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Introduction

The Czech Republic represents one of the most itampormmigration target countries in
Central and Eastern Europe. This is a relatively s@uation since the Czech lands have
traditionally been an area of emigration.

The character of international migration movements significantly influenced by the
following events: the Velvet Revolution and the fafl the Iron Curtain in 1989, the division
of Czechoslovakia in 1993, accession to the Eumopéa@on in 2004 and finally joining the
Schengen group of countries in 2007.

When talking about migration in the Czech Repulthe, focus is more on the immigration of
foreigners, since the emigration of Czechs so &arriot been perceived as an important issue.
Since the beginning of the 1990s, the number of igrents has been gradually growing,
while little attention has been paid to it. As late the last several years, the numbers of
immigrants mushroomed and, accordingly, more corscarose among the government and
society as such. Subsequently, there has been interest within the academic sphere and
research circles dedicated to migration, as eviggrity both basic and applied research
activities. Despite the completion these studieanyrmuestions remain unanswered and many
topics are still to be touched upon.

This report tries in a sort of complex way to shght on many important aspects of the given
issue while respecting the methodological and qotoe guidelines of the IDEA project. Our
paper is structured into five sections. The firs¢ docuses on patterns of migration and social
and economic development between the mil-déntury and 1989. The second part, where
current trends are ascertained, is structurednrany subsections according to the suggested
template for IDEA national reports. Section 3 irgs topical migration issues of Central and
Eastern Europe as they are reflected in the Czagivoement. The fourth part analyses
relations between migration and selected charattesi(main drivers). The final chapter
sums up the main conclusions of this report.



1. Social and Migration Development until 1989

1.1. Period until the Second World War

From a long-term historical perspective, the teryitof today’'s Czechia was mostly an
immigration area until the beginning of the™®entury. Immigration was of a colonisation
nature and stemmed from Western Europe. The nigrsfisant influxes of colonists came
first in the 18' century and then throughout the course of tHaciitury. It is estimated that
in the 13" century the population increase attributed to thigration amounted to 20-25% of
residents in the Czech lands. Time-limited, shemtt waves of emigration were usually set
about by hostilities — e.g., the Hussite Wars i first half of the 1% century or the Thirty
Years' War in the 7century.

The onset of industrialisation and urbanisationughd changes in population development.
Also in the Czech lands it is possible to obsergads associated with the general concept of
the demographic revolution where, due to the impdowmortality rates, a natural increase
occurred. In the T®century, the value of this natural increase inrtdgion ranged between 8
to 12%. This situation, along with freeing the worke from agricultural production,
gradually resulted in over-population which, inrtuked to a rise in emigration (Fialova et al
1998). Since there were no migration statisticBmages of net migration in the Czech lands
in the 19" century are based on the so-called differentiahote— i.e., the difference between
natural reproduction figures and census resulte d4ta from the second half of the19
century clearly proves the emigration tendencieth@region: in the period of 1850-1914, a
drop of more than 1.5 million in the population wascribed to emigration, representing
approximately 30% of the natural increase in tie@sqal (Srb 2004; table 1).

Table 1. Net migration in the Czech lands, 18504191

Net Per 1000 Share of Net Per 1000 Share of
Year migration | inhabitants| natural Year migration | inhabitants.| natural
in thousands yearly [increase (% in thousandp yearly |increase (%)

1850-54 -127 -3.4 35.7 1890-¢ -51 -0.7 13.4
1855-59 -79 2.4 27.3 1895-99 -141 -3.8 28.4
1860-64 -112 -3.0 30.1 1900-04 -168 -4.2 32.1
1865-69 -86 -1.5 34.2 1905-0p -119 -2.4 25.4
1870-74 -124 -3.4 31.0 1910-14 -140 -2.8 33.0
1875-79 -121 -3.1 30.5

1880-84 -131 -3.2 36.0 1850-99 -1111 -2.8 30.2
1885-8¢ -139 -3.3 38.t 1850-191 -153¢ -2.¢ 30.6

Source: Srb 2004.

Depending on the target regions and the natureigfamts, emigration can be divided into
several types. The so-called “metropolitan” migratiheading to the capital city of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire Vienna was the most impuréd that time due to its volume. This
emigration stream was of a long-term nature andadicipants were mostly small-scale
tradesmen, servants and low-ranking clerks. Thergktype of emigration was represented
by the “industrial” migration aiming for areas oféatern Europe such as Westphalia, Saxony
or Northern France. These were the regions whipitéyly had mining mineral resources and
heavy industrial development. This emigration flowminated at the turn of the 1@nd 26'

7



centuries. The third type was migration in the fafricolonisation,” heading mainly for the
USA or Canada. One such specific case was migraiimed at settling in the south-eastern
border regions of the monarchy (Banat, Voyvodina) &ussia (Volynhia), which was of a
predominantely agricultural nature. According tdireates, before World War | there were
about 1.2 million compatriots living outside therti®ry of the Czech lands: 750,000 in the
western part of the monarchy (mainly Lower Austi&genna), approximately 100,000
in Saxony, 80,000 to 110,000 in Prussia, 30,00Russia and around 180,000 in the USA
(Kérnikova 1965, Auerhan, Tdin 1931).

As for the migration policy of that time, the mocdlay took certain policy steps to deal with
aforementioned emigration movements. Since 185@, ¢migration system has been
liberalized — emigration was made available as lasgnilitary service had been completed
(BarSov4, BarSa 2005).

In relation to the present day, it is important mention the citizenship policy of the
monarchy. Citizenship rules were based on the jasgwnis principle with certain
naturalisation possibilities (e.g., establishingusiness company, completing military service
or having 10 years of residence), however, afteyeldis of residence an application had to be
submitted with no legal entitlement to receivezatiship (BarSov4, BarSa 2005). Thus, basic
characteristics of the naturalisation proceduré #ne valid today have already been defined
in the 19 century.

The consequences of World War | significantly iefticed the demographic development of
the population of the Czech lands. It is estimadted during the period between 1914-1918
there were about 550,000 fewer children born assalt of the war and at the same time
300,000 men were killed in combat (&ra 1994). From the point of view of natural
reproduction, the first half of the 1920s was aa ef compensation for the losses that
occurred during the war (table 2). The total faytitate reached almost three children per
woman and the natural increase of the populatiois langed around 9%. However, these
figures dropped relatively quickly. Subsequenthg hatural increase after 1935 went below
2% and the total fertility rate in the 1930s desezhto a level below the limit of extended
reproduction (reaching a minimum of 1.7 childrenweman in 1936).

Table 2. Demographic development of the Czech latg8l57-1937

Vear Total fertility rate Births |per i Olgga;r;;mam!n Natural increase
1857-58 5.07 40.10 27.80 12.3
1910-11 4.03 29.20 20.10 9.10
1920-24 2.85 24.10 15.60 8.50
1925-29 2.29 20.30 14.40 5.90
1930-34 1.95 17.50 13.20 4.30
1935-3° 1.6¢ 14.6( 12.9( 1.7C

Source: Srb 2004; Pohyb 2008a.

In late 1918, the independent Czechoslovak Repuwidis founded, composed of Bohemia,
Moravia, Silesia Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia. As to the natity structure, out of 10
million inhabitants of the Czech lands (in 1921)vds 67.7% Czechs, 30.6% Germans and

! Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia will be referred $oGzech lands — a unit that is comparable to thegmt-day
Czech Republic.
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1% Poles. Other minorities were Jews and Slovaks.Czech lands belonged to one of the
most industrially developed regions of the Austrorgarian Empire. In the first half of the

1920s their economic development within the newdialelished state was influenced by a
crisis brought about by the impacts of the WorldrwWand the disintegration of the former

monarchy’s common market. The second half of th20%9was a period of economic

prosperity. From 1925 to 1929 the GDP per capitatwg by more than 30%. The world

economic crisis struck the Czech lands with a oerteelay. The highest unemployment

levels, which pushed 900,000 people out of workieweached in 1933. Moreover, in the
same year the GDP per capita dropped to the létbkeanid 1920s and the maximum figures
from 1929-30 were not reached by the end of th®49Buhi, Patek 2000).

Results of the 1930 Census in the Czech lands showat approximately 300,000 people
were born abroad (2.9 % of the population). A majarf these were, however, persons born
in the regions of the former Austro-Hungarian Erapifhe data on foreign migration during
the existence of the Czechoslovak Republic from81€1 1939 is based on registration
records of the issuance of emigration passportgatide files. The high numbers of persons
departing the country went down rapidly after WonNgr I. From 1920-1924, approximately
110,000 moved abroad (mainly to the USA, France @adnany) while from 1925-1929 it
was a mere 45,000 (table 3). The key factor wadgonenately the tightening of immigration
policy in the USA and some other countries. InltGtpures, about 230,000 residents left the
Czech lands during the period from 1920 to 1939grhtion losses accounted for
approximately one tenth of the natural increasb g804).

Table 3. International migration in the Czech lgrid®0-1939 (five-year average)

Year | Immigrants | Emigrants [ Net Migration
1920-24 10,100 22,138 -12,038
1925-29 2,527 9,083 -6,556
1930-34 1,276 3,392 -2,116
1935-3¢ 14,47 11,39¢ 3,07¢

Total 141,875 230,045 -88,170

Source: Srb 2004.

The net migration was greatly influenced by thenidation of the independent Czechoslovak
state, which primarily manifested itself in a reigration wave in the first half of the 1920s.
In the first post-war years, more than 40,000 cdngia returned home from the USA and
about 100,000 from Austria. Similarly, the subsequienmigration flows did not have a
primarily economic overtone. After World War | tltg&zechoslovak Republic allowed the
entry of Russian emigrants, whose numbers are agtnat 20,000. After Paris, Prague
became the second most important centre of the i&ugsost-revolution emigration.
Politically motivated immigrants were arriving alsothe 1930s after the onset of Nazism in
Germany.

The independent Czechoslovak Republic (Czechoslay&ilowed in most ways the Austro-

Hungarian migration policy traditions regarding gration and naturalisation. In 1922, a new
Emigration Act was voted for — again quite libermalterms of emigration, however more

focused on protection of rights of Czechoslovak geamts (e.g., on the regulation of
intermediaries, transport companies and rightsarkers abroad) (BarSova, BarSa 2005).

On the other hand, Czechoslovakia was more activenmigration regulation due to the

economic recession and the situation in neighbgurountries. In the late 1920s, a highly up-
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to-date regulation mechanism was established thrdkg Act on Protection of the Labour
Market. Employers of a foreign labour force neettetlave special permission enabling them
to employ foreign workers. This permission couldiggued only when the situation in the
labour market was favourable, or when no nationatkers were able to fill the position
(BarSova, BarSa 2005). The regulation was enacted geciprocal solution reacting to the
situation in neighbouring countries, which had iearlimposed similar regulations.
Furthermore, the law was seen as a way to possialglicate the visa system through the
creation of a new mechanism (permit for employ#hg} could prevent undesirable aliens
from entering (Zprava vyboru 2008).

Following the worsening situation in the internatb arena, further restrictions in
immigration legislation took place. In 1935, thetAn Residence of Foreigners (surprisingly
close to today’'s immigration legislation) estabéidhan obligation for foreigners (except
refugees) already staying in Czechoslovakia onutitey to stay there for more than 2 months
(regardless of the purpose of the stay) to applafresidence permit at a police station in the
district where they stayed or intended to stay.tt@rmore, a change of a foreigner’s
residence to a different police district had tadyorted (Usneseni 2008).

After the Munich Agreement more restrictions weangaduced. The conditions of refugees
were especially tightened as refugees were madpgly for a residence permit as well. Soon
before the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia wgssed on the territory of the Czech
lands, a government resolution stated that migraet® obliged to leave Czechoslovakia if
ordered by the relevant state official (BarSovasB£005).

1.2. Period from 1945 to 1989

The most evident example of how politics had becantetermining factor in international
migration trends is seen in the new geopoliticgime following the end of World War II.
Massive population movements had impacts not onlyhe whole of Europe, but also very
significantly Czechoslovakia. Although exact data the period are not available, it is
estimated that more than 5 million people werehenrhove, including about 4 million in the
Czech lands (Horadkova 2000). During the years 1%/ some 2,820,000 Germans were
transferred and expelled from Czechoslovakia ton@er or Austria in three, organised as
well as spontaneous, waves:most of them were frioen Gzech lands, especially border
regions (see table 4). Additionally, some 90,00(h¢rians also returned to Hungary from
Slovakia, while about 50,000 persons were forcefalisplaced from Czechoslovakia to
Ukraine and other parts of the former USSR (Horako2000). The depopulated
Sudeten/border regions were after that settledetyrming migrants of Czech or Slovak origin
(during the period 1945-1950 about 220,000 persma, ding 40,000 of those who came
from the Volhynia region). The ethnically selectipelicy of post-war Czechoslovakia was
the cause of ongoing emigration of some 150,00@ietermans to Germany during the
period 1950-1990. Thus the Czech lands becamecathhihomogeneous country with a
prevailing Slavic background, where 94% of the pafon were Czechs.
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Table 4. International migration in the Czech lgrid®5-1947

Year [ Immigrants [ Emigrants [ Net Migration
1945 35,000 1,177,000 -1,142,000
1946 45,000 1,630,000 -1,585,000
1947 51,100 1,300 49,800
Tota 131,100 2,808,301 2,677,201

Source: Andrle 1993 according to Horakova 2000.

International migration movements in Czechoslovakiare very specific during the
communist era. Conforming to the governing regimbich in many aspects isolated pro-
Soviet block countries from the rest of the wondeant that movements were far from
“natural”’. Migration activities and trends were lted to illegal/undocumented emigration.
There was no explicit immigration policy — exceptr fthe asylum channel, which was
adjusted to the definition of asylum based on distieules in 1960 (BarSova-Barsa 2005).

Migration movements of Czechoslovak citizens wereganized through theso-
called“visa’policy, when selected Czechoslovakigizens (financial and political reasons
came into play) were allowed to travel to non-slistia countries by way of visas. Generally,
it was unlawful to leave the country (even for arshime period) without official permission,
which, however, was almost impossible to get. Thillsgal” movements were the only way
of emigrating.lllegal emigrants automatically I&&ech/Slovak citizenship and usually were
sentenced to several years in prison.

During the 1948-1989 period, two waves of emigratiended to follow political changes in
the country — the rise to power of the communist$948 and the Soviet army's occupation in
1968 — and their aftermath. Vaculik (2002) indisatteat from 1948 until 1953, 44,000 fled
and between 1968 and1972 some 127 @@dple left due to political changes. The 197@s an
1980s were also characterised by illegal emigratiwlitical reasons for emigration were
often intertwined with economic motives, as peopignted to find countries with higher
standards of living. Most of these emigrants bedwhtp the young and healthy segments of
the population: many travelled with their familiesiost were economically active; their
average age was 35; and the majority of them waledlor semiskilled - “blue collared”
(Drbohlav 1994). The Czech lands lost approximatsbiyne 420,000 - 440,000 people
between 1948 and 1990 (&ara 1994) or according to Andrle (1993 accordingdtmakova
2000) 500,000 total (hence, including legal onesg (table 5).

Table 5. Migration losses of the Czech lands, 12480

Year [ Legal migrants | lllegal migrants | Total
1948-1949 3,900 -250,000 -246,100
1950-1960 -2,400 -32,500 -34,900
1961-1970 -47,700 -116,800 -164,500
1971-1980 -7,800 -43,200 -51,100
1981-1990 -13,700 -40,000 -53,700

Total -67,700 -482,500 -550,300

Source: Andrle 1993 according to Horakova 2000.

2 0On the other hand, there is another estimate atidig that some 162,000 Czechoslovak citizens fted
Australia, Austria and Germany during the yearsgl&ed 1969 (Horakova 2000).
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During the period between 1960 and 1969, about O®4,Ppersons emigrated from
Czechoslovakia legally. Most of these persons (Bd4000) left in 1967. The expected
democratization of political life in 1968 had thH#eet of retarding the emigration process,
with the annual number of legal emigrants decregslightly to 10,500 persons in 1968 and
to 9,000 in 1969 (Horadkova 2000). The subsequeotgss of so-called “normalization”
brought about a new wave of emigration (see tal)leh6bwever, the figure for illegal
emigration was undoubtedly higher. The main destina of legal emigrants from
Czechoslovakia in Europe were Austria, GermanyeGreand Poland and the United States
and Canada overseas.

The former Czechoslovakia has also experienced gegnt immigration. It was strictly
regulated and relatively low. It mainly consisted ionmigration for family reasons
(reunification or marriage). The immigrants cameg@pally from the countries of Central
and Eastern Europe, as well as from Greece anct&rém ethnic terms, many of them were
of Czech or Slovak origin. Furthermore, the cemr&oscow and the representatives of the
Communist Party of Czechoslovakia were directirggrthigration flow of Greek civilians and
pro-communist partisans to Czechoslovakia, whesg dibtained asylum. The total number of
them reached about 14,000 {&nasek 2003). The immigrants were leaving the eanth
regions of Greece after the loss in the civil wiar X949) under the assumption that they
would return to Greece soon. However, they sefilzthanently in the Czech lands, mostly in
Northern Moravia.

Table 6. International migration in the Czech BntP50-1989 (five-year average)

Year Immigrants Emigrants Net migration

Total Male Femal Total Male Femals Total Male Femals
1950-54 1,158 6909 494 721 3B1 390 432 368 64
1955-59 1,269 6 643 2,1p6 974 1,132 -B37 1328 -509
1960-64 1,201 7 440 2,6b3 1,428 1,425 -1}452 487 -965
1965-69 2,171 1,394 823 8,7pR3 4,339 4B84  -6/546 -4,985 613,5
1970-74 3,150 1,943 1,187 5,2|27 2,651 2pb70 -2|071 -694 831,3
1975-79 2,060 1,045 995 3,0p9 1,935 1,p34 -1)009 470 -539
1980-84 1,13p 6 512 2,7p0 1,425 1,565 -1)658 605 -1,053
1985-8¢ 852 42C 432 1,83¢ 741 1,097 -98¢€ -321 -66E

Source: Srb 2004.
Note: without migration between Czech lands and&i@.

In 1946 and 1947, about 12,000 Bulgarian agricaltworkers immigrated and settled in
depopulated areas of the former Sudetenland. Angttoeip of around 4,000 Bulgarians (not
included in the official statistics due to theirespicity) arrived in Czechoslovakia in 1957
(Horakova 2000). The resettlement program of abaedoareas of Czech Germans also
included a semi-conducted immigration of Slovakd #me Slovakian Roma people in the
1940s and 1950s. It is estimated that around 16Rt@a came in 1947 (Pavidova 2004
according to BarSov4, BarSa 2005).

The liberalization of political life in the pericaf the 1960s (the period preceding the Prague
spring) resulted in a rise in immigration. Durifgetdecade 1960-1969, approximately 19,000
foreign nationals immigrated to Czechoslovakia, thyoduring the years 1966-1968, when
more than 4,000 persons arrived each year. Folpwhe Soviet invasion, the numbers of
immigrants decreased slightly during the years 18691971 to about 3,000 a year.
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Immigration rose once again during the period otalted “normalization” from 1970 to
1979, when the total number of immigrants to Czeldwakia reached nearly 50,000 (see

table 7).

Table 7. Migration between the Czech lands anddiiay 1950-1992 (five-year average)

Immigration Emigration Net migration of
to the Czech lands from the Czech lands
Year ) : the Czech lands
from Slovakia to Slovakia
Total Male Femal¢ | Total Male Femal¢ | Total Male Femals

1950-54 32,78)L 19,876 12,905 21,280 13)731 7549 11,501 456,1 5,356
1955-59 21,23p 11,290 9,942 14,272 8,066 6206 8,960 B,224,7363
1960-64 18,55 9,805 8,748 11,032 5,661 5|371 1,521 1,144 3773,
1965-69 16,46p 8,140 7,149 10,304 5,p04 5/100 q,165 8,516 6492,
1970-74 11,92B 6,094 5,8p9 8,107 4072 4]035 3,816 2022 9417
1975-79 9,95p 5,040 4,896 6,769 3,494 3275 3,187 1566 11,62
1980-84 9,828 5,042 4,171 6,d99 3,140 2959 3124 1912 2181
1985-89 9,13) 4,841 4,2f6 5,765 2,894 2871 3312 1,967 51,40
1990-9: 10,04¢ 5,46 4,58 1,21¢ 3,697T 3,57 2,11¢ 1,77(C 1,00¢

Source: Srb 2004.

