunuansHocTs: KeIprei3

CemeliHoe nonoxenue: JKenat

CocraB cembu: JKena, nous. Oter] pogom u3 At-bamu, mats ¢ Trona

Mecro poxaenus: Kelprei3cras, r. bansikubl

O6pazoBanue: CpegHe cnenuagbHOE. DISKTPOMOHTEDP 1O OOCTYKUBAHUIO U PEMOHTY
HEPrOoCHA0KCHUS

[lepnon npedriBanms B Poccuu:

Jata untepssio: 28.02.2016

KonTakrtHsiii Tenedon: +996553383097

Pab6otan B r. baneikusl, Ha BogokaHane ciecapem ABP (ABapuiino

BoccranoBurensubix Pabor)

1. Tlouemy BBI pemnian MOKUHYTHh Kbiprerzctan? UTo ObLIO TNIaBHON MPUYHMHON?
B niepByto ouepens Ha 3apaboTku. B Keipreizcrane mocie okoH4aHUs
YHHUBEpPCUTETa JOJTO HE MOT HaliTh padoty. [ToTom Hamen paboty no
CHEIHaTbHOCTU. Y CTpOHIICs paboTaTh B banbikubl, B BOJJOKaHAlE cliecapeM
ABP (ABapuitno BoccranoBurensubix Pabot). B mpunnumne Bce
yCcTpamBasio, HO KOTla pOAMIICS PeOSHOK, TeX JIEHET 4YTo 5 3apabaThiBal
yke He xBarano. [lostomy penrin nmoexats B Poccuro. Toraa yxe
HECKOJIbKO MOMX 3HaKOMBIX paboTanu B Poccuu. [Tocne oGmienus ¢ HUMu

TBCPAO PCUINII €XaTb
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2. Tlouemy BBI pemmiu exaTh B Poccuro? [louemy He B Kazaxcran mim nanbHee
3apyoexbe?
[Tockonbky Poccus Ommke k HaM. bunetst B Poccuto oTHOCHTENBHO
nemessle. B Kazaxcrane yxe ObIBajl, TaM CUTyalusi HE HAMHOT'O JIy4IlIe
4yeM y Hac. B nanbHee 3apy0exbe neTeTh 1oporo. U erne Hy)XKHO 3HaHUE
MHOCTPaHHBIX S3BIKOB. [loaTomy BBIOpan Poccuto
3. Kaxkyto vacts Poccun BbI BeiOpanu? Ilouemy?
51 Be1Opan FOrpa, Xantei-MaHcuiickuii okpyr, r. Cypryr, IOTOMY 4TO TaM
KUJIM U paboTasii MO 3HakoMble. OHU U TIPUTIIACKIIN MEHS pabOTaTh.
4. Bt am mporece aCCUMUIISIIAN TPYIHBIM? YTO OBLTO CaMBIM TPYIHBIM H
noyemy?
[Ipouecc accumunsauu He ObLI TPYIHBIM ITOCKOJIBKY Y HAaC ObLI CBOM KpyT
obmernsi. C MECTHBIME pedsiTaMu Toke o0manucy KoHeuHo. Ho B
OCHOBHOM CO CBOVMH.
5. Ectb 11 y Bac poncrBenHuku B Poccun?
B Poccun poacTBEHHUKOB HET
6. Kaxk BbI Hanum paboty B Poccun? Kakyro padory?
S paboran B cTpouTeNbHON KOMIAHUHU. MBI CTPOWIN TOPTOBBINA HEHTP. S ObLI
kommpeccopimukoMm B BCY (GeToHOCMecHTeNbHAs YyCTaHOBKA). DTy padoTy
MHE HalllJIM 3HaKOMble. MecTo MpUroToBMIIH, T.€. yke B KbIpreiscrane 3Han
KyJia IOy ¥ Ha KaKyr padoTy
7. bpumu nu y Bac nmpoGieMsl ¢ momy4eHreM I0puanueckux J0KyMeHToB B Poccun
(pa3penienue Ha paboOTy, MATEHT, U T.1I.)

MHe Ha OJIMH TOJ1 CAENalu NPOMUCKY U pa3peleHue Ha padoty. Kommnanus,
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B KOTOPOI1 s paboTtan coOpaiia HacC BCeX M OTBE3JIU U CACNANN JOKYMEHTHI.
Otnen kaapoB
8. BpI korma-uuOyap oOparaiich 3a TOMOIIBI0 K KBIPTbI3cKoii Auacnope uin K
MectHbiM HITO?
51 HuKora He oOpaIascs K HAM 3a momouibio. [loromy 4To B 3TOM He
ObUTI0 HEOOXOMMOCTH
9. bbumn i Bamm npasa HapymieHnsl B Poccun? Ecnm ga, To Koraa u xak?
Ecnu Bac noiimarot 6e3 pa3penieHus Ha padoTy, BBl OyeTe
nernoptupoBaHbl. OTHAKABI 51 ObIJT OCTAHOBIICH ITOJIMIIUEH Ha YIHIIE U
J0CTaBJIeH B y4acToK. Ho MockoJyibKy Bce MOU JJOKYMEHTHI ObLIIN B MOPSAKE
MEHS BCKOPE OTITYCTHIIN
10. Kak BbI TymMaeTe, 4T0 MOKET OBITh C/IETaHO, YTOOBI YIIYUIIIUTh CUTYAIHIO JUIs
KBIPT'BI3CKUX MUTPaHTOB B Poccun?
IOpuanueckas nomours B opopmiieHuu 10KyMeHTOB. [Tomonis ¢ xunbem
11. Bsl korna-HuOyAb MOABEPraINCh JUCKPUMHUHALIMY HA STHUYECKOU 1ouBe?
Her
12. [Tnanupyete 11 BeI BepHYTHCS B Poccuio?
He nmianupyro
13. [Tmanupyere 1 BBl iepeexats B POCCHIO Ha TOCTOSIHHOE MECTO JKUTEIBCTBA?
[Touemy na wiu nouemy Het?
51 He nmannpyro nepeesxarb B Poccuto. Tonbko eciu Ha
BBICOKOOIUIaYMBaeMyto paboTy u Ha Bpemsi. U camoe riiaBHoe Kbiproizcran

310 MOs PomHa
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YepukoB Azamatr OckoHO0aeBHY

Hata poxnaenus: 11 anpens 1984 r.p.