In the middle of the 1970s, the Czechoslovak Paeiat started discussing the problem of the
lack of a labour force (June 1976). The active atign policy approach started to be
discussed as well. It was connected to technigabvation in the most important Prague
factories, since the Prague labour market alwalysdreipon the migrant labour force. This
discussion went on in parallel with importing temgy workers and trainees from other
socialist countries. Within the framework of intewgrnmental agreements signed between
Czechoslovakia and other socialist countries - iwitthe so-called “international aid co-
operation” schemes, mainly migrants from Polandgd&lavia, Hungary, Cuba, Mongolia,
Angola, and North Korea came (Bouskova 1998).

Cooperation with Poland has had a long traditiothin field of employment since the early
1960s, especially in the border regions. Due t@ualshortages of domestic resources in
borderland areas, Polish citizens were signifigargpresented in a number of organizations
(for example, the textile and glass industriesorntimeern Bohemia, metallurgy, and mining in
North Moravia). The highest number of Polish citigevorking on a long term-basis in Czech
territory was recorded in 1974 (20,825 personsleOlong-term cooperation existed with the
Socialist Republic of Vietham. Intergovernmentateggments were focused primarily on the
professional training of Vietnamese citizens. Basadthe Agreement of 1979, a total of
8,700 Vietnamese pupils and 23,300 trainees andicipants of training arrived in
Czechoslovakia. In addition, the employment of Nahese citizens also occurred, based on
the Agreement of 1980. The highest number of suatkers was recorded at the end of 1983
(27,100 persons). The citizens of Cuba were thedthnajor group employed in
Czechoslovakia, based on intergovernmental agresminthe period from 1978 to 1989,
about 23,160 Cuban citizens were accepted.

This immigration, similar to many other projectsridg the communist era, was tightly

regulated. Very often the immigrants were segrefjat&ey were not very visible and were
confined to operate only within certain factoriesd@r locations (Drbohlav 2004). This
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scheme also involved Vietnamé@séut many of them, in contrast to the other above
mentioned workers, formed de facto permanent sedthés in the Czech Republic in the
1990s.

The nature of the economic situation in the moetioperiod was affected by political
changes after 1948. Virtually full nationalizationthe sphere of manufacturing and services
had been implemented, and the collectivizationgyfcalture took place. After overcoming
the difficult post-war situation, economic growth the second half of the 1950s stood at
about 5% of the annual increase in the GDP petaalpater, however, a reduction occurred.
From the mid-1970s onward, the growth of GDP wasimmal and mostly fluctuated around
1%. The Czech economy fell behind the rate of #nebbpment of Western European states.
Within the socialist bloc, however, it maintainduke tfront position. In the framework of
central planning, the development of heavy indusing mining of mineral resources was
mainly supported, the service sector fell behindetdployment virtually did not exist due to
the given economic system. On the contrary, thersitely developed economy was typical
of labour shortages.

Concerning population development, natural reprbdoc after World War 1l was
characterized by post-war compensatory increaderiility (an average of 2.9 children per
woman in the years 1945-49) and also in the natncatase (around 10% in the years 1945-
49). Annual absolute natural increase of populatwas between 70,000 to 100,000
inhabitants until the mid-1950s. During the next fgears, a long-term decline in fertility
occurred (fewer than 2 children per woman at the @nthe 1960s), and in connection with
more or less stagnant values of life expectanay,niditural population increase was further
reduced to a value of approximately 2% at the ehdhe 1960s. Significant measures
supporting natality led, in the mid-1970s, to arsterm increase in fertility (an average of
2.46 children per woman in 1974) and thus to ireeeia the natural population growth to
between 6 and 7% in the years 1974-76. Afterwandsyever, the long-term decline of
fertility and natural population growth continudeopulation growth was almost zero at the
end of the 1980s (see table 8).

Table 8. Demographic development of the Czech lah@is0-89

Vear Total fertility rate Births | Deaths __ | Natural increase
per 1 000 population

1950-54 2.71 19.60 11.00 8.60
1955-59 2.40 15.90 10.00 5.90
1960-64 2.18 14.40 10.30 4.20
1965-69 1.96 14.40 11.30 3.10
1970-74 2.15 17.00 12.50 4.60
1975-79 2.35 17.90 12.40 5.50
1980-84 2.00 13.80 12.90 1.00
1985-8¢ 1.92 12.8( 12.5( 0.3C

Source: Pohyb 2008b.

Net migration was negative throughout the post@e&arod, compared to the natural increase.
As mentioned above, the migration losses are estarat about 0.5 million of inhabitants for
the period 1948 - 1989, taking into account illegaligration. Czech lands thus preserved

3 Apart from the Vietnamese workers, Vietnamese peent immigration to the Czech Republic was rather
marginal and politically motivated.
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their emigration nature even in this period. Migrmatlosses were absolutely and relatively
higher than in the interwar period, and the shdreemative net migration on the natural
population growth, which exceeded 30%, was comparabthe situation in the second half
of the 19" century. Displacement of 2.8 million inhabitanf<German nationality in the years

1945-47, however, was unprecedented in histormalparisons.
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2. Social and Migration Development in the Period étween 1989-
2007

Political changes in 1989 did significantly infleen further development of international
migration in the Czech Republic. The most importéattors playing significant roles
included the collapse of the “lron Curtain” and sequent political, social and economic
transformation. Further vital milestones of thia @rere the division of Czechoslovakia and
the foundation of the independent Czech Republidamuary 1, 1993 as well as joining the
European Union (EU) on May 1, 2004. All these eseled to the increased volume of
international migration. During the first half dfet 1990s, the Czech Republic quickly became
a country of transit (migrants going through theroy from the East to the West), but, in the
course of time, it also became a country of imntigra(see table 10).

While at the beginning of the new migration erd 890, the percentage of foreign nationals
in the total population of the Czechoslovak FedBgbublic was rather negligible, in 2007 it

was already 3.7 percent in the Czech Republiclf{solute figures - 392,087 foreigners with

residence permits) (Zprava 2008). Though this sisasgll lower than in many EU15 member

countries, it is, for example, comparable with giare of immigrants in Portugal, Slovenia,
Italy or Finland.

2.1. Statistics

Statistical data concerning international migrationthis period comes basically from three
main sources. The first is traditionally the censusfortunately, census information on

international migration or more precisely on foregs in the territory of the Czech Republic
is considerably incomplete. The 1991 Census redooady the permanent population (only

foreigners with permanent residence permits), the ia 2001 included also foreigners with

visas for a period exceeding 90 days. However 6086 of those meant to be counted were
in fact enumerated (Drbohlav, Lachmanova 2008a).

The second source is the Information System of $kegion of Inhabitants (ISE®pf the
Ministry of the Interior of the Czech Republic whics, however, not normally available for
the public or researchers, though several datasetgiven to the Czech Statistical Office.
The third source is based on the records of issasidlence permits by the Alien Police.
These two sources have been gradually intercorshemstd, since 2005, from the point of
view of a unified collection of data and methodglpothey have been in essence integrated.
The year 1993 (the foundation of the independeric@Republic) is an important milestone
from the developmental aspect, because since #atthere has been relatively consistent
information available about the number of the reged foreigners on national territory,
including their other characteristics. The nexgngicant turning point was 2001, when a
number of methodological changes took place. Thetnmaportant, based on the 2001
Census, included foreigners with visas for periedseeding 90 days in the population
balances made by the Czech Statistical Office.lltimen, the migration balance of the Czech
Republic had covered only those migrants whoseeptdigermanent residence was changed.
Subsequently, the international migration data teetnd after 2001 is incompatible. Minor

* The ISEO registers Czech citizens and foreigriets ditizens and third country nationals) on visariés for
more than 3 months. However, EU-citizens in gendcahot have the obligation to have a residencenper
hence, not all residing EU citizens are recordedeth
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adjustments were carried out in 2004 in connectidh the Czech Republic joining the EU.
Migration records do suffer from another problemarelcteristic of most countries — the
impossibility of detecting a considerable volumeedaiigration flows. Therefore, the number
of emigrants given by Czech statistics is considgréower than the real situation. These
incomplete figures relate (since 2001) predomiryatatforeigners leaving the country.
Currently, it is possible to distinguish in a veiynplified manner the following categories of
foreigners’ stay in the territory of the Czech Rl

1. EU citizens and their family members:
- registered without a temporary or permanent resel@ermit,
- with temporary residence permit (more or lessform of registration),
- with permanent residence permit;
2. Third country nationals:
1. with short-term visas (up to 90 days),
2. with visas for the period exceeding 90 days (vididl year, cannot be extended),
3. with long-term residence permits (following theassfor the period exceeding 90
days valid for 1 year, can be extended),
4. with permanent residence permits (usually issueer & years of residence, in
some cases after 4 or 2.5 years);
3. Foreigners who gained asylum/international protecgti
4. Registered applicants for asylum/international gcton.

Foreigners with temporary, long-term visas and psrrand permanent permits clearly
represent the immigrant population.

An important component of the information on foreags is the data about their economic
activities. The register of work permits is runtbg Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs of
the Czech Republic. Data concerning the issueck tiadnces is provided by the database of
the Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Czech &aj. The time series of both data groups
are available from 1993 and 1994 on, respectivdbwever, in both cases there have been
various legal and methodological changes that énfte the possibility of comparability over
time.

2.2. Mobility and Migration Flows

Since the 1990s - after the communist era wherrnat®nal movements were generally
heavily suppressed, international mobility has beemming reflecting newly gained freedom
of movements (on the side of the Czech populatem), at the same time, mirroring
incorporating the country into the globalizing wbrrable 9 brings figures for overall border
crossings of foreigners between 1993 and 2006.0bv 2altogether some 267 mil. border
crossings (inflows plus outflows) were registerédhe& Czech state borders (255 mil. flows
were tied to EU citizens including the Czech natien10.2 to third country nationals and 1.6
to foreigners with visa requirements — Zprava 2008)
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Table 9. Border crossings of foreigners (mil. ofgo®s, total = incoming+outgoing), 1993 - 2006
1993| 1994 1995] 1996| 1997 1998] 1999| 2000 2001| 2002| 2003] 2004 2005| 2006

Border
crossings of 146 199 197 214 213 ZT4 1P9 305 4 p0196 189 19( 199 199

foreigners

Zdroj: Zprava 2004, 2007.

In the 1990s, when Czech statistics registered atiggr only on the basis of change of
permanent residence: there was an annual averageoot 10,000 immigrants. This figure
does not differ much from the immigration numberghe 1970s and 1980s. A certain rise
was experienced in 1992 and 1993, when, owing & division of Czechoslovakia, the
migration exchange between Czechia and Slovakiaeased and newly became an
international movement. The official figures of istgred emigrants plummeted to the
minimum level after 1993 and in fact did not reflezality.

The new system of statistical registration of miigra after 2001 (where foreigners are

counted as immigrants already after 1 year of ezgid) showed a significant increase in the
number of immigrants, from around 13,000 in 2001@4,000 (in 2007). The figures of those

leaving the country ranged between 20,000 and 85p@0ple in the period 2001-2007. The
net migration, which has been positive since 1988, been growing significantly since 2001.
An exception to this trend was the year 2001, wheh migration was negative due to

aforementioned changes in statistics (see table 10)

® Between 1997 and 2006, one can get only a totalbeurof border crossings without any possibility to
differentiate between arrivals and departures. Maraified data are only for 2007, albeit not diffetiating
between Czech and other EU citizens.
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Table 10. International migration (of Czech citigend foreigners) in the Czech Republic, 1990-2007

Year Immigrants Emigrants Net migration
Total from Slovakie Total to Slovakie Total with Slovakie

1990 12,411 10,013 11,787 7,974 124 2,399
1991 14,096 8,334 11,220 7,34 2,876 1,010
1992 19,07p 11,740 7,291 6,83 11,181 4,917
1993 12,900 7,276 7,434 7,282 5,476 44
1994 10,20f 4,076 245 6 9,M?2 4,020
1995 10,54p 3,845 541 130 9,999 3,705
1996 10,85f 3,490 748 213 10,429 3,237
1997 12,88p 3,098 8Q5 260 12,475 2,828
1998 10,72 2,847 1,241 3p6 9,488 2,531
1999 9,910 3,235 1,136 3p6 8,474 2,899
2000 7,80p 2,826 1,243 413 6,939 2,413
2001 12,918 3,090 21,469 8,471 -8,$51 -5,621
2002 44,679 13,326 32,389 14,455 12,p90 -1,129
2003 60,01p 24,410 34,2p6 18,316 25,89 6,094
2004 53,458 15,748 34,818 21,152 18,p35 -5,364
2005 60,294 10,133 24,065 1,935 36,p29 8,198
2006 68,183 6,795 33,463 6p 9 34,120 6,166
2007 104,44b - 20,570 - 83,985 -

Source: Internal 2008.
Note: Since 2001 - foreigners counted as immigrahleady after 1 year of residence.

The most important migratory connections of thedbzZands were those with Slovakia. They
are based on the specificities of the common dewveémt within one country until 1992 (see
table 7). This relation was reflected after 1998. Sum up, the conditions and “migratory
regime” between these two states were more ordesgarable with the current migratory
regulations in the EU. Until 1999 Slovak citizensres the largest group of immigrants. Later
they were replaced from this position by Ukrainjamgho have clearly dominated the
immigration flows. Other large immigration groupsnesist of citizens of Vietham, Russia,
Poland and Germany, and in recent years they hesme joined by Moldovan and Mongolian
citizens (see table 11).
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Table 11. International migration of foreignergtie Czech Republic by most important citizenshj3- 2007
(as of December 31)

Citizenship Immigrants _ Emigrants _ Net migration _
200t 200¢ 2007 200t | 200€ | 2007 | 200¢ 200¢ 2007

Ukraine 23,87 30,190 39,5y2 11,392 17,157 8)670 134,483 998p, 30,902
Slovakia 10,10y 6,741 13,981 1,946 429 B02  8|161 g,152 93,12
Vietnam 4,906 6,433 12,332 1417 2,350 1,p51 3{489 4,0832811,
Russia 3,30p 4,615 6,6p5 1,306 2461 D30 1}994 2,214 5,765
Moldova 1,672 2,371 3,419 781 1,234 964 B91 1]143 2,455
Mongolia 911 1,549 3,399 237 474 440 654 1p75 2,879
Poland 1,259 9 2,329 140 06 96 1,119 853 2,233
Germany 1,431 797 1,982 9 63 4q01 1,832 734 1,731
United States 1,314 1,8p4 1,438 46  1,p62 871 628 542 867
Bulgaria 844 83 1,199 434 63 549 392 |57 570
Belarus 732 78 1,045 306 462 241 426 320 854
Kazakhstan 36b 440 986 180 269 139 185 191 847
China 831 1,38 9q1 407 6p4 2|76 426 77 685
Romania 44 4 9qo 178 276 333 264 173 576
Uzbekistan 155 3 734 6 1p4 70 89 | 40 684
United Kingdom 42% 26 733 9 P2 31 386 247 702
Total 58,57¢ 125 102,517 21,79¢ 31, 18,424 36,79 4,731 84,087

Source: Zahragni 2008.

In the 1990s the male-to-female ratio of immigrawes more or less balanced. When the
statistics were changed (in 2001), accordingly,géeder structure changed and reflected the
nature of labour-oriented migration, where malesvailed over females (i.e., men account
for 60% to 65% of both immigrants and emigrantshe Tnet migration shows a low
percentage of men among Russian and Mongoliannatgyoups (only about 28%) in 2001-
2007. On the other hand, a high percentage of meattiibuted to Polish migrants (75% —
80%). The age structure of migration flows matdesgeneral migration regularities — in the
period between 2003 and2007 there was a consiéeicentration of migrants in the
category of 20-29 years of age (approximately 38f@) 30-39 years of age (25%), where the
median age of immigrants was slightly lower (28&ang of age) than the median age of
emigrants (30.7 years of age) (see table 12).

Table 12. Age structure of international migrantshie Czech Republic, 2005-2007 (three-year avgrage

Age
0-9 10-1¢ 20-2¢ 30-3¢ 40-4¢ 50-5¢ 60-6¢ 70+
Immigrants 3,16y 6,224 29,0p7 19,430 12,419 41540 789 311
Emigrants 848 1,407 8,540 6,417 4,459 1,858 263 78
Net migratiol 2,31¢ 4,817 20,517 12,81: 7,96( 2,68 526 23¢

Source: External 2008.

Moreover, the Czech Republic is also a destinafiorshort-term “migrants” (staying on a
short-term visa for less than 90 days), mostlyigisir Short-term visa policy falls under the
responsibility of the Ministry of Foreign Affairsiflike long-term visas and permits which
are governed by the Ministry of the Interior) amice the accession of the Czech Republic to
the EU it has been largely determined by EU visadtives. Unfortunately, no clear data on
short-term visas is accessible. One can get onfiiapgieces of information on the total
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number of visa applications and visas issued (toly both short-term as well as long-term
visas) at Czech embassies abroad accompanied bgymetion on five countries whose
nationals have submitted the largest number of ggdications (see table 13).

Table 13. Czech visa applications and visa iss2@d4 - 2007

2004 2005 2006 2007
Total visa applicationp 523,941 559,898 663,655 701,643
Total visa issued 471,068 531,428 620,937 653,241

Top-5 countries (by |Russia-176,618 Russia-213,790 Russia - 264,923 si®ug97,733
number of visa
applications)

Ukraine - 90,014 Ukraine - 115,114 Ukraine - 147,p0Rréihe - 156,864
erbia and Mont|
Negro - 35,137
Belarus - 22,930 Taiwan-29,832 Turkey- 30,415 Twurk28,408
Taiwan - 21,279 Belarus - 24,442 Belarus - 25,789 @&aaiw25,758

(D

Turkey - 24,873 Turkey - 33,512 Taiwan - 37,29?)

Source: Zprava 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008.

With regard to short-term tourist visa, we shoulid éhat they are sometimes misused as an
easy entry mechanism followed by irregular employtme the Czech Republic, especially in
the case of foreigners from Post-Soviet countim®dghlav, Lachmanova 2008b). Moreover,
it is worth stressing that the Czech Republic aspecial visas/permits for seasonal work of
foreigners — no programme for seasonal labour magrdas ever been launched.

Since 1989 the Czech Republic has not become disagn emigration country. In particular
political stability, development of democracy andaimtained or even growing living
standards and, indeed, the Czech mentality werengéjer reasons for such a development.
Emigration, however, has been replaced by the emmesy of a new phenomenon of
occasional temporary labour migration from the @z&zpublic to the West, especially to
Germany and Austria. This situation was typical thee beginning of the 1990s and we call
those labour migrants “pendlefs{Maredova, Drbohlav 2007, i#bek 1998). The emigration
of Czechs to EU countries, particularly Germany #mel United Kingdom and to overseas
countries was also significant, especially in theye1990s. In 1992 and 1993 between 0.4
and 0.8 percent of the domestic labour force, Z¥ @fid 49,000 persons respectively, found
seasonal or commuting jobs in Germany. Howeveredas statistics of the OECD current
Czech emigration into the EU countries appearsetorie of the lowest in the 10 countries of
the Central and Eastern European countries (Iniered 2007).

® The importace of this movement has been decreasiegtime: Whereas in 2000 some 10,000 Czectecitiz
legally worked in Germany and about one half ofthgere (mostly daily or weekly) circulating pendiein
1996 it was 24,000 and about 18,000, respectisely MareSova, Drbohlav 2007).
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2.3. Numbers and Characteristics of Foreigners inhe Czech Republic
2.3.1. Stocks of Foreigners

Since 1993, a long-term increase in the numbendidgners has been recorded - in 1993
there were 77,668 foreigners staying in the CzeepuRlic compared to 394,124 in 2007
(always reported for December 31 — table 12). Theegtions were in the years 2000 and
2001, when a significant drop occurred. This mayitded to economic recession, the more
limited space in which migrants could operate aestrictive migratory legislation. Since
1996 there has been a gradual rise in the shgyerofanent residence permits (mostly linked
with family reasons) at the expense of the longiteesidence permits (chiefly typical
economic migrants) — from approximately 23% torently, 43%. The reasons can be found
primarily on the part of legislation — conditions fobtaining permanent residence have been
eased (shortening of the waiting period in relatofEU regulations) as well as the increase
of firmly established ethnic immigrant groups i ttountry over time.

Table 14. Foreigners by type of residence in thecERepublic, 1993-2007 (as of December 31)

Year Perf“a” ent Lo_ng—term Stateless | Gained asylllm Total Shar_e of
residence residence/* population (%)

1993 31,07p 46,070 5326 - 77,668 0.75
1994 32,46B 71,230 6%4 - 104,352 1.01
1995 38,557 120,060 590 - 159,407 1.54
1996 45,837 152,767 538 - 199,152 1.93
1997 56,28[L 153,516 514 - 210,311 2.04
1998 63,91P 155,836 482 - 220,187 2.14
1999 66,75/ 162,108 - 1,2p9 230,131 2.23
2000 66,89[L 134,060 - 1,2b0 202,201 1.96
2001 69,81p 140,978 - 1,25 212,069 2.05
2002 75,24P 156,3%9 - 1,34 232,942 2.27
2003 80,844 159,577 - 1,513 241,934 2.35
2004 99,467 154,827 - 1,6p3 255,917 2.49
2005 110,59 167,714 - 1,7p9 280,111 2.71
2006 139,18 182,271 - 1,887 323,343 3.12
2007 158,01 234,069 - 2,087 394,124 3.78

Source: Zprava 2008.
Note: Asylum status 1993-1998 - missing data; /839999 long-term residence, 2000-2003 90-daysemed-
visa, since 2004 temporary EU, long-term residemzb90-days-and-over visa are included.

Since 1996 the five largest immigrant groups hareained the same — consisting of citizens
of Ukraine, Slovakia, Vietnam, Russia and Polarek (&ble 15). Whereas the number of
Slovak and Polish citizens has not changed muah fiee mid-1990s, figures of those from
Ukraine, Vietnam and Russia have increased twodsldompared to the situation in the mid-
1990s. As for the smaller immigrant groups, it @sgible to observe a large increase of
citizens coming from some post-Soviet republicsrt{palarly Moldova, Kazakhstan),
Mongolia and from some European countries (esggdi@m Germany and Great Britain).
At the beginning of the 1990s, immigrants with ldegm residence permits prevailed in the
largest groups, with the exception of Polish imrargs. The most significant change took
place mainly in relation to citizens of Vietham, RRia and China, where the proportion of
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those with permanent residence permits rapidlyeia®ed and currently ranges between 50%
to 60%.

Table 15. Foreigners by citizenship in the CzechuRéc, 2007 (as of December 31)

Citizenship Foreigners, toled Permanent residence permit Other types of residpaoait
’ Total Males | Female$ Total Maled Females

Ukraine 126,526 32,614 15,174 17,445 93,907 61,061 32,846
Slovakia 67,880 24,444 11,89p 12,545 43,436 28,427 15,009
Vietnam 50,955 32,7646 18,669 14,097 18,189 111232 6,957
Russia 23,3043 10,899 4,83p 6,060 12,4D4 6,124 6,280
Poland 20,60 11,288 3,379 7,909 9,B19 71804 1,515
Germany 15,70 4,423 2,912 1,511 11,p78 9(738 1,540
Moldova 7,972 1,664 89 778 6,308 4,285 2,023
Mongolia 5,967 1,097 345 752 4,470 2,088 2,782
Bulgaria 5,024 3,034 1,88 1,145 1,992 1,314 678
China 4,760 2,88( 1,58 1,2%4 1,880 1,096 784
United States 4,448 2,544 1,700 44 1,004 1{054 850
United Kingdom 3,779 1,201 1,01 184 2,578 1,913 665
Belarus 3,749 1,93} 725 1,214 1,817 884 92¢
Total 392,087 158,018 83,082 74,936 234,069 153|731 80,338

Source: Foreigners 2008a.

The basic demographic characteristics of foreigmaostly match the generally accepted
regularities of international migration. Femaleresgntation among all foreigners was stable
in the period of 2001-2007, amounting to some 49%sile in the category of foreigners with
permanent residence permits the share of womehoist®&0%, among the immigrants with
long-term residence permits, which are more comuegith short-term labour migrations, the
proportion of women is below 35%. The highest fean@presentation is among citizens of
Russia, Byelorussia, Kazakhstan and Mongolia (fisimto 60%). On the other hand, low
shares can be found with respect to citizens okrséVvWestern European countries —
Germany, Great Britain, Austria and the Netherlaf@sween 20 to 30%).

As of December 31, 2006 the age structure of alkifmers was again typical of the
prevailing labour-oriented migration. More than fhaf immigrants fell within the age
category of 20 to 39 years, while the share ofdcail under 15 years of age and persons over
60 years of age was low. There are significaniedsfices in the age structure depending on
the nationality of immigrants. The highest average (combined with a higher proportion of
citizens in the post-productive age) was recordetray citizens of Germany, Poland,
Bulgaria and also the USA. On the other hand, awvedaverage share of children can be
found mainly among Vietnamese residents (childredeu 14 years of age amounted to
almost 20%) as well as citizens of Russia and China

As of December 31, 2006, two purposes of residerssdtlement (38%) and family reunion
and creation (60%) were logically the most represriypes among permanent residence
permit holders. With respect to foreigners holdiogg-term permits (for a period exceeding
90 days), the dominant purposes of residence weptogment (70%) and business activities
carried out on the basis of a trade licence (14Ptg above mentioned data corroborates the
fact that labour migration is tied to long-term imgnation (see tables 14 and 16).
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Table 16. Foreigners by purpose of residence, 2806f December 31)

Purpose of residence Foreigners
Total EU Other Europe Other

Total 323,344 102,886 149,769 70,688
Study and training 7,248 1,57 2,343 3,288
Business based on trade licence 261713 3,743 14,963 078,0
Participation in legal person 3 2 - 1
Employment 127,131 46,03p 73,175 7,924
Other economic activities 188 77 31 80
Free establishment (compatriots, etc.) 21314 762 977 5 57
Settlement (permanent residence permit) 52,377 12,198 21,111 19,068
Family members; reunification of the family 101,213 4,81 35,918 30,519
Refugees 1,93 1 961 965
Humanitarian status; temporary protection 31 2 141 188
Other 3,93 3,712 14B 73

Source: Cizinci 2008.

2.3.2. Asylum Seekers

As in many other countries, mainly political stalgiland economic prosperity of the Czech
Republic, and on the other hand, wars or civil totsf and economic underdevelopment all
bring occasional inflows of asylum seekers to thentry.

Asylum seekersdo not represent an important population segnmeguantitative terms in the
Czech Republic. Accordingly, they do not have agyificant influence on the Czech labour
market. For the whole period between 1994 and 2060%,0f 79,363 asylum seekers only
1,969 gained asylum in the country (2.5%) (e.g.dKova 2008). For example, in 2007 1,878
foreigners asked for international protection wioikdy 191 foreigners were granted asylum in
the country. While Ukrainians are, in the long tethre most typical asylum seekers in the
Czech Republic, representatives of other importattonalities change every year — for
example, in 2006 Egypt and Kazakhstan belongecé¢osecond and third most common
country of origin of asylum seekers, on the othand) in 2008 the same places were occupied
by Mongolians and Russians.

The development of the number of asylum seekers {@ele 17) in the Czech Republic
corresponds to situation in other European couwnten overall decreasing trend has been
registered for a long time in most of the EU coiast(Applicants 2008).

" A substantial contribution of the amendment of Atwé on Asylum (No. 165/2006 Coll.) is the implentetion
of the international protection into the Czech lefsamework. International protection takes two nfsr -
(traditional) asylum and newly introduced subsigigrotection. Subsidiary protection replaced themier
“leave to remain” provision and generally is grahte persons who cannot be returned to their cambf
origin due to threats of serious harm (non-refodstprinciple).
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Table 17. Asylum procedure in the Czech Repubb83t2007

Year Applicar\ts for asylum Asylum granted| Year Applicar\ts for asylum / Asylum granted
international protectio international protectio

1993 2,207 251 2001 18,094 83
1994 1,187 116 2004 8,481 103
1995 1,417 59 2003 11,396 208
1996 2,211 162 2004 5,459 142
1997 2,109 96 2005 4,021 251
1998 4,086 78 2006 3,016 268
1999 7,220 79 2007 1,878 191
200( 8,78¢ 13:

Source: Zprava 2001, 2002, 2006, 2007, 2008.
Note: “Asylum granted” represents only cases whHendsylum status was granted — no subsidiary fains
protection are included.

Unfortunately, there are no estimates of the nundbesisylum seekers who remain in the
country after their application has been rejeciéthen asylum procedure is terminated, an
unsuccessful applicant usually gets an adminisgagxpulsion and is obliged to leave the
country within several days. Nobody, however, knevigther this will happen. What is clear
is that the share of rejected applicants is vegh lisee table 17). What is worth mentioning is
that many asylum seekers are in fact masked ecenongrants who ask for asylum at the
moment when being caught by police while violatiates in the interior (mostly by having
no permits allowing stay or work in the country)vanile trying to get westward to other EU
countries (it was mostly before the Czech Repybliwed the Schengen in 2007). Concerning
the involvement of asylum seekers in illegal/irregemployment in the Czech Republic, it is
thought that there are especially two “areas” thay increase probability of asylum seekers’
participation in illegal/irregular employment. Riys it is allowed by the law to work legally
only one year after the asylum application has badmmitted (the purpose of the 2001
Asylum Act amendment was clear - to reduce the rarmobasylum applications that jumped
in 2000 from 8,788 to 18,094 in 2001 - see table $écondly, asylum seekers can leave the
asylum centre and live in private flats where, hesvethey can get social subsidies only for a
three-month period. As a corollary, some asylunkeeseare pushed by the administration to
illegal/irregular activities, not to mention thatny of them do not stick to one year “waiting
period” and start working much earlier.

Besides gaining asylum status there is also a lpbsiof gaining “subsidiary protection”
(former “leave to remain” status). In 2007, 191eigners were granted subsidiary protection
in the Czech Republic — these were mostly citiz#rBelarus (52 persons), Irag (33 persons),
Russia (31 persons), or Cuba (21 persons) (Zpra98a)2

2.3.2. lllegal/lrregular Migrants and Grey Economy

Inflows of legal/documented migrants go hand inchaiith illegal/irregular migratioh The
basic source of information on illegal migrationtie database of the Alien Police, which

8 As the Ministry of the Interior puts it, illegal griation is understood as ascertained cases oflllegrder

crossing through Czech borders (of foreigners anetl citizens), as well as of the illegal stayayefgners in
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contains information on all persons apprehendedilfegal migration or smuggling. The
development of illegal migration or more precisefythe number of foreigners apprehended
for illegal migration is presented in the table 18.

Table 18. Foreigners apprehended for illegal mignatl993 - 2007

Year lllegal border crossing lllegal stay lllegal natipn - total
1993 41,765 - 41,765
1994 18,832 - 18,832
1995 17,132 - 17,132
1996 21,179 - 21,179
1997 27,325 - 27,325
1998 42,957 - 42,957
1999 30,377 - 30,377
2000 30,761 22,355 53,116
2001 21,09 18,309 39,399
2002 12,632 19,573 32,205
2003 11,125 21,35 32,475
2004 9,433 16,696 26,129
2005 4,745 9,8 14,545
2006 3,676 7,117 10,793
2007 2,837 4,712 7,54¢

Source: Zprava 2001, 2002, 2006, 2007, 2008.

The amount of foreigners apprehended for illegaration has decreased by 82% since 1993,
mainly due to a large decrease of the pool ofdleégmigrants apprehended for illegal border
crossings. However, one cannot make a conclusiaintite volume of illegal migration has
diminished, since there is no evidence as to whetigedrop has been caused by a real overall
decrease in illegal movements, or by improved nagthand strategies of illegal migrants,
which make apprehension of illegal migrants lesgable (see Jandl 2007). Moreover, there
is no information available on the number and dquali controls of the Alien Police: hence, it
is impossible to relate the aforementioned numbleexctly to the real development of the
phenomenon(erméakova, Lachmanova 2008). Moreover, the fact thatCzech Republic
joined the Schengen area at the end of 2007 anckldoes not have any external EU border
might further diminish the number of apprehende@éitmers for illegal border crossing.

Leaving aside illegal transit migrants (see, emgpre in Zprava 2008), the irregular labour
migrants come from economically less developed t@ms Ukrainé is by far the most
important source country sending undocumented enanmigrants to the Czech Republic.
Other Eastern European and Far Eastern countrisiely Moldova, Russia, Belarus,
Vietnam, and China, are estimated to follow Ukraaseghe most important countries of origin
of irregular/illegal migration to the Czech RepubliDrbohlav 2008). lllegal economic
migrants come for short and long-term stays ane takstly labour intensive, demanding,
and poorly paid jobs that are unattractive to n@@xdchs.

the territory of the Czech Republic (Zprava 200fjleed, these two categories can be since 2000aejya
distinguished within the statistics of illegal magjon.

® Currently, Ukrainians make up 60% of those apprdbdrin the Czech territory due to illegal stay (Epedva
2008).
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There are many different sectors of the economyreviiedocumented economic migrants
work. These include construction (auxiliary workshome-cleaning and care,
agriculture/forestry, hotels/restaurants, indubktoi@nches like manufacturing, textile or the
food industry (see Horakova 2006, Drbohlav 2008js worth mentioning that most legally
registered migrants also work in the given sect(se e.g.Cargk, Cizinsky 2006,
Rékoczyova et al. 2007).

Concerning the reasons why there are immigrantfoqeing illegal/irregular economic
activities in the Czech Republic, a Delphi suffeyf a number of Czech migration experts
suggest that the most important reasons are atingxgeemand for cheap and flexible foreign
workers in unqualified manual labour (e.g., in damgtion) together with an established
lobby of intermediaries/brokers (so-called “clients (Drbohlav, Lachmanova 2008b).
Moreover, there is wide social tolerance for urstsged employment that has its roots in the
communist era, where moonlighting was seen asralatd behaviour. Overly bureaucratic
work/residence permit application procedures alitg no programs for temporary workers,
also play an important role (Drbohlav, Lachmano®a8b).

Hence, it is estimated that the overal numberrefnlar/illegal migrants in the country is not

negligible, but no convincing estimate has beenfpoward?. The estimated numbers vary

from 17,000 to more than 300,000 of irregular/ilegnmigrants in the Czech Republic (see,
e.g., Drbohlav, Lachmanova 2008 b, Research 20@5akdva 2005). What seems to be
realistic though, and also supported by data frendgg countries (see examples in Drbohlav
2004, Drbohlav 2008) is that overall numbers of amonmented migrants in the Czech

Republic might equal those of legally registeredigrants.

There is a logical hypothesis (see Jandl, Kral€620also supported by studies in the field,
that in terms of targeted areas, irregular/illegadbnomic migrants follow legally registered

migrants and concentrate in economically dynamigores. This means that irregular/illegal

migrants may mostly head for Prague and surroun@egtral Bohemia and other highly

urbanized areas. Besides more working opportunttiey find more anonymity there as

compared to rural settlements.

The Czech state has applied various measureshasvtto combat irregular/illegal migration.

First of all, such combating belongs to one of éxplicitly declared policy goals of the

official state migration policy (see the Basic BglPrinciples on International Immigration

from 2003 - e.g., in Drbohlav, Horakova, Janska5)0th 2000 a new “Interdepartmental
body for repressing the illegal employment of fgresrs” was established in the Czech
Republic under the umbrella of the Ministry of Labaand Social Affairs. Recently, this

commission has gone through a sort of restructypingess and has activated its work.

Already in 2001, it was forbidden for asylum seskter start working unless one year elapsed
after they submitted their asylum application. Relge a new stricter regime established for
asylum seekers who stay in Czech detention certes, foreigners who participate as co-
partners in public trading companies and limiteability companies have to have a work

1032 Czech migratory experts in the first and 23hia second Delphi round expressed their opinionthén
survey that was carried out between November 28@5Jane 2006 (see more Drbohlav forthcoming).

Y For more on clients and the systm of irregulablatrecruitment see e.germakova, Nekorjak 2009.

12 Estimates of the number of illegally working immagts are sometimes based on data from labouratentr
(see Annex 1) that are performed mostly by locabla offices. However, local labour offices have no
specifically set or unified method of how to perfothe controls, thus, generalization of their resid highly
problematic, if not impossible.
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permit. Another repressive measure that has begliedps that the state increased fines for
those who violate rules regarding legal employnadrforeigners (especially employers). On

the other hand, there have been long-lasting pnableith legislative definition, and hence

control, of another form of irregular employmentemha person holds a trade licence but in
fact works as an employee (in the Czech contexivknas the “Svarc system”), which is used
by foreigners and even more by Czech citizens.

All'in all, irregular immigrants are an importar@gsnent of Czech ,grey” economy, however,
their share is probably much lower than that ofdbzeationals, even if the problem of grey
economy is usually pertained to foreign workerss@ir@ann 2008). In the Czech Republic,
undeclared work in general (within so-called grepremy) originated under the socialist
economic system and became a widespread and inpegtaf the socialist economic culture.
Irrational and opaque economic environment alongh wnsufficient legal regulation
prolonged a tradition of undeclared work under m®mocratic economic circumstances and
conditions (Renooy et al. 2004). It was estimateat the total extent of undeclared work in
the Czech Republic at the beginning of th& 2éntury was between 9 and 10% of GDP and
about 5-6% of labour force (Renooy et al. 2004)wkleer, other estimates put the share of
the “shadow economy” in GDP to about 8-12% or 16&pemnding on the method of
calculation used (Fassmann 2007).

2.3.4. Geographical Distribution of Foreigners

Since the 1990s the spatial distribution of foreignin the Czech Republic is rather uneven
compared to the distribution of the majority popigia (Novotny, Jansk&, ermakova 2007).
Moreover the distribution of foreigners with perreahresidence permits is more even than
that of foreigners with long-term residence pernfEsni coefficient 0.32 versus 0.44 — at
district level - see figure 3 and 4).

The current spatial distribution of foreigners (§gere 1 and 2) is typical of a preference for
so-called urban districts such as Prague, Brnaa@st and their neighbourhood areas vis-a-
vis rural regions or regions of the so-called in&peripheries. The highest concentration of
foreigners is in the capital city of Prague (abone third of all foreigners and even 37% of
those with long-term residence stayed there) aloitly its neighbouring districts (Prague-
East and Prague-West). An apparent differenceskitiveen Bohemia and Moravia, where
Moravia (except for the above mentioned urban idisirreported low numbers of foreigners
and their shares of the population. There is aadled East-West gradient visible in the
spatial distribution of foreigners - with the ins#y of foreigners’ presence increasing from
eastern parts of the country westwards. Furtherptbere is an apparent difference in the
Czech Republic between the northern and southetreB@an regions, where the northern
part is much more attractive for foreigners. Ttastfmay be affected, for example, by the
existence of jobs associated with foreign investsienthe automotive industry in districts of
Mlada Boleslav and Kolin. Northwestern districts @heb, Karlovy Vary, and Tachov
represent also other concentration areas of foeesgfsee figure 1 and 2).
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Border districts have, generally, a higher proportof foreigners from the neighbouring
countries. This is true for Germans and Poles, lbss so for Slovaks, who are, due to
historical and cultural connections of both cowedrspread also in other districts of the Czech
Republic. It is obvious that the distribution ofntpterm immigrants (see figure 3) shows
more clearly areas where there is a high demana fabour force. Vietnamese represent a
specific group that has been settling in the CZeepublic while being involved mainly in
business activities (mostly retail trade) for Czecdstomers. For this reason they are spread
throughout the whole country. Moreover, they make af main transportation routes while
selling goods to Austrian and German clients néar gtate borders. On the other hand,
Russians have a high degree of concentration é@e 19) in Prague and its surroundings,
and also in the city of Karlovy Vary due to longstorical ties to this popular spa town
(Drbohlav, Luptak, Janska, Bohuslavova 2001). Thenler of migrants from developed
(Western) countries is lower but their concentrai® much more significant in urban areas,
especially in Prague (Novotny, Jansk&yméakova 2007).