HammonansHocth: KbIprsiz

Cewmelinoe nonoxxenue: JKenat

CocraB cembu: XKena, 2 nouepu. Oten u3 Hapsina, math Uylickas
Mecto poxaenus: Kolpreizcras, r. banbikubl

O6pazosanue: Beiciiee (KI'YCTA r. bumikek)

Jlata uHTEpPBBIO:

KonTakTHbIii TenedoH:

[Tocne okoHuanus yHuBepcuteTa cpazy yexan B Poccuro B 2008 rogy
1. Tlouemy BBl pemnian NOKUHYTHh Kbiprerzcran? Uto ObLI0 IJ1aBHON NPUYMHON?
Pa6ots! B Keipreizcrane He Obu10. [Toexan B Poccuto B mornckax paboTsl
2. Tlouemy BBI pemim exaTh B Poccuro? [Mouemy He B Kazaxcran mim nanpHee
3apyoexbe?
B Poccun yuniicst crapiuii 6pat B BoeHHOM akanemuu. [locie okoHuaHus
co ctapiuM OpatoM BepHyHch B KI'
3. Kaxkyro wacts Poccun BoI BIOpaym? [Touemy?
B Cankr IletepOypr. Crapmmii 6pat
4. bbb 11 npoliecc aCCUMUIISALUU TPYAHBIM? UTO ObLIO cCaMbIM TPYAHBIM U
noyemy?
[Iporecc accuMuIsIIUy HE OBLT TPYAHBIM

5. Ectb 11 y Bac poncrBennuku B Poccun?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Ceituac Het. B MmomenT noesnku B Poccuto Obl1 cTapmmii 6pat
Kak BeI Hatmu padoty B Poccun? Kakyro padoty?
Pabory namen 6par. PaGoTHHK TOproBoro 3aia
boutn mu y Bac npo6uieMsl ¢ mosrydeHueM I0puAnIecKuX T0KyMeHTOB B Poccun
(pa3penienue Ha paboOTy, IATEHT, U T.1I.)
Her, ne 6b110 ipoGiiem
Bb1 korna-au0yas oopammanick 3a ToMomsio K KeIpreI3ckoil quacmnope uiik K
MectHbiM HITO?
Her
boun nu Bamm npasa Hapyuensl B Poccun? Ecnu na, To koraa u kak?
Her
Kak BbI TymaeTe, 4T0 MOKET OBITh C/IETaHO, YTOOBI YIYUIIUTh CUTYAIHIO JUIs
KBIPIbI3CKUX MUTpaHToOB B Poccun?
He 3Haro
Bb1 korna-uuOy b moaBepraauch AMCKpUMHUHALIMY Ha STHUYECKON ouBe?
Her
[Inanupyere 11 Bbl BepHYThCS B Poccuio?
He nmianupyro
[Inanupyere 11 Bbl epeexarb B Poccuio Ha MOCTOSIHHOE MECTO JKUTEIbCTBA?
[Touemy na wiu nouemy Het?

Her. IToromy uto KsIprei3cran ato pogusa

NmanbexkoB Anujier
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Hara poxaenus: 1984 r.p.

HanmonansHOCTB: KBIPTHI3

CemeliHoe nonoxenue: JKenat

CocraB cembu: Mats, otel;, g U Tpu cecTpbl. OTel paboTaeT BOAUTEIEM Ha 3aBOJIE,
MaTh paHee pabdoTaja JUCIETYEPOM B aBTOTPAHCIIOPTHOM MPEANIPUATHH, celyac Ha
NEHCUU

Mecro poxaenus: Kelprei3cras, r. banabikubl

O6pazoBanue: Briciiee

JHata untepssio: 05.03.2016

KonTakTtHsiii Tenedon: +996700302012

1. Tlouemy BBI pemnian MOKUHYTHh Kbiprerzctan? Uto ObLIO INIaBHON MPUYHMHON?
Kak 1 00JBIIMHCTBO MOMX COOTEUECTBEHHUKOB s IToexall B Poccuro Ha
3apaboTtku. KoHeuHo jxe MOkHO HaiiTu paboTy B KbIpreizcrane u
CHOKOWHO paboratk. Ho mopoii aToro He noctatrouno. Hampumep eciu Tb
XOYellb 3apaboTaTh Ha KUIIbE, TO CAENATh ATO 3[1€Ch MPAKTUYECKU
HEBO3MOKHO. JTO 3aliMET OY€Hb MHOTO BpeMeHHU. A B Poccun HamMHOTO
BBIIIIE CPETHUI YPOBEHb 3apab0THOM miuaThl. U eme s chplian MHOTO
UCTOpUH MPO HAIUX PedAT, KOTOPBIE BEpHYIHUCH ¢ Poccuu u Mormu
MO3BOJIUTH cebe KYUTh KBapTHPY B ropoje. S XxoTen monpoboBaTk 4T0-TO
HOBOE. S BCIO )KU3HB MPOoXWI B KbIprei3cTane u HUKOTIa He ObLT 32
rpanutieit. M BOT Korja mosiBuaach BO3SMOXKHOCTH MOPad0TaTh B APYroi
CTpaHe s peluny exaTh

2. Tlouemy BBl pemmiu exaTth B Poccuro? Ilouemy He B Kazaxcran minum nanbHee
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3apyoexbe?

MHorue nroau yxe nopabotanu B Poccuu u MOTiM MoAIUTHCS CO MHOM
OIIBITOM. DTOT IYTh YK€ MPOLUIM OYEHb MHOTO JIFOJEH C Halllel CTpaHBbl.
YroOsl monereth B Poccuto, HeT HE0OX0auMocT opopMIsTh Bu3y. B
ob1eM s BeIOpat Poccuio, MOTOMY 4TO 3TO CaMblii TOCTYIIHBIM BapHaHT.
Mei Benib paHbliie ObUTH OJHOM O0JBIION cTpaHoi. Ele TaM roBopsT 1o
PYCCKH, YTO TOKE MOBJIUAIO HA MOe peleHue. A 4ro kacaercs Kazaxcrana,
TO Y MEHsI HUKOTJa He ObL10 KenaHus padorars B Kasaxcrane. S cuurato
yT0 B Kazaxcrane cutyanus Takas Kak U y Hac.

3. Kakyto wacts Poccun BbI BeIOpanu? [louemy?
51 Be1Opan ropon IlerponaBinoBck-KamuaTckuii, MOCKOIBKY TaM KHJ U
paboTayr Mot 3eMIIsIK ¢ BasTbIKYbI.

4. bbu1 11 npoliecc acCCUMMUIIALNU TPYAHBIM? UTO ObLIO CaMbIM TPYAHBIM U

noyemy?

S1 yenoBek OOIIMTENBHBIN U JIETKO HAX0XKy OOIIHil s13bIK ¢ MroapMu. Ho 30
MO TMYHBIHN OMBIT. Sl 3HaJI MHOTO KBIPTBI3CKUX PEOST KOMY MPUXOIUIOCH
TSKEI0 nepBoe BpeMs. [10CKOIbKy OHM IUIOXO BIIAJENH PYCCKUM S3BIKOM.
Ho MBI KBIprbI3BI CTapaNUCh AEPKATHCA BMECTE, IOMOTaTh IPYT APYTYy YeEM
MOXEM, J1aBaTh COBETHI B TPYIHBIX CUTyalUsAX. S JyMaro 3TO OYEHb BaXKHO.
B npyroii ctpane, ¢ Apyroit KyinbTypOoid U BEPOUCIIOBEIAHUEM JIFOIIM
MPUXOAUTCSA TsKeNo. 11t MeHs KOHKPETHO, MPOIecC aCCUMIIISIIIMM He ObLT
TPYJIHBIM

5. Ectp 11 y Bac poactBeHHukH B Poccun?

B Poccun POACTBCHHUKOB HET
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6. Kaxk BbI Hanum paboty B Poccun? Kakyro padory?
S paGoTan B CTpOUTENHHON KOMIIAHUH, MOM COOTEYECTBCHHHK TTOMOT
Haiitu pabory. IlepBoe Bpemst s ObUT pasHOpaOOYMM Ha cTpoiike. Pabota
ObLTa TsDKENast, HO s CIpaBIsics. PaboTanu KaKaplid CHB C yTpa U 110
no3aHel Houn. B mpuHnume xoraa s cobupacs exats B Poccuto, T0 5
OKH1aJ] He4To 1nogooHoe. Ho B jKM3HM BCe 0Ka3ajloch HAMHOTO ClIOXKHEe. S
OBLT HE OJIMH U Sl BUJICT UTO OCTAIIbHBIC pedsiTa To’Ke MHOTO paboTaroT U
HUKTO HE )anoBaics. st My>KuuHbI Tr00as Gpusndeckas padora
npuemiieMa. My)XunHa J10JKeH 3apabaThiBaTh CBOM KyCOK XJje0a

7. bpuu nu 'y Bac npoGieMsl ¢ ony4eHreM I0pUuInuecKux J0KyMeHToB B Poccun

(pa3peuienue Ha paboOTy, MATeHT, U T.1.)

51 mepBoe Bpems paboTain 6e3 JOKyMeHTOB. Takke Kak U OOJbITUHCTBO
pedsT Ha CcTpoiike

8. BpI korma-HuOY I 00OpaIIaIich 3a MOMOIIBI0 K KBIPTBI3CKO qractope wil K

MectHbiM HITO?

Hukorna He obpaiasics, HoToMy 4TO AyMaj OHU HE CMOTYT MHE TIOMOYb

9. bpum nm Bamm npaBa HapymeHsl B Poccun? Ecnm ma, To Koraa u kak?
Korna s paboran B «JloHcTpoi» (MecTHast cTpouTeinbHast pupma), B
KOTOpOI s mpopaboTail 7 MecsLEeB, HO 3allJIaATHIIM MHE TOJIBKO 3a /1Ba. Bee
pabOTHUKHU — cpeid KOTOphIX ObUIH TypkMmenbl, Tampkuku u Y30eku —
ObUIM HaHATHI 0€3 COOTBETCTBYIOIINX JOKYMEHTOB. MHOTHE BBIHYKIE€HBI
ObUTH paboTaTh J1Ba WM TPHU Mecslla OecIIaTHO 32 «BO3MOKHOCTb)
pabotats. 10 OblIa cCBOCOOpa3Has B3ATKA 3a TPYAO0YCTPOHCTBO

10. Kax BbI TymaeTe, 4TO MOXKET OBITH CAENAaHO, YTOOBI YAYUIIUTh CUTYAIHIO JITIS
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KBIPIbI3CKUX MUTpaHTOB B Poccun?
[Tomomps B 0hopMICHHUN TOKYMEHTOB
11. Bel korna-Hu0y/b MOABEPTATNCH JUCKPUMUHALIMY Ha STHUYECKOH 1Mo4Be?
Her, ne noxsepraics
12. [Tnanupyere 11 BeI BepHYThCS B Poccuio?
He mianupyro
13. [Inanupyere 11 BbI iepeexars B POCCHIO Ha TOCTOSHHOE MECTO KUTENbCTBA?
[Touemy na wiu nouemy Het?
Her, 51 cuuraro 4to s noikeH xkuth B Keipreiscrane. [10ckonabpKy 3T0M MO

poAMHA, 31€Ch MO CEMbS, MOU JIPY3bs, MO JIOM HaKOHEII.