Figure 3. Spatial distribution of foreigners witmg-term residence in the Czech Republic, 2006fas
December 31)

Source of data: Foreigners 2008c.

Note: Share of foreigners with long-term residef¥¢ in total number of foreigners with long-ternsigence in
the Czech Republic.Foreigners with long-term resigeinclude foreigners with visa for a period extieg 90
days, EU citizens with temporary residence permit foreigners with long-term residence permit.
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Figure 4. Spatial distribution of foreigners witermanent residence permit in the Czech Republig7 Zas of
December 31)

Source of data: Foreigners 2008c

Note: Share of foreigners with permanent residgrexenit (%) in total number of foreigners with pemeat

residence permit in the Czech Republic.

Table 19. Geographical concentration of selectaxljgg of foreigners by their origin and populationttoe
Czech Republic (Gini coefficient of concentratitime district level), 2004

Gini coeficient |

~No ok WwN PP

. Russians

. Poles

. Moldovans
. Viethamese
. Ukrainians

. Slovaks

. Germans

8.

Total population

0.84
0.75
0.72
0.71
0.70
0.65
0.64
0.40

Source: Novotny, Jansk@erméakova 2007.

Note: Gini coefficient of territorial concentratiafi the effect takes the values 0 to 1. This cogffit would be
equal to zero in the case of regionally equitalglplayment of the monitored effect.

Novotny, Janska andermakova (2007) made a regression analysis in daaédentify

conditionalities, key factors that may contribute éxplaining the spatial distribution of
legally staying immigrants (with permanent residengermits and visas for a period
exceeding 90 days/long-term permits) in the CzeepuRlic by districts. The geographical
position of districts (both for absolute and relatinumbers of foreigners) and the factor
respective to the settlement hierarchy (only fasadhlite numbers of foreigners) were found to
be significant. On the contrary, other general mheitgants of regional development such as
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employment structure, level of unemployment, angl dlggregate economic level have not
been found statistically significant when contmgjifor other factors (such as for the position
of districts in the Czech settlement hierarchy).abidition, unsurprisingly, the variable of

migration intensity in previous years has been fbaignificant and the same holds, more
surprisingly, also for the level of criminality. Mever, the relationship between the regional
intensity of criminality and the spatial distribaori is difficult to measure since the numbers
are often too low at this district level, which neakthe analysis very problematic. However,
when separating economic migrants (holders of viga®ng-term permits) and permanent
immigrants (who came mostly for family reasonsg thgression analysis clearly shows that
economic migrants are more concentrated than pembammigrants and they very often

stay in big cities and other urbanised areas thattion as main economic motors of the
Czech economy (Drbohlav 2004).

Example: Slovaks

The distribution of Slovaks in the Czech Repub$eq figure 5) is linked to the historico-
political development of the Slovak migration. Aftle split of Czechoslovakia the Slovak
citizens living permanently in the Czech Republwld apply for Czech nationality (under
the conditions of release from the state unionlo¥&k Republic).

Figure 5. Geographical distribution of Slovakshe Czech Republic, 2006 (as of December 31)

Share of Slovaks on 1,000 local population

[ Jos-20
[ Jz1-40
[ J41-80
[ ]B1-120

Source: Foreigners 2008d.

The current Slovak migrants in the Czech Republe specific by their professional and
educational structure. While in the post-war permodyrants included unskilled workers
among Slovaks, the migration of rather skilled amghly educated persons currently prevail,
particularly in the sphere of health and sciena®kép et al. 1998). The loss of Slovaks in
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areas with a predominant working-class populat&relf as northern and western Bohéia
was mainly due to structural changes (by contthstcities such as Prague and Brno were not
hit too much by the economic transformation andjcke generally showed a numerical
increase).

There is also an important process of daily comngutf Slovaks to Moravian districts that
border on Slovakia. Slovaks often work there in imgnand metallurgical plants, in

agriculture and forestry. Many other Slovaks in ihierior of the Czech Republic are also
involved in construction, industry and services.

2.3.5. Internal Migration of Foreigners

Immigrants in the host countries are usually cheraaed by greater mobility than the
domestic population (for example Anderson 1996)stFiimmigrants are usually of
productive age and they strive to be employed uriday” circumstances. Furthermore,
foreigners do not have as strong links to the ptdaesidence as the natives and, last but not
least, foreigners have experience with moving (mration).

The Czech Republic can be considered a country Vath internal migration of the
population. Only 2% of population changes its res@k in a year. Internal migration of
foreigners is relatively higher than that of thejon#y population and, since 2001, it has an
ever increasing trend. In 2007, there were 42, 7@@igners moving within the Czech
Republic, which represented 16% of the total irdemigration (see table 20).

Table 20. Internal migration in the Czech Repuldlg95-2007

] ] Share o Share o
Internal migration Total Czech citizens (%) foreigners (%)
1995 203,877 99.86 0.14
1996 195,554 99.85 0.15
1997 197,226 99.80 0.20
1998 203,719 99.77 0.23
1999 201,476 99.78 0.22
2000 199,716 99.71 0.29
2001 204,622 97.07 2.93
2002 223,103 9557 4.43
2003 211,487 95.13 4.87
2004 216,831 94.59 541
2005 213,688 91.61 8.39
2006 225,241 89.80 10.20
2007 255,690 83.28 16.72

Source: Internal 2008.

The increase of internal mobility of foreigners2007 by 20,000 compared to 2006 is the
largest in the monitored peridd These significant year-to-year changes are hajdstify.
However, the overall trend of the growth of intdrmaobility of foreigners is clear. We

'3 This decline is not due to return migration tov@lkia, but due to inclinations to the Czech natiiyaFor
example, out of all married Slovaks who have livedhe Czech Republic, 70% represent mixed Czech-
Slovak marriages.

141n 2001, there has been a change in the statistizaitoring of foreigners.
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believe that this growth is caused by increasinglmer of foreigners in the Czech Republic as
well as by legislative changes that allow foreigndo change employment without
terminating their stay.

At present, around 10% of foreigners change thesidence during the year. There are big
differences in migration mobilit} among foreigners by country of origin. Moldovans
(around 25% of them changed their residence in @zech Republic within 2007),
Mongolians (also about 25% of them changed theiidesnce in the Czech Republic) and
Ukrainians (about 18% of them were involved iniingd migration in the Czech Republic last
year) have the greatest intensity of internal miyb®n the other hand, Germans, Poles and
Americans have the lowest one. The differencesansed mainly by two factors: (a) levels
of concentration and (b) their position on the l@abmarket. Moldovans, Mongolians, and
Ukrainians have a lower degree of concentration éimmple, Novotny, Jansk@erméakova
2007), therefore, it can be assumed that theymitirate more between the regions than, for
example, Americans or Chinese who are concentratedague (Valenta 2006). However, the
main reason is the migrants’ position on the labmarket. Migrants on the so-called
secondary labour market serve as a flexible wodegfarhich replaces the lack of domestic
workers. For this reason, their internal mobilgyhigher than that of migrants working in the
primary market and whose localization followed laction of more prestigious jobs.

Immigrants most often move within a particular NUBSregion, in accordance with the
majority population. If moving between NUTS 3 rewso it is mostly between Prague and
Stredatesky Region. Here we can find an exactly opposgtect of foreigners compared to the
majority population as, in terms of internal migpat of the majority population, Prague is
losing at the expense of tha&taiesky Region. Positive net internal migration ofefigners

is still recorded in the Plasky and Pardubicky Region (see figure 6). These 8I3Tegions
attract foreigners because of the large industoales and subsequent localization of foreign
investors (such as Foxconn in Pardubice or PanasoRilze)).

15 Migration mobility (volume) means the gross turapvate of internal migration.
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Figure 6. Internal migration of foreigners: by regs NUTS3, 2007
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Example: Viethamese

The intensity of internal mobility of Viethamese sgveral times higher than that of the
domestic population and it is still risift§ (Sekyrova 2007). Prague, Karlovarsky, Ustecky,
and Steda’esky Regions experienced the largest volumes efriat migration across the
region borders. Prague won by far the most Vietrsanatizens by internal migration. This
observation is inconsistent with a presumption tjateway” effect of the capital city which
should then show a negative internal migrationegd. In contrast, the Karlovarsky Region
lost the most due to internal migration in the nbordd period. To a lesser extent, Ustecky,
Liberecky and Sedaesky Regions lost as well, while a large part @f tbss represents a
gain for the capital city (Sekyrova 2007).

It is interesting to note that most border distrithat are experiencing the largest internal
migration are such districts (e.g. Karlovy Varychav, and Teplice) where (according to the
2001 Census) the vast majority of their Vietnamiesmigrants stayed outside the district

'8 Growth in intensity may not be just a consequerfdeareasing mobility of Vietnamese, but also autesf a
greater number of cases recorded by authoritids/(8ea 2007).

1t seems that in case of Viethamese immigrantscépetal city of Prague probably does not act asain
starting point in the immigration process. Thistfaoculd be explained by the effects of migratiotweks
which provide Vietnamese immigrants, already betbegr arrival, with information about other arezsthe
country. Moreover, Viethamese immigrants can diyefdllow their already settled relatives and frilsnin
other regions than the capital city (Sekyrova 2007)
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centre. In contrast, in districts where the Vieteampopulation was concentrated in centres
(Cheb, Most, B¢in, Usti nad Labem), the proportion of internal ratgpn on the number of
Vietnamese is significantly lower. Thus, a posstbésd of of Viethamese moving into larger
cities can be detected. When the one-and-a halsaoohd generation of Viethamese mature,
it is probable that the trend will continue as tlypung” Viethamese seem to perform
different economic activities than their parentsk@ova 2007).

This fact recalls movements because of economigaain as described by Light, Bhachu,
Karageorgis (1993 according to Sekyrova 2007). nametese traders are forced by
circumstances to change their means of livelihood dvhich, however, the smaller
municipalities do not offer enough opportunitiebeTsmall local economies have reached the
level of saturation for Viethamese tradesmen and,tthey are leaving them. Viethamese
tradesmen, however, are not coming into new, legsilated sites but into larger cities with
numerous Vietnamese communities and into the dagity where there are many
opportunities for work in other fields (SekyrovadZ(.

2.3.6. Affiliation with Social Security

Immigrants’ affiliation to state social securityp#nds on the type of legal residence, length
of residence and country of origin. Immigrants wgbrmanent residence and EU-citizens
have the same conditions to draw benefits as Czd&Chsch social security includes: (a)
health service and insurance, (b) unemployment fienéc) social benefits (d) disability
benefits and (e) pension insurance.

(a) All immigrants have to be fully health covernedhe Czech Republic. But not all of them
have the possibility to be insured within the sthtealth insurance system, which is
advantageous for immigrants (due to cheaper pricthe insurance and greater extent of
filling). Only immigrants with permanent residenpermits and immigrant employees fall
within state insurance. Others must have commentsairance, which might be difficult to

get, e.g., in cases of health problems, higher agegregnancy. Moreover, insurance
companies are not obliged to sign a health ins@raoatract.

(b) Unemployment of immigrants is quite a new phmanon in the Czech Republic. Until
the Czech Republic joined the EU, only immigranithvpermanent residence permits were
eligible for unemployment benefits. After May 20@UJ-citizens regardless of the type of
their permit can also draw unemployment benefitheCzech Republic. Nevertheless, third
country nationals with long-term residence perr{otsvisas for a period exceeding 90 days)
cannot be unemployed because, with the loss gbtheheir residence permits terminate and
they have to find a new job, change the purposgayf or leave the country. Furthermore, it is
only recently that data on unemployed EU-citizeas heen released for the public. On the
other hand, data on unemployed third country natsfwith permanent residence permits)
originated from labour offices and is neither psbéd nor accessible. The only information
on unemployment levels of third country nationas ¢f June 30, 2007) that was found was
published in a study of the Research Instituteaddur and Social Affairs (Piakova 2008).
According to this study there were 2,753 unemplotfeidd country nationals (Rizkova
2008). To the same date, there were 3,116 EU/EEAnas unemployed (Ucha%ie2008).
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(c) Concerning social benefifsimmigrants are allowed to apply after one yealeg#l stay.
The other necessary conditions are similar as fmc@ citizens. It is not possible to find out
the number of immigrants who obtained benefitsrdg the number of benefits is statistically
monitored. In the first quarter of 2008, there w&&000 benefits (see table 21) paid to
foreigners which represents only 0.1% of the tatahber of paid state social benefits. Most
benefits received by immigrants were paid in cotinado children (Child benefits, Parents’
benefits and Social bonus). Child benefit can loeived only by families with income lower
than 2.4 times living wage. Parents’ benefits al po parents who look after a child until
his/her 3 (alternatively 4) years of age. Sociahumis an allowance which might show
immigrants’ standard of living, as the family incerof the receiver cannot be higher than two
times the living wag¥. About 900 immigrant families received this tydebenefit - most of
them were Slovaks, Ukrainians and Vietnamese. Altogy, Slovaks rely the most on state
social benefits, followed by Poles, Ukrainians &fietnamese.

'8 Child benefit, Social bonus, Housing benefit, Résebenefit, Benefit on school implements, alloveaifior
foster father, Birth grant, Death allowance andgwage.
9 A living wage for a family with 2 children is arnd 830 EUR.
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Table 21. Number of socilknefits paid to foreigners (monthly average)t fipgarter of 2008

Share of the
Share of thg number of
number of | benefits on
Citizenship ChB| SocBl HouB ParB Birth¢z DeathA Totalbene‘clts on|  the total
the number| number of
of foreignerd benefits pait
(%) to foreigner:
(%)
EU 8,788 358 84 3,796 95 7 13,156
- out of which:
Slovaks 6,391 305 47 299 83 5 9,8%2 13.9 52.4
Poles 2,264 39 28 661 8 1 3,043 14.3 16.0
Bulgarians 63 5 2 40 2 0 112 2.1 0.6
Romanians 25 4 1 24 1 0 55 1.6 0.3
Germans 9 1 3 12 0 1 27 0.2 0.1
Dutch 13 1 0 12 0 0 26 1.1 0.1
Lithuanians 5 1 0 9 0 0 15 4.0 0.1
Non EU 2,682 517 144 2,221 78 2 5,6%6
- out of which:
Ukrainians 740 191 44 882 30 0 1,894 15 10.1
Vietnamese 955 115 16 654 24 0 1,769 3.2 9.4
Russians 216 48 18 168 7 1 459 1.9 2.4
Mongolians 187 35 6 84 7 0 319 4.6 1.7
Belarusians 85 10 7 65 1 0 164 4.3 0.9
Kazakhs 85 26 17 33 1 0 164 5.3 0.9
Moldovans 79 17 5 57 2 0 160 1.9 0.9
Armenians 63 24 12 26 0 0 129 7.5 0.7
Chinese 33 5 1 42 2 0 83 1.7 0.4
Serbians 37 7 3 28 2 0 77 2.2 0.4
Total 11,479 875 228 6,01y 173 9 18,812 4.6 100.0

Source: Social 2008.
Note: ChB - Child benefit, SocB - Social bonus, BotHousing benefit, ParB — Parents’ benefit, BathBirth

grant.

(d) Disability benefits are allowances are paidisabled people. Only third country nationals
with permanent residence permits and EU citizenghmiclaim this type of benefit.
Immigrants are a negligible group among receivéthis benefit.

(e) Pension insurance has to be paid by all immigravorking as employees (by
entrepreneurs it is voluntary). If there is no taftal agreement between the Czech Republic
and the country of origin, immigrants have a rightlaim a pension after 63 years of age and
after 25 years of paying insurance in the CzechuBlgp In this area of social security, there
still persist problems of immigrant discriminatias in some cases immigrants paye pension
insurance but, after leaving the Czech Republiey ttio not get this money back and the
period for which they worked in the Czech Repuldinot counted in their home country.
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Generally, in legal terms, immigrants have quibedjaccess to social security in the Czech
Republic — mostly after one year of residence. Hameproblems can be found especially
with regard to immigrants’ access to public heattburance and to pension system. Up to
now, immigrants have drawn social benefits onlailimited amount. Hence, we can assume
that the discrepancy between the (quite wide) acgemranteed by the law and the real
(limited) use of benefits might be caused by sdvia@ors, namely by immigrants’ limited
access to information.

2.3.7. Economic Activities of Foreigners

The number of economically active foreigners in@eech Republic grew fast in the first half
of the 1990s — from a figure of about 30,000 peaplE990 to almost 200,000 in 1997 (Table
22). The years 1998 and 1999 showed a significantedise caused most probably by an
unfavourable development of the economic situatibthe Czech Republic. A slight rise in
and stabilisation of the number of economicallyivactforeigners is characteristic for the
period of 2000-2003. After 2004, a sharp increaas experienced again and currently there
are more than 300,000 economically active foreigmegistered in the Czech Republic (as of
December 31, 2007). Certain differences may bectitan the development of the number
of employees and of entrepreneurs holding tradenses. The number of foreigners with
trade licences did not change greatly during theodeof 1999-2007, though, since 2003, a
continuous slight increase can be observed. Théauof foreign employees roughly follows
similar trends. However, the rise since 2004 isnfimre significant. Consequently, the share
of foreign employees on economically active foreignwent up from approximately 62% in
the period 1999-2004 to current 80% (in 2007).
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Table 22. Employment of foreigners in the Czechu®dip, 1993-2007 (as of December 31)

Share of
. . Foreigners . . foreign
Valid work |Registration Rgg_lstratlon registered Fo relgners Foreign labour force
Year . . citizens of holding trad¢labour force| .
permits | EU citizens Slovakia at labour licence total in total
offices, total labour force
(%)

1993 28,281 23,36 51,648 - 51,648 0.98
1994 32,871 39,20p 72,040 18,650 90,7130 1.74
1995 52,534 59,328 111,849 36,996 148,855 2.85
1996 71,004 72,2414 143,246 45,409 188,745 3.56
1997 61,044 69,728 130,747 63,59 194,296 3.78
1998 49,921 61,32D 111,247 44,962 156,209 3.02
1999 40,3172 53,154 93,446 58,3B6 151,852 2.92
2000, 40,080 63,567 103,647 61,340 164,987 3.17
2001 40,0971 63,55b 103,642 64,000 167,652 3.23
2002 44,621 56,558 101,199 60,532 161,711 3.08
2003 47,704 58,031 105,738 62,293 168,031 3.19
2004 34,397 13,76p 59,818 107,984 65,219 1731203 3.30
2005 55,210 21,229 75,297 151,786 67,246 2181982 4.04
2006 61,457 32,268 91,3585 185,0f5 65,122 250]797 4.56
2007 85,351 53,658 101,233 240,242 68,785 309|027 5.57

Source: Horakova 2008.