Tauposa Acejb ACbLI0EKOBHA

Hara poxnaenus: 1986 r.p.

HammonansHocTh: KbIpreizka

CemMeliHoe MooXKeHHE: 3aMyXKeM

CocraB ceMbH: 3aMmyx’eM, UMEI0 1095 (3 To/1a)

Mecro poxaenusi: Keipreizcran, barkenckas o0:., r. Cymrokra
Oo6pazosanue: Bricee, KI'YCTA, IICK 2003-2008

Hata unTepssio: 05.03.2016

Konrakrasriii tenedon: +996555511525

1. Tlouemy BbI perniau moKuHYTh Kbiprezcran? Yto ObUIO II1aBHOM MPUUMHOMN?

B nouckax paboTbl
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10.

[Touemy BbI pemmnu exatb B Poccuto? [louemy He B Kazaxcran unu nanbHee
3apyoexbe?

B Poccuu OblH pOJICTBEHHUKH, 3HAHHE SI3bIKA
Kaxkyto gacts Poccuu Bbl BeiOpanu? [louemy?

Mocxksa
bbut n mporniece accuMmiAnUU TpyAHBIM? UTO OBIIIO CAMBIM TPYAHBIM U
noyemy?

[Ipouecc accumMunssuu He ObLIT TPYIHBIM
Ectb 51 y Bac poacrsenHuku B Poccun?

Cectpa
Kak BeI Hatuu padoty B Poccun? Kakyro padoty?

Cectpa Hamnuia
boun mu y Bac npo6iemsl ¢ mosydyeHueM IpUIn4eckux JOKyMeHToB B Poccun
(pa3petienue Ha paboOTy, MaTeHT, U T.1.)

Her ne Ob110
Bb1 korna-uuOy b oOpaanich 3a moMoIbio K Kelpreizckoit auacrnope min K
MectHbiM HITO?

He obparmanach
boun nm Bamm npasa Hapyuiens! B Poccun? Ecnu fa, To koraa u kak?

Her
Kak BbI JymaeTe, 4TO MOKET OBITh C/AETAHO, YTOOBI YIYUIIUTh CUTYaLUIO JUIS

KBIPIBI3CKAX MUTPaHTOB B Poccnn?

Opranuzanus KypcoB (00yJaronux) o npaBaM MUTPaHTa, PaBUIa U
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3akoHbI Poccun

11. Bel korna-Hu0y/Ib MOABEPTATNCH JUCKPUMHUHALMN Ha 'THUYECKOH 1mouBe?
Her

12. [Tnanupyere 11 BbI BepHYThCS B Poccuio?
He cobuparocn

13. [Inanupyere 11 BbI iepeexars B POCCHIO Ha TOCTOSIHHOE MECTO KUTENbCTBA?

[Touemy na wiu noueMy Het?

Ha

AabiMOeK0Ba Yo
Hata poxaenus: 1992 r.p.
HanumonaneHnocts: KbIpreizka
CewmeitHoe nonoxenue: He 3amyxem
Mecto poxnenus: Kslpreizcrasn, r. bumkek
O6pazoBanue: Briciiee
Hara nnrtepssto: 10.03.2016

KonrakTtHslii Tenedon: +996558887868

1. Tlouemy BBI pemnian NOKUHYTh Kbiprerzctan? YTo ObLI0 IJ1aBHON MpUYMHON?
S AnbimOexoBa Ynon B 201 1rony yuumnacek Ha 3-kypce B KI'TY. B nHauaine
JeTo pemunia noexars B Poccuto noapaborats.l maBHON MpUUKHOM OBLIO
0e3paboTHuIla U y HaC B TOPOJIE MEHBIIIE IIIAHCOB ObUTO HAWTH PaboTy
CTyJIEHTaM C XOpOIIIei 3apaboTHOI Tu1aToi

2. Tlouemy BBI pemmn exaTh B Poccuro? [Touemy He B Kazaxcran wim nanbpHee
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3apyoexbe?
S pemmina noexatb UMEHHO B Poccuio moToMy, 4TO TaM y MEHS HaXOJATCs
3HAKOMBIE U JpY3bs, a B KazaxcTaHe s HUKOTIO HE 3HalO.
Kaxkyto gacts Poccuu Bbl BeiOpanu? [louemy?
Mocxksa
bt mu nponece accumMmisiiuy TpyAHbIM? YTO OBUIO caMbIM TPYIHBIM U
noyemy?
TpymHocTh OBITIa ¢ AJOKYMEHTAMH, HAa HUX TPEOOBAINCHh OUYEHb KPYITHAsS
CyMMa JIEHeT, KOTOPbIX Y MEHsI He ObLIO
Ectb 511 y Bac poacrsenHuku B Poccun?
Ha
Kak BeI Hatu padoty B Poccun? Kakyro padoty?
UtoO0kI ycTpouTcst Ha paboTy HaAO ObLIO CHavasia caeinaTh JOKYMEHTHI
(Menl. KHUXKKY, pa3pelieHue, nareHT ). M mostomy s moapabaTsiBaia
youpana B yausepcutete. [loTom MeHst mpurnacuiau 0e3 opopMiIeHUs
nmopaboTaTh BpEMEHHO KacCUPOM
boun mu y Bac npo6nemsl ¢ mosrydyeHueM IpUIn4eckux JoOKyMeHToB B Poccun
(pa3pemienue Ha paboOTy, MaTeHT, U T.1.)
Ja npo6iembl ObUTH € JEHBIaMH M CO BpEMEHEM
Bb1 korna-uuOy b oOpaianich 3a moMoIbio K Kelpreizckoit auacmnope win K
MectHbiM HITO?
Her
beun nu Bamm npasa HapyuieHs! B Poccun? Ecnu na, To koraa u kak?

Ecnu cobupaerech exaTh B 4yXKyI0 CTpaHy paboTaTh, Ha/I0 3HaTh UX
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3aKOHBI, IPAaBUJIA, COOIOAATH UX U MMPOKOHCYIBTUPOBATHCS Y FOPUCTOB UTO
OBl 3HATh CBOM IpaBa
10. Kak BbI yMaeTe, 4T0 MOKET OBITh C/IETaHO, YTOOBI YIIYUIIUTh CUTYAIHIO JUIs
KBIPT'BI3CKUX MUTPAaHTOB B Poccun?
[TpoanuTh BpEMEHHYIO PETUCTpAINIO HaaoIro, T.e. Ha mecsma 2 -3
11. Bel korna-Hu0y/b MOABEPTATNCH JUCKPUMHUHALMY Ha 'THUYECKOH 1mouBe?
Ja noneepranacs. Kak BHauase st oTBeTHIIa, BHauaje padoTaia 6e3
JIOKYMEHTOB B cynepMmapkere kaccupoM. Korja npoxoausna peBususi, B
ciiydae oOHapyXeHHUs HEI0CTauu, 3Ty CYMMY CHUMAJIH C COTPY/IHUKOB, T.€.
C Hac.
12. [Tnanupyere u BbI BepHYTHCS B Poccuio?
[Toka He mmanupyro
13. [Tnmanupyere 1 BbI niepeexats B POCCHIO Ha TOCTOSIHHOE MECTO KUTEIBCTBA?
[Touemy na wim moyemy Het?
Her ne mnanupyto Tyaa nepee3xarb. 37€Ch y MEHS POIHBIC, IPY3bs U

xopo1asi pabota

Ortopb6aeBa Benepa TaiibinoBHa
Hara poxnenus: 28.02.1979
HanmonaneHocTh: KbIpreizka
CemMeliHOE NOJIOKEHNE: 3aMyKEM
CocraB cembu: Oren, MaTh, Opar
Mecto poxaenns: Keipreizeran, r. Yonnon-Ara

O6pazoBanue: Briciiee
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Hara untepssio: 05.03.2015

Konrakraslii Tenedon: +996553335335, +996312403095

1. Tlouemy BBI pemuian NOKUHYTHh Kbiprezctan? YUto ObLIO rI1aBHON IPUYMHON?

S perminia nokuHyTh KbIprel3cTan moToMy 4TO, C OJHOU CTOPOHBI OBLIO

MHTEPECHO, a C IPYroi TyT OUYeHb MaJICHbKHUE 3apabOTKH, eclIu padoTaellb

Ha 3apriaty. CpenHss 3apruiata B To Bpems obu1a 3000-5000 com.

Hanpuwmep, s pabotana kaccupom B JoMOape u noxydana 6000 com.

HekoTopsie KbIpreI3cTaHIlbl IpUe3kanu u3 Poccun u mokynanu KBapTupy B

bumkeke. BoT u s pemmna HAaKOMUTh HA KUITbE
2. Tlouemy BbI pemminu exath B Poccuro? [louemy He B Kazaxcran uinm nanbHee

3apy0exne?

S pemnna exats B Poccuio moTomy 4To, TaM ObUTH MOM 3HAKOMbBIE
3. Kakyto yacts Poccun BbI BeiOpanu? Ilouemy?

51 BeIOpana MockBy, HOTOMY YTO TaM KUBET JABOIOPOIHAS CECTpa
4. BblI 1 MpOoLIecC aCCUMUIIALIUN TPYAHBIM? UTO OBLIIO CaMbIM TPYAHBIM U

nouemy?

Jla npouiecc accuMuAnuu ObU1 TPYAHBIM. Jpyras paca, Apyrue 1eHHOCTH

U CaMoe€ I'JIABHOE 3TO HEHABUCTh MOCKBUYEH KO BCEM MPHEIKUM, OCOOCHHO

JIPYroU pacel
5. Ectb 11 y Bac ponctBenHuku B Poccun?

Ha, y MeHs ecTb poICTBEHHUKH B Poccun
6. Kaxk BbI Hanun paboty B Poccun? Kakyro padorty?

S xynmia razery «Pabota» u 3BoHMIIA HcKalla paboTy mapruKMaxepa
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7. bbum nu y Bac npoGieMsl ¢ moTydeHueM I0pUANYECKUX TOKyMEHTOB B Poccun
(pa3penienue Ha paboOTy, ATEHT, U T.1I.)

B MockBe ecTb I1aTHbIe KOHTOPBI, KOTOPBIE TIOMOTal0T MOJTYYHTh
HeoOxouMBbIe TOKYMEHTHI. [ToaTomy mpobiieM ocoOeHHBIX HE OblI0. Ecnin
TOJILKO MpOOJIeMBbI ¢ JeHpramu. [loromMy uTo paHblie pa3perieHue Ha
paboty crouso ot 30 000 mo 40 000 py6iieit

8. BrI korma-uuOyap 0Opariairch 3a TOMOIIbI0 K KeIpTbI3cKoii quactope uitm K

MectHbiM HITO?