On a long-term basis, the largest groups of ecooaliyiactive foreigners are represented by
citizens of four countries: Slovakia, Ukraine, Viam and Poland. Their share of all
economically active foreigners has been more @& $&able since the second half of the 1990s
and has ranged around 80%. Slovaks hold the dompwsition - their proportion of total
figures oscillated between 50% and 60% in the s@deperiod with a gradual decline
after 2004. Their position in the Czech labour neitkas based on specific legal regulations
which followed the division of Czechoslovakia in9®

Economic activities performed by the four above tiogred immigrant groups differ. Slovak
citizens most often work as employees - about 90%hem and their employment structure
(by industries) is probably close to the structoké€zech citizens. A phenomenon typical of
the border region between the Czech Republic anga&ia is the commuting of Slovak
citizens. A similar situation but at a smaller scakists also in the Czech and Polish border
regions, particularly in the area of the Ostravdustrial agglomeration. Polish citizens,
compared to other foreigners, have an above-avaggesentation in the manufacturing
industry, mining sector and processing of mineeaburces. As to foreigners of Viethamese
nationality, they are typically concentrated in tdategory of entrepreneurs with trade licenses
(97% of all economically active Vietnamese) focgspredominately on retail activities. The
typical representatives of more or less short-temigration focusing on less qualified
professions are immigrants from Ukraine. About 76%them work as employees in the
Czech Republic. A large part of Ukrainians is ina in construction (over 60% of
Ukrainian men) and an above average proportioméncategory of labourers and unskilled
workers (approx. 55%) (see table 23).
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Table 23. Employment of foreigners by CZ-NACE aityivn the Czech Republic, 2007 (as of December 31)

Foreigners - registered § Foreigners” valid trad
Code CZ-NACE ACTIVITY labour offices licences
D |Manufacturing 94,158 6,822
F |Construction 52,658 17,446
K |Real estate, renting 35,710 12,491
G [|Wholesale and retail trade; repairs 19,377 38,246
O |Other community, social aactivities 6,814 2,817
| [Transport, storage and communicatior 6,621 764
N |Health and social work 5,023 -
A,B |Agriculture, forestry and fishing 4,887 1,221
H |Hotels and restaurants 4,756 3,363
C |Mining and quarrying 3,893 -
M |Education 3,586 1,728
J |Financial intermediation 1,910 -
Other 849 511
Total 240,242 85,40¢

Source: Foreigners 2008b, Valid 2008.
Note: Foreigners’ valid trade licences means theber of licences — a foreigner might have more thae
trade licence.

In general, labour migration of third country naiids (employees) to the Czech Republic is
regulated by labour offices which are responsiblegianting work permits. It is up to them
to evaluate the economic need and the beneficiattefied to the immigrant’s arrival and
proposed activity. A third country national (a wdidde employee) can take a vacant job
provided that no Czech or EU citizen is willingaiocept it. The current system of regulation
of migrant labour in the Czech Republic is infldeibslow and demanding for an individual
worker. That might be one of the reasons why labmigration of third country nationals is

often organized via private labour recruitment ajesiagents. Recently, there were around
2,200 of them operating in the Czech RepublicsItlear that such a number of agencies
cannot be effectively monitored and their recruitinactivities properly controlled by the
authorities.

2.4. Socio-Demographic and Economic Environment

2.4.1. Demographic Environment

Since the end of the 1970s the Czech lands hawerierped a drop in the fertility rate which
projected itself into a lower birth rate and deeliof the natural increase. In 1990, the total
fertility rate was 1.89 children per woman and tiagural increase amounted to 1%.. Natural
reproduction was heavily influenced by social asdn®mic environment of the socialism
and as compared to Western Europe it was charstateoi worse mortality conditions, low
age of women when getting married and giving biotkheir first child, and high abortion and
divorce rates.

%® When doing business, foreigners have to follow same rules as Czech citizens. They mostly applyafor
trade licence (which is in fact much easier thattimg a work permit). Often, a trade licence is usisd
because foreigners perform in fact a dependerit (garcalled "hidden employees” or “Svarc system”).
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Transformation of Czech society in the course ef1890s manifested itself also in changes
in natural reproduction. Apart from these specifansformation impacts, there has been a
gradual occurrence of general trends connected thighso-called Second Demographic
Transition which had been under way in Western gean countries even before 1989 (van
de Kaa 1997, Lestheage 2000). Subsequently, dunedl990s the declining fertility rate
went even lower and in 1999 reached its minimuni.@B children per woman, which was
one of the lowest world-wide. A relatively signgict increase in this indicator was recorded
after 2005 and currently stands at 1.44 childrenwaaman. Despite improving the mortality
conditions (an important increase in life expecjadter 1990) there was a decline in
population figures in the period from 1994 to 208%e to the natural decrease which resulted
in a loss of about 15,000 to 20,000 inhabitantsear within this period. Although the net
migration was positive, until 2002 it had not sigrantly exceeded the value of 10,000
people. Hence there was an overall drop of totpufadion — from 10.336 million inhabitants
in 1994 to 10.201 million in 2002. However, sind®2 the situation has changed and Czech
population has been growing again, mainly duedorsiderable rise in positive net migration
and, since 2006, also due to a slight augmentabiothe natural increase. Therefore,
international migration can be considered an ingdrtpart of the overall demographic
development of the Czech Republic.

From the perspective of demographic developmer, ribt the total population balance but
its structural changes that are so important inpitesent day. Social and economic impacts
tied to changes of the age structure of the Czeglulption will represent a decisive aspect of
demographic development. As the demographic demeaop of the Czech population bears
clear signs of the Second Demographic Transitio,process of population ageing is taking
place. The period between 2000 and2006 was chasdicieof rising numbers of people of
post-productive age. This situation was caused fgctthat people born in the 1940s (i.e.,
years of a high birth rate) reached their retireimag® and moreover, a relatively favourable
development in the mortality rate, together witk thcrease of life expectancy, took place.
Demographic ageing of the Czech population candegiiented (in a simplified manner) by
an increase of the old age index during the peoioti991-2006 from 62% to 100.2% or of
the median age from 35.4 to 39.1 years. Based ®2@084 prognosis of the Czech Statistical
Office by 2020 the old age index will have reaclefigure around 150%. Net migration
works against this unfavourable trend as migrag@mns concentrate mainly in the age
category of 20-35 years. The average age of migrem2007 was 34.7 years, while the
average age of the majority population equalle® 4fears. The “rejuvenating” effect of
migration, however, cannot reverse the unfavourdbleelopment of natural reproduction (of
population ageing — see Burcin, Drbohlav ¢&ra 2007).

2.4.2. Economic Environment — Labour Market

The current situation on the Czech labour markatfisenced by the size of population in the
productive age (between 15 and 64 years of agejin@uhe period of 1990-2006 its
development was relatively favourable - growth wesorded in both absolute and relative
figures. This trend was evident mainly in the 199@ken people born in the mid-1970s
(years of a high birth rate) entered their produgctages. Since 2000 it is a gradually
increasing positive net international migrationtthas played a relatively important role. Due
to the natural reproduction characteristics thatjposof the 1970s, cohorts will be weakened
in the coming years. Moreover, in near future, @segoorn in years of a low birth rate (i.e.,
the end of the 1980s and throughout the 1990s)ealth the productive age and, on the other
hand, people born in post-war years of a high bath will approach the post-productive age.
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While the number of the productive-age populati@s fbeen continuously growing since
1990, the figures of the economically active residewho represent the actual supply for the
labour market, have been fluctuating: a rise in 2880s was followed by a drop between
1999 and 2004, and since then an increase has pékes again. The economic activity rate,
which is the share of economically active residemisthe total population aged 15 +, has
declined throughout the whole period (figure 7)eThain reason was the increasing numbers
of students at secondary schools and universiibesing the period of 1995-2006, the
economic activity rate of the group of 15-19 yehtsavent down from 29.2% to 8.4% and in
the group of 20-24 year-olds from 72.6% to 57.1% d@pposite trend, though not as
important in quantitative terms, has been reco@®dng the population aged 50+ and it is
connected with changes of the retirement age.

Figure 7. Development of economically active pofiafain the Czech Republic, 1993- 2007
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Note: The economic activity rate is the share aheenically active residents in the total populatmged 15 +.

One of the most important characteristics of tHsola market, which reflects the relation
between supply and demand, is the unemploymen{caleulated as a quotient of the number
of unemployed on economically active population)tHe Czech Republic there are two basic
sources of information about unemployed persons. firkt is the register of job seekers, as
kept by Labour Offices under the Ministry of Labaud Social Affairs, which presents data
on the so-called registered unemployment (regidtearemployment rate). The second source
is the Czech Statistical Office, whose unemploynazta come from the Selective Survey of
the Workforce (Labour Force Survey) and the indicaglculated from these data is referred
to as the general rate of unemployment (for motaildesee Zagstnanost 2008).

In the early 1990s, the general rate of unemploynveas relatively low. It increased
significantly during the period between 1996 an@®(Qfigure 8). After a certain period of
fluctuation, since 2005 a significant drop has beecorded. Its development is closely
connected with overall economic performance, thab isay the demand on the labour market.
Rising unemployment in the second half of the 198@s tied to the slowing rate of GDP
growth (in 1997-98 the year-on-year GDP growth evamowed negative figures).
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Concurrently at this time the workforce supply wiagreasing — the number of the
economically active population was on the rise.lightly different situation occurred after
2005 when, in spite of increasing numbers of ecaocaliy active population, the relatively
high pace of the GDP growth led to a decline ingheeral rate of unemployment (to a level
around 5%). By way of international comparison,eaft2000 the general rate of
unemployment in the Czech Republic was lower ttenHU-25 average. In the second part
of this period it was even below the average oflthenost developed EU member states.

Figure 8. Development of unemployment in the CZRepublic, 1993-2007
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As already mentioned, the Czech labour market desntly suffered from labour shortages.
In last several years there has been an ever-singedemand for labour force (see table 24).
The largest shortages are (according to registaedncies) in manual type of occupations of
the 7, 8 and 9 ISCO code. More specifically the tndesnanded occupations (as of the fourth
quarter of 2007) were machinery workers (23,900ama®s), unqualified labourers in
mining, construction, manufacturing (19,740 vaceski assemblers (17,054 vacancies) or
building and related trades workers (14,142 vaem)cHowever, a large number of vacancies
is also available for e.g., science and engineesigsgpciate professionals (6,291 vacancies),
personal service workers (7,677 vacancies), orllegeial, cultural and related associate
professionals (5,237 vacancies) (Nabidka 2009).
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Table 24. Registered vacancies in the Czech RaplD5-2007 (half-yearly)

ISCO
code [Occupational groups Q2/2005 Q4/24J05 Q2/2P06 Q4/2006 @MJ2Q4/2007
1* Legislators, Managers, Chief Executives 74P 80pb 3,40 1,444 1,743 1,713
2* Professionals 3,436 3,125 5,658 4,859 6,518 6,115
3* Technicians and associate professionals 5,881 5,B9®,017| 10,671 12,839 13,379
4* Clerical support workers 1,849 1,95% 3,748 3,684 5,0015,103
5* Service and sales workers 4,728 4,336 7,401 8,112 082{011,415
6* Skilled agricultural, forestry and fishery worlser 964 787 840 863 1,199 1,250
7* Craft and related trades workers 16,2p5 15,016 2BB3B1,205] 39,289 45,510
8* Plant and machine operators, and assemblers 713974487 13,722 17,870 23,51F 28,921
o* Elementary occupations 12,437 10,281 14,93 14,096 12A1| 27,749
0* Other 223 223 112 12 13 15
Total 53,869 | 49,823 80,874 92,816 123,334 141,170

Source: Nabidka 2009.
Note: Vacancies registered by Czech labour offices.

2.5. Migration Policy in the Czech Republic after 289

One can see migration policy as a set of rulesjlatigns and practices concerning movement
of international migrants across the state bordedstheir stay in the country of destination. It
includes several policies and their implementafiompractice, e.g., immigration/emigration
policies (regulating in-/out- flows of migrantsptégration policies (enhancing adaptation
process of immigrants), visa policies, state bowertrol policies. Furthermore, opinions and
approaches of various stakeholders (e.g., emplofrade unions, political parties, NGOs, or
lobby groups) and of the public can also be comsiilas a part of migration policy in broader
terms (e.g. BarSova, BarSa 2005). Our approachieapph this report, however, to some
extent, differs. Mainly we discuss integration araduralisation policy as separate issues, not
directly as subjects of the migration policy buhex as more or less independent policies.

Since 1990, several periods of migration/immigmagolicy have been distinguished. We will
deal only with immigration policy since the emigoat of Czech citizens has not been a big
issue compared to immigration matters. An importaniflow of Czechs (however still quite
low in comparison with other new EU states) was/amsible at the beginning of the 1990s
and soon after joining the EU. Delineations of eas stages/periods of Czech migration
policy were based on main changes in immigratigislation, the overall economic situation
and general approaches to immigration (see e.goBar BarSa 2005, and Drbohlav 2003).
However, here we come up with our own and slightlifferent delineation of migration
policy periods.

Although each period bears strong characteristfcsitber liberal or restrictive migration

regime, measures with ambiguous or even opposeatation were taken within all periods.
Hence, one can consider Czech migration policyet@ lbather reactive policy tool, but signs
of a lack of systematic planning are observeableeaks

The Ministry of the Interior (Department of Asylueind Migration Policy) has had a
dominant role in migration policy making, and cunttg it seems that it has even strengthened
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its rolé* - a kind of process of centralization of migratidecision-making has been taking
place (Interview 2008a, Interview 2008b). From titodime, other stakeholders (ministeries)
do intervene in migration policy design in ordertty to create policy measures “on their
own,” such as the case of the Green Card Projeetl§elow) (e.g., Janska, Drbohlav 2008a,
Drbohlav 2003, Drbohlav, Horakova, Janskd 2005358a&t, BarSa 2005, Interview 2008a,
Interview 2008b). Czech migration policy, in gengera not based on in-depth or detailed
socio-economic analyses of current or future tref@bohlav, Horakova, Janska 2005). In
the course of time, a clear shift from a passiva tore active and more systematic approach
to migration policy and practice has become vis{lleubalova 2006, Drbohlav, Horakov4,
Janska 2005). However, one has to bear in mindGhath migration policy is quite highly
“Europeanized®. Furthermore, it has to be mentioned that, uetilently, Czech migration
policy has been rather apolitical. However, esplgcduring the Parliament debate of the
Green Card Project (autumn 2008), modest sign®ldfgization of the issue became visible
(Interview 2008b). In our view, the most suitabldigleation of distinctive migration periods
is as follows:

1. 1990-1992,

2. 1993-1998,

3. 1999-2002,

4. 2003 — up to now (2008).

2.5.1. 1990-1992

Czech migration policy and practice were lackingamceptual and systematic design during
the 1990s. Czechoslovakia came through a comptiqatecess of disintegration of federation
and of economic and political transformation. Instiperiod, the 1965 Aliens Act of
Communist Czechoslovakia was replaced by the 198h#\ Act that introduced a sort of a
standard modern structure of residence statusgs geshort-term residence permit up to six
months, a long-term residence permit up to one gadra permanent residence permit were
installed) (Interview 2008a). However, this Actdi@ermanent residence permits only to
family members of Czech citizens and humanitare@ses. Other migrants were not permitted
to change their statuses from a long-term to a peemt one. In addition, the Act allowed
foreigners to submit an application for a long-testay on Czech territory. Moreover, the
Czech Republic had visa-free relations with the tmimsportant countries of origin.
Altogether, it posed almost no bureaucratic obsetatth a foreigner’s legal stay and created a
situation that was described by many experts als lm¢ral and chaotic (Interview 2008a).
BarSova and BarSa (2005, p.222) called this sdnatiiberal tolerance”, which means that
almost everybody could come but there were no legay for permanent residence or
naturalisation, except for marriage with a Czedizen. Foreign job or business licence
applicants could tackle all necessary formalititeracoming to the Czech Republic with a
tourist visa or via invitation (Kroupa et al. 199The illegal/irregular work of foreigners was
not perceived as a problem needing any systematie imtervention (BarSova 2008).

%L One of the steps that illustrates this trend &t fost now (as of August 1, 2008) responsibilities the
coordination of foreigners” integration were rensferred from the Ministry of Labour and Social &iff
back to the Ministry of the Interior of the Czechpblic.

22 As our interviewed expert suggested, about 60%eTzech migration policy closely follows EU
directives/regulations (Interview 2008b).
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Integration Policy

Integration policy started in the Czech Republiadhe specific field of the asylum/refugee
issue. Already in December 1991 the Czech goverhma€opted basic principles and
formulated a regulation targeteding the integratidnrefugees. Moreover, the policy was
enlarged to encompass integration issues of Czeunipatriots and their family members
coming from Ukraine and Belarus between 1991 ariB®qa second wave of repatriation
was provided between 1993 and 2001 mainly from Kiagtzn).

2.5.2.1993-1998

The split of Czechoslovakia in 1993 brought abagrificant changes, when Slovaks became
foreigners in the newly created Czech Republic.aAsorollary, almost 400,000 Slovaks

claimed Czech citizenship (see more in sectiorb?.5inflows of temporary migrants to the

Czech Republic continued while maintaining veryetdd rules both within legislation and

practice. The permanent residency was only offacedCzech compatriots from regions

affected by the Chernobyl disaster.

The huge inflow of economic migrants even increabgdthe split of Czechoslovakia
(numbers of employed Slovaks in the Czech RepulBat up) and by liberal migration
legislation and practice. There was a signifidaflow of immigrants above all from other
European post-communist transformation countriegsides the conflict in former
Yugoslavia, which enhanced flows of refugees, imratign of compatriots (Chernobyl and
Kazakhstan Czechs) also occurred.

Already in 1994, an Alien Act amendment came imdocé which, on one hand, made the
policy stricter (e.g., the police on a state bonaeght have asked foreigners to prove they
had enough financial sources to stay in the countryaced an impossibility to changing the
purpose of a long-term stay), and, on the othedharade immigration legislation, to some
extent, more systematic.

Employment and entrepreneurial activities of foneigs were regulated by specific laws and
their amendments. Most importantly, due to Act r&86/1995 Coll. foreigners with
permanent residence permits were granted the sahts ras Czech citizens concerning
running a business.

The worsening of the economic situation during 12998 decreased the living standard of
the Czech population (due to a decrease of reahies). Also, there was an increase in the
unemployment rate. Logically, this was reflectedtiy fact that possibilities of foreigners in
terms of their entering the Czech labour markeniBgantly shrank. On one side, the
legislation reflected the harmonization with regtve policies of the EU, and, on the other
side, fears of increasing unemployment due to imamiginflow came into play. Thus, since
1998 the labour offices have started enforcing nstriet policies when issuing work permits
(Informace 2000).

An agreement on free movement between the CzectSkwak republic stimulated a new
wave of immigration of Slovaks who established thiggest “allochtonous” group
(permanently settled immigrants) in the Czech Répibrbohlav 2004). Their residence as

31,812 compatriots from Ukraine and Belarus cantevéen 1991-1993 in the aftermath of Chernoby! désas
(Janska, Drbohlav 1999).
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well as employment regime was much more liberah tbiaother foreigners. Slovaks did not

have to apply for a long-term residence visa ineor be allowed to stay in the Czech
Republic. They were issued “a statement of tempatay” in the Czech Republic but only if

they asked for it. Similarly, they only had to r&tgr themselves at a local labour office when
they started working (no work permit obligation) p(Ava 2004). Their regime was

transformed to a standard EU-citizen regime in 2004

The whole process of accession of the Czech Repththe EU structures (in the migratory
sphere it started being seriously taking into aotdaeginning in 1996) gradually raised clear
objectives of Czech migration policy such as commigaillegal migration, modernization of
asylum policy, and harmonisation of migration p@swith standards of other EU countries.
According to Drbohlav (2004), at least until 1998¢ policy had been concerned with
measures within a more or less static model, ungualisly, passive attitudes prevailed over
active ones (mainly mandatory adjustment to thddgjislation, regulations).

Integration Policy

A special programme targetingrefugees called “Stssistance Programme for Integration”
has been in function since 1994. Its main aim wasfter refugees rented housing. Later,
social and employment counselling and free Czexnfuage courses were offered within the
programme.