He 6bu10 Hano6HOCTH OOpalaThCs

9. bpum s Bamm npaBa HapymieHsl B Poccun? Ecnm ga, To Koraa u kak?
Onun pa3 apecroBanu Y ®MCuuku u 3anepnu B 31anuu Y ®DMC. Xots Bce
JOKYMEHTHI OBUTH B TIOPSIIKE OHM MMEITH TIPaBO 33JepKaTh MUTPAHTA JI0
nByx cyTtok. Korpaa st moimkHa Obiia mucatb 00BSICHUTENBHYIO, OHU CaMU
MIPUIYMBIBAJIM BCSIKHE UCTOPHUHU M 3aCTaBJsUTM HAac noanucath. [locne Toro
KaK s 0TKa3aJach IMOAMUCHIBATh, OHU IPOCTO HAYAIN OpaTh HA MEHS U
MaTepuTh. ['OBOpHIH, 1a MBI 3HaeM Bac, He OOMaHBIBaTe, Tablie MaT. A
KOTJIa s CIPOCHJIA, 3a4eM TOT/a CIPAIINBATh, €CITM OHH 3HAIOT, OHH MEHS
9yTh HE IOOMIIN. A TeX, KOTOPBIE TIOXO 3HAIH PYCCKHH A3BIK,
JOTpammrBaiy 0e3 IepeBoIINKa U 3aCTaBIISUIH MOIICHIBATh UX. A OIHH
pa3 Touma BBIIIA U3 CylIepMapKeTa, OXpaHa MOoMPOCHIIa Hac TI0Ka3aTh
COZIEP)KMUMOE CYMKH, T.K. MBI BEIXOAWJIH 0e3 MOKyroK. OHM He TOCMeNH
PYCCKUX OOBICKATh, @ MEHS OOBICKAIH. TaKuX ciydaeB MHOTO

10. Kak BbI 1ymMaeTe, 4To MOKET OBITh C/IETaHO, YTOOBI YIYUIIUTh CUTYaIHIO JUIs

KBIPI'bI3CKUX MUTPAHTOB B Poccun?
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Hano xotst ObI cO31aTh CalT, I/1€ MOKHO OBLT OBI CIPOCUTH YTO JIeIaTh B
KOHKpETHBIX cuTyauusx. [loromy 4To 3ayacTyro U He 3HaEIlIb YTO AEaTh, a
3HAKOMBIE COBETYIOT MHOT/Ia OECIIOJIE3HbIE PELICHHS, @ Thl HE 3HACIH 3TO
IIPOBEPUTH

11. Bel korna-Hu0y/Ib MOABEPTATNCH JUCKPUMHUHALMN Ha STHUYECKOH 1mouBe?
Ha, mocTosiHHO noBeprayiack. Korna 380HUIIB 110 TenedoHyY , TOBOPAT
9TOOBI MPUXOIMIIN Ha cOOECEeIOBaHNE, a KOTJa MPUXOIUIIb, TOBOPST YTO
HE MOTYT B3SITh Ha paboTY, T.K. UM HYKHBI JIFOJIU CO CJIaBIHCKOU
BHEUIHOCTBIO. V1 B OCHOBHOM JIMCKPUMUHAIIMY Ha STHUYECKOHN OYBE
[I0/IBEpraroTCs JI0 11 HeoOpa3oBaHHbIe, Hefanekue. Hanmpumep nosapa,
JTUPEKTOpa Mara3uHa U CaJOHOB, IOTOMY YTO Yy HUX Pa3BUTHE HA 3TOM
Kpyry OoCTaHaBJIMBaJIOCh. OHU BCIO HU3Hb TOJIBKO U pabOTAIOT, HE €34T B
apyrue 6ojee pa3BuThie cTpanbl. OHU TyMalOT, YTO €CITH Y YeIOBeKa KOXKa
CBeTJIas, TO KHU3Hb yjanach. A Te paboTo1aTeNH, KIMEHThI, KOTOPbIE MHOTO
YUTAIOT, OOIIAIOTCS C pa3HBIMU JIOJIbMU U3 Pa3HBIX CTpaH, HA0OOPOT
OTHOCSITCS C YBOXKEHUEM, HHTEPECYIOTCSI TBOEH KYJIBTYPOIl.

12. [Tnanupyete 11 BeI BepHYTHCS B Poccuio?
S ycTana nocTosIHHO JOKa3bIBaTh MOCKBHYAM, UTO Sl TOKE JJOCTOMHBIN
YEJIOBEK M 3aCIyKMBAIO JOCTOMHOIrO OTHOIIEHM. M ycrana ot 35bIX JIroaei,
KOTOpPBIE OPOCAIOT CBOUX POJUTENEH U TyMaIOT TOJIBKO O ce0e. Xouy KUTh
B KbIprei3crane, rae 706po ¥ 4el0BEYHOCTh HE MycThie cioBa. [loaTomy
HECMOTpS Ha HUIIETY U 6e3paboTuily, BO3BpaTUIach B POHON buikek u
He cobuparoch 6osbie B Poccuio

13. HHaHI/IpyeTC JIKX BBI IICPECXATh B Poccuro Ha TOCTOSSHHOE MECTO JKHUTEIIHCTBA?
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[Touemy na wim noueMy Het?
51 He uranKpyro nepeeskarh B POCCHIO Ha MOCTOSSHHOE MECTO KUTEIIbCTBA.
Bo nepBbIX KIMMaTt CypoBbIi, BO BTOPBIX HETATUBHOE OTHOLIEHHUE JIFOJIEH K
Hamel pace. TaM J1a, MOKHO KUTb CBITHO, HO KOTZ[a Thl OKPY’KEH
JETIPECCUBHBIMU JIIOJIbMHU, KOTOPBIE TOJIBKO M TyMAlOT Kak Obl cJienaTh
PEMOHT B KBapTHpPE U CAeTaTh OOTOKC, Tl TOKE HAUMHACIIL MEHSATHCS B
XYLy CTOPOHY. M TOCTOSIHHO BUIETH CTAPEIOIIUX KECHILMH C HayThIMU
ry0aMy ¥ MEUTAIOUINX COOJIA3HUTH MOJIOJIBIX TIApHEH B AyIe CKpeOyTCs
KOIIKH. Jlyu1ie )uTh y Hac, i€ *KEeHIIUHA BUJUT CBOM MOPIIMHBI U HE
I1ayeT. A €TH U BHYKHU LEIYIOT €€ MOPIIUHBI U IOCTOSIHHO HAaBELIAIOT U
nenarot noaapku. Hamu nroau 6osee ajfekBaTHbIe U IPUHUMAIOT ce0s

TAKMMHU KaKHC €CTh U HC KOMIIJICKCYIOT
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APPENDIX B:

INTERVIEW DATA ENGLISH TRANSCRIPTS

Participant #1

Nurdinov Toktobek Raimbekovich, born on August 5, 1994 in Balykchy, single, has 5
people in his family, including a retired father.

“I studied in Balykchy technical institute, I took distance courses. My decision to leave
Kyrgyzstan was not spontaneous. | was thinking for a long time whether to go to Russia
or not. My father was against that 1 go to Russia and all my family members were
against. Because they knew about a situation in Russia and about the attitude of
Russians to so-called "visitors". | would not leave the homeland without serious reason.
But the financial situation in my family was difficult, only me and my mother used to
work at that moment, and the father did not work because of health reasons. Therefore, |
have decided to go to Russia and went to Russia after graduating high school. | have
chosen Russia mainly because my sister lived there. And in general in Russia there are
hundreds of thousands of Kyrgyz people. And the fact that | speak Russian played an
important role for my decision. | was there from 2012 to 2015, and later from 2015
October to 2016 February. Process of assimilation was not difficult. Of course there is a
difference in culture and values. But the most important is that | can speak Russian
language. It has helped me very much with assimilation process. And the fact that |
lived there with my sister helped me as well. She lived and worked in Russia for a long
time. Through communication with her | have learned much about life in Russia,
especially in Moscow. Many other labor migrants have very tough period of time in the

very beginning in Russia. There are no guarantees to find work. And without work, it is
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impossible to pay for rent of the apartment and other expenses. it is very expensive to
live in Moscow. My first work was as a loader in “Svyaznoy” shop. My sister helped to
find this work. But the salary was not good therefore I had to look for another job. After
a while 1 managed to find the second job in the Japanese restaurant as a sushi chef. It
was very hard time for me. It was necessary to work at two places and there was even
no free time left to come home and to cook something to eat. After work there was no
strength even to talk to my sister. | was just coming home and going to bed directly. In
the morning all was starting from the beginning. | had no time to walks around the city.
There was no time to see the sights of Moscow. But | am not sorry about anything.
Because | understood that | am here first of all for the sake of earning money and to
help my family in Kyrgyzstan. However, | had neither work permit, nor the patent. In
fact, nobody asked. There was just no need for that. In my memory, those migrants who
speak Russian badly are checked the most. Police did not check me. During my stay, |
did not have a necessity to contact Kyrgyz diaspora, my rights were not violated, and |
did not feel any discrimination towards myself. But if there is any help in the beginning
with paperwork or some Russian language courses organized, would be helpful. Of
course, in Russia you can earn good money, but it is very difficult both physically and
mentally. And spending a long time away from home is tough, I miss my friends and
family. For me it is very important to know if I can obtain Russian citizenship. If | can
get Russian citizenship, it may be possible to go to Russia for permanent residence”
Participant #2

“I worked in a water utility as the mechanic of AVR (Emergency recovery operations)
in Kyrgyzstan. As most of us, | went to Russia for better salary. Why Russia? Well, it is

closer. | have already been to Kazakhstan and going to foreign countries is too
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expensive. | have some acquaintances that invited me to work in Ugra, Khanty-
Mansiysk Autonomous Area, Surgut. The process of assimilation was not difficult
because we had our own social circle. We communicated with local people of course.
But generally with each other. | worked at a construction company. We were building
shopping center. | worked as a compressor operator on a concrete mixing machine. My
friends have found this work for me, working place was prepared, so | already knew
where | will work before leaving Kyrgyzstan. The Human Resources Department of our
company took care of all paper work, like registration and the work permit. Once police
checked my documents right on the street. As | had no passport with myself, I was
brought in a police station. | was sitting there for several hours before | was released. If
there is help with housing and legal paperwork it would be great. No, | do not plan to
settle in Russia, it is just for work. Kyrgyzstan is my motherland.”

Participant #3

“I am married and have 2 children. My father is from Naryn region and my mother is
from Chui region. | have graduated from the KGUSTA that is in Bishkek and after
graduation in 2008 | directly went to Russia, as there was not job opportunities in
Kyrgyzstan for me. So, | have decided to try my luck in Russia. At that time my elder
brother was studying in the Russian Military Academy. | chose Saint Petersburg as my
destination mostly because of the brother and assimilation was not difficult at all. He
helped me to find a job as a sales person. | have never asked Kyrgyz diaspora in Russia
for any help, as there was no necessity. My rights were never abused. | am not planning
to stay in Russia permanently as I belong to Kyrgyzstan, my homeland”