2.5.3. 1999-2002

A more restrictive policy cameénter alia, hand in hand with growing economic problems, a
growing unemployment rate and increasing numbelifienfal workers entering the country
(Horékova 2004, Drbohlav 2003). Thus, at the vergl ef the 1990s, rules were tightened
especially for those foreigners who wanted to reoMork permit. In January 2000 two key
Acts came into force: Act No. 326/1999 Coll. [onskRience of Aliens in the Territory of the
Czech Republic], and Act No. 325/1999 Coll. [on Ksy].

The Alien Act introduced a visa regime within whioghmigrants had to ask for a visa at
Czech embassies in countries of origin. Thus, & lrkeral practice within which a migrant
could ask for a visa in the territory of the CzdRépublic was abolished. Due also to this
measure, numbers of immigrants decreased. A fogeigould no longer prolong his/her stay
directly in the Czech Republic but rather he hadldoit via Czech embassies outside the
country. Moreover, a residence regime for immigsawas newly modified. Two types of
residency were distinguished — temporary (most mambly on a visa for a period exceeding
90 days) and permanent ones. The law prohibitedaage of the residence purpose while
staying in the Czech Republic — it can only be miaokm abroad (i.e. new visa application) —
due to large number of immigrants who had been gihgntheir residence purpose from
(dependent) employment to business based on tiadasé. Other changes were also
important — for example applicants for a visa ud@ildays and a visa exceeding 90 days were
supposed to provide proof of health insurance anodigh financial resources for their stay on
request on Czech borders. For a visa exceedinga®§, @ was newly requested to submit a
criminal record not only from the Czech Republi¢ iso from the country of origin. In case
of application for permanent residence permit dutamily reunification, it was allowed only
for applicants reunifying with a Czech citizen. th@rmore, some new legal concepts were
introduced (e.g., subsidiary forms of protectionaioport visa).
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Similarly, the new Act on Asylum was voted on in999 A person with refugee status was
called an “asylee” and a person applying for refugitus was called asylum applicant. The
Dublin Treaty was incorporated into this new Act, accordance with the EU legislation
directives. Furthermore, the institute of appasenthreasoned application for asylum was
incorporated in the Act. On the other hand, exphghts for asylum seekers were extended.
An integration programme for asylees, which hadnbeatil then regulated only by
governmental resolutions, was codified within tlevnegislation. Asylum applicants were
granted a right to stay outside asylum facilitigareover, these asylum seekers might have
received financial subsidies to a value not excegthe living wage and, last but not least,
they could enter the Czech labour market witholingsfor a work permit. The new asylum
Act was in many cases favourable for applicantsoAthere was no effective control of
applicants outside an asylum camp by relevant Isodie

In 2000, the implementation of migration policy wesmplemented by a new visa policy

towards certain countries (e.g., Ukraine, Russth Belarus) according to a standard regime
in the EU countries. These measures have beendevedivery restrictive and, consequently,
many third country nationals have lost their righstay in the Czech Republic.

Two clearly liberalizing steps, however, with lessportant impact, were taken in 2001.

Firstly, a new amendment of the Alien Act was pddbat solved certain shortcomings of the
1999 version of the Act (e.g., years of a foreiggeesidence on a temporary permit before
1.1.2000 would be “counted” when applying for ampanent residence permit). Secondly,
basic characteristics of a pilot project for attirag skilled labour migrants to settle in the
country were passed within the Government as aidetgon of demographic conditions of

Czech population together with an economic increese expected.

On the other hand, a major Asylum Act amendmenpr@ped in early 2002) followed the
restrictive direction. Its purpose was clear -dduce the number of asylum applications that
reached 8,788 in 2000 and even 18,094 in Z0@& the asylum procedure was misused as a
tool of legalization of one’s stay and work, theesmdment, besides other restrictive measures,
prohibited the work of asylum seekers in the fystr following the submission of their
application. Furthermore, it established that mmggasubmitting asylum application while
staying in a detention centre are supposed to rethare during the time their application is
processed. In the same year, a further amendnagfdrmed the asylum procedure to a one-
instance procedure (governed by the Ministry of Ititerior). Unsuccessful applicants could
appeal to a regional court and if dismissed, theyld file a cassation complaint to the
Supreme Administrative Court of the Czech Republic.

In mid-2001 the state program for the immigratidnGzech compatriots from distant and
endangered territories was officially terminatetto@ether 818 persons from Kazakhstan,
Russia, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Moldova immagato the Czech Republic). Since
then, immigrants with Czech origins have had to aistandard immigration procedure with
no special state support. Meanwhile, a new conoef a state program for immigration of
compatriots has been searched*or.

41n 2001, 4,418 citizens of Ukraine applied forlagyin the Czech Republic, out of 18,043 it was 2aRall
submitted applications.

% New state program was finally agreed on in 2006r4a 2007). Its aim was to facilitation the migyatof
Czech compatriots from Kazakhstan. In 2007, 157cE@z@mpatriots migrated to the Czech Republic &ith
special state assistance and treatment (Zprava.2008
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Integration Policy

The first Governmental integrated document in thedfof foreigners’ integration was
designed in 1999 under the title “Principles foe tBoncept of Immigrant Integration in the
Territory of the Czech Republic” (15 main thesegev®rmulated - see more in Drbohlav,
Horakova, Janska 200%) response to the increased number of immigrartie. main goal
was to create conditions for systematic developrmégbod relations between communities.
One year later, a more precise document called ¢8anof Immigrant Integration in the
Territory of the Czech Republic” (Concept) followéthnska 2002, Informace 2000). The
government policy was primarily intended to appnoaie the status of foreign nationals
legally residing in the Czech Republic on a longrdasis to that of citizens of the Czech
Republic and to systematically protect politicatoeomic, social and cultural rights of
immigrants.

The Concept addressed in particular the issuevididn of competencies and responsibilities
of relevant government departments for preparabioprojects in various areas of life and
immigrant integration. Relevant ministries have pared their own plans of integration
policies which were to focus on legislative, orgational, methodological and practical
aspects of the implementation of the Concept. Thedtement of the whole Concept was to
support projects that focused, for instance, osingiawareness of immigrants and nationals
of the host state. Moreover, social and legal celling for immigrants, language skills and
other qualification of immigrants, prevention oftalerance, racism and discrimination of
immigrants were supported (Realizace 2005). In th&pect, non-governmental and non-
profit organizations played an important role.

In connection with the above considerations, we maye that the Concept has been
implemented on a non-legislative basis with quiteatest budget

A significant goal within the above defined inteigwa policy towards long-term immigrants
was reached in 2001 when, at each district authaait advisory board for integration of
foreigners was established. Its purpose was to tmoand analyse the “local” situation of
immigrants. Establishment of the boards was seeanasnportant step towards stronger
involvement of local and regional levels in thegess of immigrant integration. However, it
was a rather short-term project as, only a year,ldahey all were revoked due to a large
reform of territorial state administration whichadibhed district authorities (Realizace 2005).
Since then, the involvement of regional and logatuin integration processes has not been
organised in a systematic way and so far it has baher rare, based not on legislation but
rather on individual activities.

2.5.4. 2003 — up to now

In May 2004, the Czech Republic joined the EU. Twas a significant mark within general
political and social development of the state.dms of migration, a new aspect entered the

% Every year a special report on the implementatibrintegration policy is prepared and submittedttie
Government. The report includes information onifleld goals and on goals to be achieved. Moreover,
allocation of finances is resolved. Until 2003, abdl9 mil. CZK were annually allocated to the
implementation of the integration concept. Abou¥306f the budget was used by the Ministry of thefiatr
and 15% was allocated to the Ministry of Labour &utial Affairs. Other important bodies responsitoe
the implementation of the Concept were the Ministf\Education, Youth and Physical Training, Minysuof
Culture, Academy of Science and Ministry of Health.
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migration policy — a differentiation of legal treant of, on one side, EU citizens and their
family members and, on the other hand, third-cqunttionals (Janska, Drbohlav 2008b).
However, several policy steps (hamely formulatibmagration policy principles and launch
of a pilot project — see more below) which werestaklready in 2003, enabling us to think of
the year 2003 as a starting point of a new proractiage of the Czech migration policy.

One of the most visible proofs of a stronger cotwazation of migration and of a more EU-
independent approach, however, a rather more syoain effective one, was a formulation
of 6 basic policy principles in the field of intextional migration, which were agreed upon by
the Government in 2003. They were thought of asseldor a complex migration strategy;
however, no such strategy has been planned yeir hessage is more or less neutral
concerning a liberal-restrictive scale of migratagproach, however with an emphasised role
of the state in dealing with migration. The prirlegpare too general and vague, and have no
real impact upon migration policy (Drbohlav, Horako Janska 2005, BarSova, BarSa 2005,
Interview 2008a).

Moreover, a modest sign of the state “taking tspoasibility for migration decision-making
in its hands” can be detected in a pilot projedteda“The Selection of Qualified Foreign
Workers” that was launched in 2003. Its main goaswo encourage foreign experts,
specialists and highly-skilled workers to settlerg with their families in the country by
offering them the possibility to apply for a perreahresidence permit after 2.5 years instead
of 5 years as usual. Applicants to the pilot projead to have at least secondary education
and a valid residence and work permit in the CZgepublic. Therefore applicants were not
provided with a job, housing or help with the imnaion administrative procedure. Selection
of applicants was based on a point system withrakeéteria (e.g., age, education, language
skills, and working experience, but no specificguation/profession requirements were set)
that was further limited by a yearly-set quota ®arccessful applicants. At first, only
immigrants from three source countries (Bulgariaz#khstan, and Croatia) could agply
The project, however, was designed as a pilot pt@ed hence each year it has been slightly
modified. The list of eligible countries of origihas been widened (mostly to Eastern
European countries — e.g. Belarus, Moldova, or ljej&. Moreover, if the applicant
graduated from a Czech secondary school (after)200@niversity (after 1995) he/she is
eligible to enter the program regardless of his/b#izenship (no country of origin
limitation)?°. Furthermore, in case a project participant Idsséher job, a protection period of
45 days can be applied within which he/she can &nmtew job without losing his/her work
permit. In the course of time, the waiting periad & permanent residence permit has even
been shortened to 1.5 years for highly qualifiedig@ants (university educated individuals
who worked in the Czech Republic on a position vahe to their education) and their
families. It is a small-scale project in comparisaith total foreign employment in the Czech

2" The given countries were selected in order tothestmechanisms of the project. Hence, they wera as an
appropriate sample (variable in terms of culturalkpmity and overall setting) to test the criteofaselecetion
and also Czech embassies in these countries aigreedperate in the project (Vladni 2002).

2 More countries were involved because of a smatilver of interested persons in the originally seléct
countries. Also, countries with a significant numb&immigrants already present in the Czech Rapuiére
included, which should have guaranteed a suffigi@al of applicants and fulfilled requests of cert@zech
employers. Selection of countries further incorpedan the project also came into play if the coyir
question had signed specific treaties with the @ztate (e.g., on legal cooperation). Czech forpigity
principles were also taken into account (Vladni208adni 2005).

% The inclusion of foreign graduates of Czech scheals incorporated in the project due to a singilemge of
the EU policy towards foreign graduates (i.e. nmeferential approach) as argumented in the Govenhm
resolution (VIadni 2004).
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Republic since only 1,228 successful applicantoo{dsovember 3, 2008) have taken part so
far, and it is even less than the quotas would ladlegved for (Janska, Drbohlav 2008b). The
reasons might be strict prerequisites (e.g., ajrdeing a work permit which is seen as a
difficult and time-consuming process), low publizaaeness, low involvement of employers
or low attractiveness of offered advantages (Bas®arSa 2005, Janska, Drbohlav 2008b,
Drbohlav, Horakova, Janska 2005).

During 2003 several law amendments were being vdooke and they mostly came into force
with the accession of the Czech Republic to the Hi& most important changes, and, indeed,
very liberal ones, were targeted at EU citizensthed family members who were freed from
an obligation to apply either for a residence péeriaii a work permit. Furthermore, mostly
third country nationals were affected by a libesialy Alien Act amendment that transformed
the system of residence permits while adding a few-term residence permit which is
issued after a year of residence in the countryrelation to the accession of the Czech
Republic to the EU, the institute of temporary poion (as defined by the Council directive
2001/55/EC) has been included in Czech legislatioreover, in 2006 the institute of
subsidiary protection was recognized as a distiactorm (besides asylum) of international
protection.

In 2004, a new Employment Act (seen as a neutrggrims of restrictive versus liberal) was
voted for that set more precise conditions for emplent of foreigners. A moderately liberal
amendment of the Alien Act in 2005, among othemdkj transposed the Council directive on
the right of third country nationals to family refication (2003/86/EC) and humanised
conditions in detention centres. Since then, deterdentres are no longer run by the police,
but instead by the Ministry of the Interior. On thiner hand, the obligation for foreign visa
holders to have valid health insurance when ametiie Czech Republic has been set. In
2006, a further step in a liberal direction wasetakvhen the length of stay necessary for
getting a permanent residence permit was shortgoed10 to 5 years. As Czech citizenship
could be acquired after 5 years of residence oeraanent residence permit, consequently, a
foreigner could apply for Czech citizenship aftérykars (instead of 15 years).

At the end of 2007, a restrictive amendment of Aien Act was passed as a reaction to
presumably growing numbers of fake mixed marriagied paternity declarations that were
thought to be motivated only by getting a permamesidence permit (Zprava 2008). Hence,
according to the amendment a family member of CoedbU citizen might get a permanent
residence permit after 2 years of legal residenciné Czech Republic, out of which he/she
must be at least for one year in the position fafmaily member (e.g. a husband/wife of Czech
or EU citizen). This amendment was heavily crigcidy various NGOs as limiting family
rights of immigrants as well as Czech nationals.

Recently, the Ministry of Industry and Trade hasneoup with a new labour immigration
project called Green Cards that should come intcefon January 2009. It is a clear sign of a
state pro-active approach to migration matters. Gneen Cards project is a reaction to a
strong demand for labour force of certain largesthyoindustrial, business companies. It is
targeted mainly at high-qualified and skilled wakdérom third countries. However, low-
qualified workers might participate as well (witkrtain limitations tied to the length and
conditions of their green card). The main aim ifleézibly recruit a labour force and to lower
the administrative burden of the admission proocedua a green card permit. The system
should support legal temporary labour migrationleyhat the same time, it is also perceived
as a prevention tool to fight foreigners’ illegahgloyment (BarSova 2008).
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A green card will be a dual permit (of residencel avork) issued by the Ministry of the
Interior for a particular job position for 3 yeansth the possibility to extend it afterwards
(with the exception of unskilled workers — theircavill be issued for only 2 years, with no
extension possible). Holders of the green carddjexiow-skilled workers) will be allowed to
bring their family with them. Green cards mightibsued only for jobs that are vacant for a
long time (preferential treatment of domestic labfmrce and applicants from the EU/EEA
should be guaranteed) (Zprava 2008, Janska, Drbcak@8b). The green card system,
however, will be opened only to selected counttiest might limit its widespread use.
Furthermore, a final decision on the precise caomst of the project (e.g., a list of eligible
countries of origin) has not been made yet, thesser®l re-arrangements might still occur. As
BarSova (2008) points out the green card system dsurageous experiment with obvious
positive economic effects, however, its main defithat it uncritically merges the interests
of Czech companies with the needs of Czech somajgneral and omits the impacts of such
immigration on a wider social reality. Furthermaitee green card system seems to be a bit of
an old-fashioned tool as it has many similaritiedhvwost-war labour recruitment programs of
Western European countries, and, especially in eoisgn with a much more ambitious Blue
Card system (as suggested by the European Comnjisgidooks less appealing than it is
presented. Moreover, it seems that the most impboctauntries of origin of immigrants in the
Czech Republic (namely Ukraine and Vietnam) migbt be included in the final list of
eligible countries, hence the project’s impact loa immigration reality rests unknown.

Integration policy

The last four years (since 2004) are an importamiod concerning the development of a
stronger and more conceptual integration policyifti8g the responsibility for integration
policy coordination (activities tied to the Concepimmigrant Integration) from the Ministry
of the Interior to the Ministry of Labour and Sdckdfairs in 2004 can be viewed as a strong
impetus for increasing activity of state bodiesa&dsis the integration of foreigners (BarSova,
BarSa 2005). The major change occurred with a sesssnent of the Concept of Immigrant
Integration. The Concept was found to be a miniynalfective tool, especially because of its
concentrating only on granting rights to foreign¢v&a the mainstreaming method) and
leaving aside their social integration, not mentignits overly general and vague character.
Hence, in 2005 an updated Concept was preparedtietifiollowing changes (see Updated
Concept 2006):

- key prerequisites for immigrant integration (priprareas of the updated Concept)
were defined and specific measures for fulfillihg given goals were planned,

- emphasis is put on an individual (as a member ofesg not of a particular ethnic
community), his/her personal efforts and respofigibt this is a clear acceptance of a
so-called civic integration approach,

- immigrant integration is defined as a two-way psseof unifying local population
and immigrants into a single society, where muatalommodation by immigrants on
one hand and the creation of conditions for immmgrantegration in the host
(receiving) society on the other are required,

- creation of a long-term framework of integrationligies and measures (the first
period being 2006 — 2008),

- target group of the Concept was set to be immigrégally staying in the Czech
Republic for at least one year.

% In the original Concept integration was seen aslgal insertion of immigrants into host societytrsictures,
hence more as a one-way process.
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Four key prerequisites/priority areas of the Cohospre defined and for each of them
detailed goals and measures with a time scheduléhé&r fulfilment were sét. The most
visible impact? of the updated Concept is that standardised Cleejuage tests (on the A2
level of the Common European Framework of Referdacéanguages) will be applied as a
necessary prerequisite for being granted a permaasigence permit since January 1, 20009.
However, general fulfilment of the Concept’s goafmsl measures is usually delayed and the
overall impact of the integration policy is stiflither weak, although with a tendency to grow
in importancé®,

Anti-discrimination legislation might also be seas a relevant part of an integration policy.
However, the Czech Parliament has only recentlytsidba so-called anti-discrimination law
that would incorporate the Council Directive 20@JEC into Czech legislation. But the
Czech president vetoed it so it has not come imtcef yet. Hence, beside other aspects, there
is no central institution dealing with the problerhdiscrimination (Drbohlav, Lachmanovéa
2008 a). The insufficient anti-discrimination ldgison is also one of the reasons (together
with a lack of legislation on foreigners’ politicphrticipation) why the Czech Republic has
ranked 17 among 28 (mostly) European countries evaluatetdinvihe Migrant Integration
Policy Index. However, within Central and Easteurdpean countries, the Czech Republic
has ranked at the top of them, together with Sl@avand Hungary (see Niessen, Huddleston,
Citron 2007).

2.5.5. Naturalization and Citizenship Trends

From 1918 to 1968 only Czechoslovak citizenshigtexi. This was changed when the former
unitary state became federalized in 1969. Untildissolution of Czechoslovakia (January 1,
1993), its nationals had in general Czechoslovageriship, and then either Czech, or Slovak
citizenship, however these “republican” citizenshigere not widely used (Uhl 2000).

To understand current trends in the citizenshijcpalf the Czech Republic, it is necessary to
point out that emigrants who (illegally) left commst Czechoslovakia were usually deprived
of their Czechoslovak citizenship by the state. ¢¢ealready in 1990 a special law targeted
this group of former citizens by giving them a tiimaited possibility to get their citizenship
back (Analyza 2005).