Participant #4

“My father is a driver in a small factory, and my mother is retired, but used to work as
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dispatcher in a transportation company. | have three sisters. Like most of my
compatriots, | went to Russia to work. Of course you can find a job in Kyrgyzstan, and
work stably but I felt like this is not enough. For example, if you want to earn money to
buy flat, then here it is almost impossible. It takes a lot of time. Average wages in
Russia are much higher. And | heard a lot of stories about our guys, who returned from
Russia, and could afford to buy an apartment in the city. | wanted to try something new.
All my life I lived in Kyrgyzstan and have never been abroad. So when there was an
opportunity to work in another country, so I decided to go. Many people have worked in
Russia and shared their experience with me. This path has already passed by lot of
people in our country. In order to fly to Russia, there is no need to apply for the visa. In
general, | choose Russia because it is the most affordable option. We used to be one big
country before. Once there | could speak Russian, which is also influenced my decision.
As for Kazakhstan, | have never had a desire to work in Kazakhstan. 1 am a sociable
person and easily find common language with people. But this is my personal
experience. | knew a lot of Kyrgyz guys who have had tough period at the beginning in
Russia. Mainly because they do not speak Russian language. Kyrgyz people tried to
stick together and help each other, or to give advice in difficult situations. I think this is
very important. In another country, with different culture and faith. For me specifically,
the process of assimilation was not difficult though. A friend of mine helped me to find
a decent job in Russia, as | did not have any relatives there. Adaptation was not difficult,
as we do not really have much of cultural differences and we share the same language
and history. | have worked for a construction company, my friend helped to find a job.
The first time | was a laborer at a construction site. The work was hard, | worked every

day from morning until late night. Basically, when | was thinking about working in
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Russia, | was expecting something like that. But it was much more difficult in reality. |
was not alone because | saw that the other guys who were working as much as | did and
even harder and no one complained. For a man any physical work is acceptable. A man
must earn his daily bread. | have never addressed our diaspora, because | thought they
could not help me any ways. | worked for half a year in the construction site, but | was
paid only for three months. Most of the workers were from Central Asia and we were
hired informally without any labor agreements or work permits. This was kind of a
“payment” for giving us opportunity to work. Some help with initial documentation
would be valuable. I do not plan to stay in Russia permanently”

Participant #5

“I graduated from the KGUSTA in 2008 and decided to look for a job in Russia. I have
plenty of relatives there, and of course the fact that we share the same language played
crucial role when | was making my decision. I went to Moscow, where my sister lives.
She helped me with settling down and that is why I did not feel any difficulties. | have
never asked our Diaspora for any help, as there was no necessity. My rights were never
violated. However, | think it would be helpful if there were courses or trainings on the
rights of the migrants, where new-comers could get basic information on their rights and
duties and all laws that are affecting our status in Russia. | do plan to settle in Russia
and apply for permanent residency.”

Participant # 6

“In summer 2011, when | was a student of the Kyrgyz National Technical University, I
decided to go to Russia for work. The main reason why | could not stay in Kyrgyzstan is
because the salary for the students is not sufficient and the rate of unemployment if

quite high, I just could not find a proper job. I have some friends in Russia and that was
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the main reason | chose Moscow. | had a lot of difficulties in getting legal documents
(medical book, work permission, patent etc.) in the very beginning, as getting them
required a lot of money that I did not have.

That is why | had no choice but to work illegally as a janitor in the University and later,
as a cashier in the supermarket. | think it would help a lot of migrants if the temporary
registration would be prolonged to 2-3 months. I, personally, was unfairly treated when
| was working in the supermarket. If you are going to work abroad, it is necessary to
know the laws of host country, to observe them and to consult lawyers to know your
rights. As | have mentioned at the beginning, | worked without documents in a
supermarket as a cashier. And when there was an audit check of cash, if there was any
shortage it was taken from our salaries. This was not fair but | could do nothing to
protest because | had no work proper documents. I think it will be useful to prolong the
temporary registration for foreigners like us for 2-3 months. Currently it’s only for 30
days. | do not plan to settle and move to Russia permanently. | have my family and my
friends in Kyrgyzstan”

Participant #7

“Though I have tertiary education, the salary in Kyrgyzstan is insufficient. At that time
the average salary was between 3000 to 5000 soms. My salary at that time was 6000
soms, while some of my acquaintances could buy apartments in Kyrgyzstan after
working in Russia. So, | have decided to find a better job there as well. | have chosen
Moscow, mostly, because | have a sister there. Nevertheless, the assimilation process
was quite difficult. Though we share some history, it is still different country, different
race, different cultural values and most importantly there hatred against all migrants,

especially non-European looking. In fact, if you have money, there are no problems
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with getting all necessary documentation. They have special companies that would help
you to get them. If you do not have money, then it is more difficult for you to find a
proper job and, therefore, adapt. The Immigration officers once arrested me and | was
locked in the building of the Federal Migration Bureau. Though | had all necessary
permissions, they had the right to keep me for 2 days and they did so. They were
creating stories and was trying to force me to sign those, when 1 refused | was almost
bitten. Those of us who could not speak proper Russian were in more troubles, as the
immigration officers did not invite an interpreter for them and forced them to sign
whatever papers they needed. There was one more incident that made me feel
discriminated. There was a group of migrants leaving the supermarket and the security
requested us to show our bags to check whether we stole anything. It was humiliating as
no Russians were questioned, just us. There are a lot of such examples. One more, when
I was looking for a job, I was invited for interview several times, but after they saw me
being Asian looking, they refused to talk as they were in need of European looking
employees. | do understand that those who discriminate on the basis of race are not very
smart themselves. There are also very friendly people, who are interested in different
cultures or who traveled extensively. To be honest, | am tired of proving to Moscow
people that I am worth of talking to and deserve their attention. I am tired of angry
people who are thinking of themselves only. | want to live in Kyrgyzstan, where despite
poverty and unemployment we have kind society with respect to elderly. I do not plan to
settle in Russia. First of all the climate is too cold. Secondly, people there are not

friendly towards those from Central Asia.”
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