A new citizenship policy issue arose with the diggon of Czechoslovakia. Therefore, the
Act on the Acquisition and Loss of Czech Citizeps{io. 40/1993 Coll.) was passed which,
besides establishing rules for the naturalisatioimaenigrants, coped with the problem of the
option for Czech citizenship by (former) Slovakzsns. A simplified mechanism for Slovak
citizens has, thus, been created, enabling themactiuire Czech citizenship under the

31 The set priority areas and their goals are: 1whedge of the Czech language — enhance knowleddeeof
Czech language among immigrants and their childieeation of Czech language certifications; 2)
immigrant’s economic self-sufficiency — support igmants” economic self-sufficiency by lowering
administrative burden tied to their labour markatticipation; 3) immigrant’s orientation in societyncrease
immigrants” awareness of Czech society, its vatugkinstitutions; 4) immigrant’s relations with nisms of
the majority society — support development of ifetat between immigrants and majority society arease
public awareness about foreigners” presence inCGhech Republic (for more information see Updated
Concept 2006).

32 Furthermore, a law amendment that, among othegshiestablishes a protection period of 60 day$of@ign
workers who lost employment (if it was not theiult}, is soon to be voted on. The protection peii®@n
important instrument which was set in accordandh thie updated Concept.

% The budget allocation has, since 2003, slighttyeased to about 25 mil. CZK currently assignetthéo
implementation of the Concept. About 40% of the $waw been used by the Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs and 20% has been intended for use by thaisitiy of the Interior.
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condition of: permanent residence in the Czech Blgptor at least 2 years, abandonment of
Slovak citizenship and no lawful conviction of @preditated criminal offence during the last
5 years (Uhl 2000). The application deadline faos thption procedure was at first set by the
end of 1993, later extended to mid-1994. It was assively used citizenship policy

mechanism as, until the mid-1990s, 311,000 form&vek citizens acquired Czech

citizenship based on the 1993 law — out of whicR,@90 by the option procedure (UNHCR

1996, p. 59). The law in question has been ameseéeeral times — most importantly in 1999
when the possibility of the option/declaration f8tovak citizens was re-opened and
cond;ELoned only by their factual stay in the tEmy of the Czech Republic since 1993 (Uhl
2000y".

As for other immigrants, their possibilities of gety Czech citizenship are regulated by the
same Act. Czech citizenship policy has traditionaken based on thes sanguinigprinciple
(Uhl 2000, BarSova, BarSa 2005, Analyza 2005). leac child might acquire Czech
citizenship only if at least one of his parent&i€zech citizen. The most frequent form of
immigrants acquiring Czech citizenship is by gnagiit (naturalisation). Several requirements
are set. Applicants have to stay in the Czech Repab a permanent residence permit for at
least 5 yearS and during that time “usually” reside in the caynHe/she has to prove that
his/her former citizenship was or will be given upless he/she was granted asylum in the
Czech Republic. However, the condition of givingfapmer citizenship might be excused in
several cases. Thus, officially dual citizenshipas permitted, however, in many cases it can
be allowed for. The applicant must further provat the/she has not been lawfully convicted
of a premeditated criminal offence during the BGsears and has to fulfil obligations related
to health and social insurance, taxes etc. Finai/her knowledge of the Czech language has
to be proven. No standardised tests have beeneseapplicants only go through a simple
interview at a local municipality office (Drbohlalzachmanova 2008 a). Czech citizenship
represents a very secure status since it cannetitbdrawn by the Czech state (Analyza
2005Y°. Within the European perspective, the Czech Répuahked among states with the
most favourable citizenship policy (Niessen, Hudttlee, Citron 2007). On the other hand,
concerning the naturalisation procedure, theramikegal entittement to Czech citizenship and
it is the sole discretion of the Ministry of theténor whether citizenship will be granted.
Moreover, there is no possibility of a judicial rew of the ministerial decision (Uhl 2000).
Due to emigration movements during the communist &md consequent deprivation of
emigrants’ citizenship, former Czechoslovak citgevho lived abroad might acquire Czech
citizenship simply by declaration, without the galiion of precedent residence and of
disposal of their previous citizenship accordingthe Act on the Citizenship of Certain
Former Czechoslovak Citizens (No. 193/1999 Callhjeir numbers represented an important
part of all persons who acquired Czech citizensimge 1999, however, with a tendency to
decline in recent years (see figure 9).

% However, no clear data on former Slovak citize®&cquired Czech citizenship in the period 19938118
available; even the Czech Statistical Office domspossess it.

% The requirement of residence can be shortenepdoia cases. Normally, however, Czech citizenshipld
have been acquired after 15 years of residencentis2006 a permanent residence permit might Haaen
granted after 10 years of residence in the Czegulie.

% However, a new amendment is being prepared thatfdweet the possibility for a withdrawal of Czech
citizenship in case it was acquired based on falfsgmation. Also, standardised language testst(enB1
level of the Common European Framework of Referdncd.anguages) are under preparation (Drbohlav,
Lachmanové 2008).
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Figure 9. Persons who acquired Czech citizenshitypy of procedure, 1999-2007
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When analysing trends in Czech citizenship acquimgdype of procedure, a timeline from
1999 onward is only possible as there are no aMaildata for (former) Slovak citizens in
preceding years. Since 1999 there has been a tegeease in total number of Czech
citizenship acquired by year (from 8,107 in 199911877 in 2007) due to a sharp drop in
Czech citizenship acquired by declaration (it daseel by 90%). The fall has been continuous
in both types of declaration, however, with a stngbsurge in 2004 caused mainly by the fact
that, according to the original version of the Aot 193/1999 Coll. Declaration, could have
been made only until 2004. However, the law was tmended, with no time-limitation set.
The reduction in number of Slovak citizens who aeguCzech citizenship by declaration is
caused by a logical diminution in the pool of pbksicandidates who have been living in the
Czech Republic since 1993 and have not yet acq@reedh citizenship.

On the other hand, the number of naturalisatiohsgether more than 20,000 foreigners have
been naturalised since 1993) has a much more stsadlopment (figure 10). We have to
bear in mind that if we are talking about natuelisn of foreigners in the 1990s and most of
2000s, we are talking mainly about immigrants caratready in the communist era or about
immigrants of Czech origin coming in 1990s. As tlmemally required length of residence to
be naturalised was 15 years (since 2006 only 10syed is only recently that “new”
immigrant cohorts began to be naturalised.

The overall development of the number of naturdbsa (see figure 10) has been largely
influenced by naturalisation trends of Ukrainianghe most numerous group that has been
granted Czech citizenship since 1993 (5,086 pe)stiksainians who were naturalised were
presumably mostly immigrants of Czech origin whamigrated from Chernobyl area and
Volhynia region in 1990s. Also Russians (the thmdst numerous group — 2,014 persons)
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and former citizens of Kazakhstan (539 personsgwempatriots of Czech origin with more
favourable requirements to get naturalised. Onother hand, Poles (2,102 naturalisations),
Bulgarians (1,512 naturalisations), and Romaniar@90 naturalised persons) can be thought
of being mostly “labour migrants” from 1980s. Beemel993 and 2007 1,321 former Greek
citizens were naturalised (dominantly in the finstf of 1990s) whose presence in the Czech
Republic might be traced back to a significant wal/&reek refugees who came at the end of
1940s.

Figure 10. Naturalizations per year, 1993-2007
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Source: Nabyvani 2008.

In the course of time, the structure of naturalig@digners by citizenship has been changing.
It has become more diversified. The five most nwuasrgroups of naturalised citizens in

1993 represented almost 88% compared to 65% in.2B0hermore their structure by

citizenship has changed. In 1993 the 5 largestpygomere Russians (457), Greeks (359),
Ukrainians (212), Poles (152) and Bulgarians (1@@)st year, in the “top 5" Greeks and

Bulgarians were substituted by Slovaks (131) anetndmese (40), while still Ukrainians

(424 persons), followed by Russians (102) and Rék@swere on top.

2.6. Integration outcomes and Migration Impacts

2.6.1. Integration Outcomes

It is rather difficult to evaluate current integost outcomes in the Czech Republic as
immigrants’ integration is not systematically maméd. An integration report is not filed and
integration indicators are not used. Hence, in thapter we present some integration
indicators which we have counted. The second seqii@sents the main outcomes of a
unique report of the Ministry of the Interior whichbased on monitoring reports prepared by
former district advisory boards for integration fofeigners (Monitoring 2002). Finally, the
main results of selected integration research ptejgre shown.
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Integration Outcomes - Indicators of Integration

According to the Updated Concept of Immigrant Inéign, a desirable integration process
can be defined as a two-way prodéssf unifying local population and immigrants into a
single society. Both sides are required to pamigp— immigrants by a mutual
accommodation and receiving society by a creatiofawourable conditions for immigrant
integration (Updated Concept 2006). Hence we caenrstand the results of this process to be
such that immigrants are integrated into a socaremic, legal, political, cultural and
geographical system of majority society where inmamgs possess similar positions in society
as the non-immigrant population (DrbohlaVernik, DzGrova 2005, Wolf, Tudose 2005,
Doomernik 1998, Vermeulen, Penninx 2D00hese positions can be measured by relevant
integration indicators usually based on statistidala. Indicators for immigrant and non-
immigrant population can then be compared. Idegligups by same age, sex or qualification
should be compared (Entzinger, Biezeveld 2003, Measent 1998, Garson, Thoreau 1999).
Integration can be conceptualised in several sphdireensions encompassing different
aspects of the adaptation process (see Heckman®, 1B8tzinger, Biezeveld 2003,
Lachmanova 2006). Structural integration (sometigtiggled to socio-economic dimension
and legal and political dimension) describes trguesition of rights and positions in the core
institutions of the receiving state. The culturphere of integration refers to the process of
cultural, behavioural and attitudinal change ofiadividual. The social dimension of the
integration process can be described by immigramigate relations and group or association
memberships. “Identificational” integration is &l@l hardly to be measured by integration
indicators as it encompasses one’s subjectivenigelof belonging and identification with the
receiving society. Sometimes an “external” sphérhe integration process is added and that
is attitudes of majority society. For each dimensiseveral indicators are recommended;
however, it is not clear which are the most sudafé.g., Entzinger, Biezeveld 2003,
Measurement 1998, Hintermann 2003, Niessen, Scld@b, Doomernik 1998, Baldwin-
Edwards 2005).

Unfortunately, until now no integration indicatosgre counted for immigrants and majority
society in the Czech Republic. Several obstaclesecmto play. Firstly, a lack of statistical
data or its inaccessibility severely curtails trse wf indicators. Secondly, immigrants can
usually be distinguished within Czech statisticalirses on the basis of foreign citizenship
which limits the pool of persons whose integratgiould be studied. Using the category
“foreigners” instead of immigrants is inaccurats, acquiring citizenship of a host country
does not necessarily mean an immigrant is integr@g@@mmunication 2003, Baubéck 2005).
All in all, we can present only very basic and rougformation concerning immigrant
integration as measured by indicators. Furthermare, should take the numbers as an
orientation, a sign, as there were many problenst®o the counting (e.g., inaccessibility of
individual or even some aggregated data).

Concerning immigrants’ socio-economic integratiadns recommended to measure several
characteristics tied to employment. As economisaga are the main reasons for immigration
to the Czech Republic, it is not surprising tha éitonomic activity rate of foreigners reached
more than 86%, compared to about 59% of the tatpujation of the Czech Republic (based
on data for 2006/2007).

3 In the original Concept, integration was seenraslgal insertion of immigrants into host societstauctures,
hence more as a one-way process.
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The unemployment rate is seen as a crucial indiee@mployment is considered to be a key
mechanism of immigrant integration (Schulte 200momernik 1998, Baldwin-Edwards
2005). In the Czech Republic, however, its valudimgted as, concerning third country
nationals, only holders of permanent residence pemght be unemployed. Other third
country nationals are obliged to leave the coumthen made redundant as in such a case
where their work permit terminates — which also nsethe termination of their residence
permit. Furthermore, it is only recently that data unemployed EU-citizens has been
released for the public. On the other hand, datar@mployed third country nationals (with
permanent residence permit) originated from laboftfices is neither published, nor
accessible, despite being collected. Reasons forreleasing this data are unknown. In
addition, Labour Force Survey data on foreignermoabe used as its results regarding the
foreign population are highly unreliable due to 8reample size which does not follow the
real structure of foreigners in the Czech Repufiicbohlav, Lachmanova 2008 a). The only
information on the unemployment of third countriomaals (as of June 30, 2007) which we
were able to find was published in a study of tresdarch Institute of Labour and Social
Affairs (Paizkova 2008¥. According to this study there were 2,753 unemgtbyhird
country nationaf§ (Paizkova 2008). At the same date, there were 3,11&EN nationals
unemployed — a majority of them coming from Sloea{?,083), Poland (635), and Bulgaria
(118) (Uchaz& 2008). Hence the unemployment rate of foreigiefmid-2007) was very
low, about 2%, compared to the overall registeneelmployment rate in the Czech Republic
— which reached 6.3% in June 2007 (Statistiky 2008 unemployment rate of EU/EEA
nationals was slightly higher (2.1%) than thattofd country nationals (2.0%). However, we
have to take into account that it would be moreueate to relate unemployed third country
nationals only to the sum of employed third coumtigtionals with permanent residence
permits whose number is, unfortunately, unknowruso With such a specification of the
denominator, the rate would significantly increase.

Foreigners in the Czech Republic work most oftemanufacturing, construction, wholesale
and retail trade, as well as in real estate antingactivities (Cizinci 2007 — see Annex 2). It
can be said that foreign labour force works in etght sectors than Czech workers by
comparing their employment structure with the oh€zech nationals. Foreigners work more
often in construction and wholesale and retail dradue to an overrepresentation of third
country nationals in these sectors. On the othed haal estate and renting activities are also
proportionally employing more foreign workers th@mech nationals; however, this is more
the case of EU-citizens.

In general, more than half of foreigners are erygdioor run a business in agriculture and
industry, although only 44% of Czech nationals @ibis can be seen as an unfavourable
condition for immigrants’ integration as it implies their employment in low paid and low

social status jobs, which are more prone to cyctinaes.

As no statistics concerning the use of social khenbf foreigners are publicly available, we
received, upon request, at least some basic infameelated to the first quarter of 2008 (see

% Data originated from labour offices and was acgfliifrom the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs
(Parizkova 2008).

39 No information on their citizenship is includedtire report.

“0 The unemployment rate was counted as a numbenefmployed foreigners (third country nationals and
EU/EEA nationals) divided by the sum of unemployerkigners and employed foreigners (with permanent
residence permits, as well as long-term permitgsas).
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table 21). Foreigners drew only 0.1% of all paigtestsocial benefits. Most of these benefits
were tied to children. In general, Slovaks relystate social benefits the most, followed by
Poles, Ukrainians and Vietnamese (for more seeodué.).

Unfortunately, other important aspects of sociorernic integration such as educational
level, income level or quality of housing cannotrbeasured via integration indicators due to
unavailability or inaccessibility of background dat

The legal and political dimensions of integratisa more about conditions and opportunities
supporting integration and less about integratiottames themselves. Indicators which are
usually proposed for this dimension are tied tauraisation policy (for more on this see
section 2.5.5.), conditions for family reunificatiocor political rights. One of the things to be
observed is immigrants’ participation in the pckii system of the receiving state. In the case
of the Czech Republic, immigrant participation le tpolitical system is, with one exception,
almost non-existent. There are no immigrants (peysd foreign origin) in the upper, or the
lower chamber of the Parliament, nor are any imamtg visible in the national or regional
political arena. The one and only exception is anen minister of Kazakh origin who was
appointed to the Czech government in 2006 to déhl iuman rights and national minorities
issues. However, her appointment can be seen rathar symbolic gesture as her position
within the government is weak. In general, theipigmation of immigrants within the Czech
political system is insufficient also because, Example, there is no possibility for
immigrants to vote or to be elected within elecsi@h a regional level (see more part 2.8).

The cultural dimension of integration can be belsesved through empirical research
concerned with immigrants’ lifestyles, attitudes)davalues. Concerning the integration
indicators, however, there are two basic charastiesi that can tell us more about
immigrants’ adaptation level in the socio-cultugdhere of the Czech society. Higher
criminality can be seen as a sign of not acceptiagjc society norms and rules (Entzinger,
Biezeveld 2003, Doomernik 1998). Moreover, it istaracteristic that is usually closely
followed by majority society. The share of foreighamong convicted persons (in 2006) was
higher (5.8 %) than their share of total populaiigeneral (3.1%). It could thus be seen as a
negative aspect of their integration (Cizinci 200However, the number of convicted
immigrants has been quite stable during the lagtraé years (between 3,000 and 4,000),
although the number of immigrants in general hgsicantly been growing.

About a third of all convicted foreigners in 200én& Slovak citizens, although their share of
the foreign population was around 18%. Ukrainidizens represented a quarter of convicted
foreigners, which was, however, less than theireslod foreigners in the given year (32%).
Among the other most numerous groups of convicm@igners were Vietnamese (389
persons), Poles (190 persons), Russians (140 @rsord also Romanians, who represented
3.1% of all convicted foreigners compared with th@i9% participation in the foreign
population (Cizinci 2007). Most persons were cotedcfor larceny — 21.7% of convicted
Czechs and 22.5% of convicted foreigners (Cizi®€7). Then, the types of crime do differ.
Czech nationals were convicted mostly for creditifts (13%), evasions of alimony payments
(11.2%), or frustrating executions of official dgons (8%). Foreigners were convicted
mostly for frustrating executions of official deicss (23%), forging and altering a public
document (5.7%) and robbery (3.9 %). Furthermaresifiners were more often convicted for
infringement of rights to trademarks, commerciaiea and protected designations of origin,
and infringements of copyright (3.5 % compared vitB% of Czechs), which is a problem
specifically tied to stall trade, usually run byetiamese trade licence holders.
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Demographic behaviour of immigrant population {fieyt rates, abortions or births outside
marriage) is also considered as a possible indicattacultural integration. However, its
interpretation is ambiguous (Courbage 2003, Baf@@l2Bretz, Cagiano de Azevedo 1992).
Concerning the share of live births outside magjaig 2006 33% of children born with
Czech citizenship were born outside marriage, coathéo 39% of newborns with foreign
citizenship. The highest shares of newborns outsideiage were registered by children with
Slovak (52%), Polish (44%), Chinese (44%) or Vieteae (44%) citizenship (Demographic
Yearbook 2007). From these rough, however sometsingsng, numbers we can assume that
foreigners do adapt to certain aspects of demograpéhaviour of the Czech majority
population — which are not usual in their countoésrigin.

An important sign of cultural integration is thedwiedge of the receiving state’s language
(Entzinger, Biezeveld 2003, Fitzgerald 1998, EFN®&TA001). Moreover, Czech language
knowledge is one of the key integration targetstgethe Updated Concept of Immigrant
Integration. However, there are no general datapmgpCzech language competencies
among immigrants.

Mixed marriages can be considered as an indicgiog lon the borderline between cultural
and social integration (Coussey, Christensen 1T@&mernik 1998). In 2006, 8% of
contracted marriages were composed of a Czechoaeih partner (mixed marriages). Since
1995, the share of mixed marriages has been sligtreasing. Composition of a mixed
marriage is more often of a Czech woman and adoreian, although the share of Czech
women has been decreasing in time. Due to comm&iorij mixed marriages with Slovak
citizens are the most numerous (Moravkova 2008)Masavkova analysed the period 1995-
2006, she found that foreign wives of Czech mereweost often from “eastern” countries -
Ukraine, Slovakia, Vietham, or Russia. On the otteerd, the structure of husbands of Czech
women was more variable with an important sharéaefstern” countries such as Germany,
Great Britain, USA or Austria.

As for other indicators of social integration (erger-ethnic relations, participation on social
life*"), as well as for indicators describing identifioatl dimension of the integration
process, no background data was available.

Integration outcomes - Monitoring Report

In 2002, a synthesis rep&rtof the Ministry of the Interior (Monitoring 2002yas written
which gathered information from monitoring repgotepared by district advisory boards for
integration of foreigners. The most important cosmns of the report concerning integration
outcomes can be summarized as follows:

- Relations between foreigners and Czech nationalshaught to be “ordinary,” with
no significant or long-term tensions. In generake€h nationals do tolerate and
accept foreigners. Serious religious intolerances wat noticed. However, it was
argued that the real level of cultural or religidakerance of Czech citizens is rather
low (see more section 3.1.).

L A part of immigrants” social livee take place \itharious ethnic or non-governmental organizati¢ios
more on this issue see Annex 3.

“2 Interestingly, this report, in contrast to the remt situation, was heavily influenced by a multictal
approach to integration matters which influence@dbzintegration policy at that time (see BarSovarSB
2005) as for example the emphasis was put to forgégnmunities, not foreigners as individuals.
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- In general, foreigners’ adaptation to the requinetmeof Czech majority society is
thought to be almost without problems.

- Czech nationals have a tendency to classify foegggmto different groups with some
groups (originating from countries with similar tull background) being better
received than others (Arab and Asian communities empecially more negatively
received). Some communities are thought to be mared and closed (especially
Vietnamese, and partly also Ukrainians and Poles).

- The main obstacles for developing inter-communéiations are thought to be a
language barrier and differences in culture or @éwptof foreigners.

- Information from border districts suggests thatatiehs between Czechs and
foreigners are positively influenced by the fadtttocal Czech citizens have direct
profitable economic relations with foreigners (gxgnting of apartments and non-
residential premises, babysitting, employing foneig in Czech companies and vice-
versa).

- Most district advisory boards did not notice anyjonaigns of racism, xenophobia or
discrimination. However, if any signs of discrimiioa were found they were usually
tied to worse access to employment, housing, sbelagfits, or health care.

- The role of the media in creating the image of ifpwers is criticised. Objective
information on foreigners and their countries agioris thought to be lacking.

- No political participation of foreigners was notice

- The quality of foreigners’ housing is diverse.

- Foreigners have problems finding employment adgogrtb their qualifications.

- No cultural, social or sport events dedicated Sppadly to foreigners were organised
by district or local authorities, events were ubuarganised for all inhabitants
(foreigners included).

- Cultural events prepared by foreigners to predesit cultural traditions and habits
were hardly anywhere noticed.

From the conclusions above it seems that the @ieliermode of immigrants’ integration (as
perceived by Czech nationals) is their assimilat@rCzech majority society, as cultural or
religious differences are not desirable (cf. sect®ol.). On the other hand, district or local
authorities did not support the assimilation precbg any special means. The activity lied
more or less on immigrants themselves and thelitiabito adapt. However, we have to bear
in mind that the report might be a bit outdatechc8ithen, the share of foreigners, and
especially of those “more culturally distant” hasreased, which might change not only
integration conditions, but also its outcomes.

Integration Outcomes - Empirical Studies

Empirical research of immigrant integration is whited scope in the Czech Republic. It is
rather problematic to study immigrant integrationthe Czech Republic since migration of
many foreigners is temporary and/or circulatorgharacter. It springs from the fact that their
migration takes place within a still rather immatstage of a migration cycle (beginning of
the S-curve describing a shift from short-term &rnpanent migration movements, i.e.,
settlement of migrants in a host society).

Nevertheless, there are several studies dealing thié integration of immigrants. These
studies often focus on non-representative samgleelected ethnic immigrant groups while
using mostly qualitative approaches. Very ofterly partial aspects of the integration process
are being tackled (e.g., economic integration, kamreunion issues, and educational
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successes). In line with the growing numbers of ignamts and the increasing length of their
stay in the Czech Republic, as well as in harmoitis waying more attention to migration

issues by governmental and non-governmental bodéssarch into immigrants’ integration

issues has only recently become more frequent.

The most studied groups are probably Ukrainians\dathamese (e.g. Drbohlav, Ezzeddine-
Luksikova 2004, DrbohlavCernik, Dztrova 2005, Drbohlav, Dzurova 2007, Legmta
2006, Janska 2007). However, other ethnic groupe baen partially studied, too (see more
for example in Bares 2008, Uherglernik 2004 or Uherek 2003b).

Due to the aforementioned reasons it is almost gsipte to draw any general conclusions
concerning immigrant integration. On top of thistfegeneralisation is problematic even for
one ethnic group, since the behaviour of their memmbmight differ — being significantly
influenced by, for example, their socio-economatist (i.e. Russians in the Czech Republic
as described in Drbohlav, Janska 2004).

However, it seems that ethnic/national origin isesy important variable influencing the
character of the integration process (e.g., Drbghiezzeddine-LukSikova 2004, Drbohlav,
Dzarovéa 2007, Bstup 2007)What is crucial is that it seems as though sucuokssflusion in
Czech society is connected to the assimilation nafdmtegration Drbohlav, Ezzeddine-
Luksikova 2004, Drbohlav, Dzirova 20@bohlav, Cernik, Dzurova 2005, Uherek 2003b
or Monitoring 2002).

2.6.2. Economic Impacts of Migration

As Janska, Drbohlav (2008a, p. 64) clearly stiguldDespite current economic success
(traditionally measured via GDP growth), the Czd&dpublic faces a number of serious
problems that threaten its competitiveness andaboohesion in the long term. Among other
problems, there is a lack of “organizational”, geational and geographical flexibility, the
need to improve the whole educational system astesy of social subsidies, high taxes on
labour, in general, and income, in particular; aakmifference between the legal minimum
wage and unemployment benefits, underdevelopedigersd life-long-learning systems.
Crucially, these produce together a mismatch betwWalkour-market demand and domestic
labour supply. Also, the communist-era practicenof declaring work still complicates
current economic performance”. All these factorstabute to the attractiveness of the Czech
labour market for both legal and irregular/illegabrants.

As for the immigrants’ economic impact, howevemwimited data is available and little is
known. Both primary statistical sources and secondaurces (like analytical studies) that
would shed light on immigrants’ economic impact ngozech society are lacking. Thus, so
far there has been insufficient data regarding, deample, foreigners’ salaries, savings,
remittances, taxes, social-security payments, invest strategies, etc. (see Drbohlav 2004).

We can argue without any doubts that economicaltyivated foreign immigration helps to

propel “motors” of the Czech economy in the maogpaortant regions — in Prague and other
urbanized areas. In Prague there is, due to marela@mental activities but also because of a
lack of the respective domestic labour force, pemna and continued demand for a foreign
labour force. In other words, migration to Pragne ather economic centres of the Czech
Republic has been favoured by an entrepreneuriahtd and higher wages (Drbohlav 2004,
Cizinci 2006). Prague, as the most important econ@entre, leads other regions with by far
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the highest GDP per capita (143% of the EU-25 id52(n other 7 NUTS2 regions the GDP
ranged only between 56 and 66% - see Janska, [RrboRD08a) and the lowest
unemployment rate. This fact is, of course, refldan a strong concentration of immigrants
(32.9% of all legally staying immigrants in the otty, and even 37.2 % of holders of visa for
more than 90 days and long-term residence permitstly economic migrants in 2007).
One can expect that, besides legally-staying imanity;, Prague attracts many others who are
in irregular/illegal positions.

Unsurprisingly but importantly, economically-motied migration grows as unemployment
falls and vice versa (see studies chiefly at idistevels applying mostly correlation or
regression analyses - more in Drbohlav 2004, CiZ066 or Hordkova 2006). This shows us
that labour migrants supplement rather than competeCzechs on the labour market, since
they mostly take unattractive but necessary jobs d@ne poorly paid. It seems that the same
patterns may be typical of irregular immigrantg).tMoreover, foreigners tend to supply the
Czech labour market with very important “spatiaixibility” ** (rates of internal migration in
among foreigners were almost twice as high as an@aegh citizens — see part 2.3.5.).

As indicated above, immigrants from Central/Easteunope or from third world countries
are mostly active in poorly-qualified, manual jabsoughout many sectors of the economy
(see details in e.g. Leontiyeva, Vojtkova 2007 @k&tzyova et al. 2007). There are also
mostly highly qualified immigrants coming from theh western world. They occupy
intellectually demanding and highly paid jobs. Theumbers are, however, much lower as
compared to those who come from “the East”. A mgjoup within the foreign labour force
is formed by foreigners in employment (currentlyeth times more than foreigners who are
involved in doing business). Foreign workers in @eech Republic are mainly employed in
construction, manufacturing, wholesale and retailling as well as real estate, renting and
business activities. All these activities havenisgarkedly since 2004. As compared to Czech
workers, foreigners are relatively more often emgptb in manufacturing, construction and
wholesale and retail trade as well as real estatgting and business activities (Janska,
Drbohlav 2008a). All these trends are presentadble 23 and Annex 2.

Regarding remittances in the Czech Republic, Czeuiks do not publish any individual
data, only an overall balance of payments. The dataus that, for example, in 2003,
remittances represented US $500 million, which wdith of the amount for Poland and a
third of that for the Russian Federation (Janské&oblav 2008a)According to the latest data
published by the World Bank, the inward remittafloavs increased to U$1,300 millionin
2007 (Migration 2008). Data for money outflow frothe Czech Republic (earned by
foreigners who stay in the country) are also inetlich the World Bank publication - outward
remittances flows have permanently been growingomfuS $605 million in 2000 taUS
$2,831 million in 2006 (see in this context moreservative estimates of Janska, Drbohlav
2008a based on the Czech national balance of pagnme2005).

2.6.3. Socio-Demographic Impacts of Migration
Immigration has influenced the demographic proéfethe Czech Republic, but rather in

terms of the overall numbers than in structurahpaaters. The most significant impact is tied
to the size of population. The Czech Republic eepeed a natural decrease between 1994

3 It contrasts with the fact that “internal migratiby people moving to work is very low in the Czé®&public
compared to other developed countries. Moreovethencourse of the 1990s, during ongoing transfdona
it further decreased” (Lux et al. 2006 and see @ksonak 2004).
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and 2005 and, only thanks to immigration, the deseewas lower (see chapter 2.4.1.).
Between 2003 and 2005 immigration saturated theralaincrease and therefore there was
apparent population growth (see figure 11). Bur&n¢era and Drbohlav (2007) assert that
the current volume of immigration is sufficient priibr preservation of the population size: it
cannot at all solve the problem of population agein

Figure 11. Changes of population figures in thedbzRepublic 1990-2006: migration and natural change
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Source: Obyvatelstvo 2008.

Immigrants in the Czech Republic have a differegg and gender structure. Nevertheless,
their impact on total population is not significaim 2006,84% of immigrants were of an

economically active age. The share of immigrantstoldren’'s ages was 12% and, in post-
productive ages, it was 4% (see figure 12). Althotige average age of immigrants (34.7
years) is lower than that of majority (40.2 yeansiknigrants do not influence the overall age
structure.

The gender structure of immigrants is not propodlo Women now comprise 40% of
immigrants. Since the 1990s there has been a smedase of share of women (from 2000 by
about 3% points). The gender structure differs mling to country of origin and type of
residence. The lowest share of women is amongutsliGermans, Austrians and British. On
the other side, the predominance of women is anRusgians, Kazakhs and Belarusians.
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Figure 12. Age Pyramid of Immigrants in the Czeap®blic, 2006 (as of December 31)
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Foreigners’ share of natural reproduction in theed@z Republic is rather low. As of yet,
migrants have only sporadically been contributimghie overall birth rate in Czech Republic.
Every year about 1,700 children are born to foreignrepresenting 1.6% of all newborns.
The total fertility rate of foreign females is am@.6 children per woman, which is less than
half as compared to the overall value for the CAeepublic (1.4). Among the largest groups
of immigrants, only female immigrants from Vietnamave a slightly higher fertility rate
(0.7). All groups of foreigners in the Czech Repaiblave lower total fertility rates than are
standard in their countries of origin (PospiSil@a®7). However, it is necessary to point out
that birth statistics of immigrants may be influeddy legislation because children who have
a Czech parent are granted Czech citizenship. fidrerehildren with only one foreign parent
might be registered as Czechs.

Due to migrants’ age structure, the mortality rafemigrants is low: only about 200
foreigners die in a year.

Foreigners conclude approximately 5,000, mostlyanixexogamous), marriages per year in
the Czech Republic. The crude marriage rate ofigoezs in 2006 was 7.9%. (compared to
5%0 for the majority population), however this indigatis influenced by a different age
structure of foreigners.

The presence of immigrants also projects into al tmiminality rate in the Czech Republic.
The number of convicted immigrants has been stwihiee 1993 and it makes up about 6% of
all convicted persons in the Czech Republic, thotlgh number of immigrants has been
growing significantly.

Immigrants are involved in organized crime, whilestly being organized from abroad (Cejp
2008). These groups came to the Czech Republic Bkraine, Vietnam, China, Russia and
Albania. In 2006, high-ranking representatives of$tan, Ukrainian and Caucasian groups
met several times in the Czech Republic and in Masto negotiate the division of territories
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and spheres of their activities and the establishiroéa single authority (so-called “vora v

zakone”) for the Prague region and the whole CRgpublic. The submission of all of them

to a single authority can be expected to increase strength, profits and readiness for
action, and thus also the threat they representtsecurity and internal order in the Czech
Republic (Vyr@ni 2007).

Some Vietnamese immigrants are involved in smugglitegal migration movements, the
drug business, tax fraud and illegal economic ds/like, for example, customs deceptions,
falsification of goods (clothes, CDs/DVDs, cigaesit (see Cejp 2008).

Some Ukrainian groups have specialized in blackngiracketeering, prostitution, business
with women, violent criminal offences against pasand crimes against property (Cejp
2008). Ukrainians are also well known via their @pe informal system of labour
organization — the so-called “client system”. Ngakr(2005) describes it as a system
consisting of four main types of participants (ingnaints, middlemen/clients, employers and
organized crime) that form two hierarchically orgad levels (so called subsystems). The
first level is based on relations between immigsambrkers and middlemen/clients, while
employers are only intervening to these relatidiie second subsystem represents a “super-
structure” of the first level and it is grounded mations between middlemen/clients and
organized crime. Both subsystems differ from eathero not only in terms of their
participants, but also their origins and functianin

2.6.4. Other Impacts of Migration

Mainly due to the great share of “circulators” amdareigners and, because only a short time
has elapsed since large-scale immigration hased{asbme “typical” migratory features have
not yet developed (Drbohlav 2004). For examplenietiminorities have not created very
significant areas of concentration within citiesregions so far. However, several exceptions
can be found - along with the Russian communitKarlovy Vary, one can also mention
more visible Viethamese concentration in severallstowns and villages chiefly along the
Czech-German border, a firmly established wellazfiinmunity of “Western” immigrants in
the Prague district of NebusSice, a newly createchddtian community in a town of Blansko
and several others. All these examples represepbriant manifestations of a new and
distinctive socio-cultural milieu that was broughtthe country.

Still, not many important ethnic social or politicstructures have evolved which would
organize the life of new immigrants in the count®gcordingly, the cultural contributions,
demographic changes, social structure changesthanlike, related to immigrants and their
impact upon Czech society, is rather small. Thenmoi nation-wide immigrant influence over
these issues (Drbohlav 2004).

In the future, when more immigrants come and séittee country, there are good reasons to
suppose that they will have more important impagiksn various structures of Czech society.

One could expect that the contours of such chamgsgsfollow patterns well known currently
in Western Europe.

2.7. Political Participation of Foreigners

Only Czech citizens are allowed to vote in parliatmsections and to the regional chambers.
The right to vote in elections for local municipies and the European Parliament is granted
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only to EU country nationals settled in the temitof the Czech Republic. Nevertheless, the
third country nationals can hypothetically votetie Czech Republic, providing a bilateral
agreement between the Czech Republic and the relémaeign country on electoral issues
has been signed. (The paragraph stating the priofiinternational agreements in the Czech
electoral law was implemented as a consequencénefEU integration). Governmental
materials on the implementation of the Concept wimigrant Integration mention a
possibility of foreigners’ participation in localegtions as regular voters in the near future.
Also, foreigners are not allowed to join politiqarties in the Czech Republic. The majority
of constitutional functions are not granted to fgners, with the exceptions of governmental
positions (such as minister, vice prime ministepome minister). Foreigners cannot become
policemen or army officers, but they can be a vidanfor military service after an agreement
of the president of the Czech Republic. Moroevereifyners cannot serve in positions in the
public administration such as forester, fishemature guards.

In the realm of governmental policy, collectiverfa of political participation such as special
councils at municipalities appear as a more plaasilbernative. But the right to vote remains
an open issue whose debate will be sparked byatigerd European discussion. Regarding the
holding of functions in the public administratiahjs necessary to make serious decisions —
but just the simple existence of the possibility haflding public functions could be an
important element of integration.
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3. Topical Issues in Central and Eastern Europe

3.1. Perception of Foreigners/Immigrants by the Czgh Majority Population

Xenophobia, very simply expressed as a fear ohgaws, “has always been a part of human
psyche and lends itself to various levels of angly@olaffi et al. 2003, p. 331). Studying
this process is important in terms of both basit applied research. Regarding the latter, for
example, one cannot for many reasons ignvapse populiwhen designing migration policies.
There is another specific reason why dealing wité public majority’s attitudes towards
foreigners/immigrants in Central/Eastern Europeluiding the Czech Republic is important.
It is the world where almost all normal/standarinational contacts, including international
migration movements, were interrupted for more th@ryears. Thus, not so much is known
and any new knowledge in this field is more thatcame.

The chapter introduces results of selected pulplicion polls in which attitudes of the Czech
majority towards selected ethnic/national immigrgmnbups were measured from various
perspectives. If possible, results of mutually catifge surveys are presented over time.
Within this chapter we deal with data of monthlyiropn polls (omnibus-like polls) of the
Public Opinion Research Centre of the Institut&otiology of the Academy of Sciences of
the Czech Republic. It is a prestigious and rediat#ntre that has conducted opinion polls
under the umbrella of the Institute of Sociologpt(u2001 it was similarly closely tied to the
Czech Statistical Office). Moreover, it is the omhgtitution that has monitored the situation
in the field of the public majority’s perception fifreigners/migrants for a long time. Some
topics have been covered regularly every year.Aitadinal approach might thus be applied.
What is also important is that the Centre haswa oetwork of interviewers throughout the
country and samples are, to a large extent, “reptaive,” since a quota sampling method is
applied (quota characteristics are mostly age,aek educational level; usually more than
1,000 respondents older than 15 years spread thootithe country are contacted).

Despite not having space to elaborate more extelyson theories (it would go beyond the
scope of this report), we touch on two of them:dbetact hypothesis (e.g. Allport 1954) and
the culture-distance hypothesis (e.g. Ward, Boghfa@mham 2001). In a simplified way, the
former one suggests: “that as majority group membswme into contact with other
minorities, they will be progressively less likebyhold prejudicial attitudes towards them. By
exposing majority group members to new informatidrout minority groups, contact helps
majority group members question negative sterestymel develop more favourable views on
minority groups” (Wood, Landry 2008, p. 107). Sugpcs of the latter believe that the
greater the perceived gap between cultures, the problems can be expected when crossing
cultural boundaries.

3.1.1. Overview of Results of Selected Public Opom Polls

This section draws mainly on aggregate public @pirpolls data, where the Czech majority’s
attitudes towards foreigners and, in fact, on thele immigration issue were ascertained. We
also make use of standard brief research outcana¢ste published after any public opinion
poll has been carried d{itAs a matter of fact, these outcomes usually pi@viery basic data
and its interpretation.

4 One can get them also via the respective web site http://www.cvvm.cas.cz/
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We present various topics tied to the majority gapon’s perception of immigrants and their
integration. Some data enables us to compare thatisn over time. In this regard one can
mention, for example, the following topics: tolecantowards people of a different colour
(1995-2008), national and racial intolerance (tB80k), relationship towards other selected
nationalities: different lists of representativdsselected countries (by citizenship) — (a) the
1990s and 2003 and 2006, (b) 2003-2007, foreigraelisistment to Czech living style/culture
(2003-20087°.

First of all, we should point out how important tliereigners issue” is among other societal
issues within Czech population and Czech societe €an use results of public opinion polls
that mapped the tolerance of Czech society towaadsus social sub-groups (the question
was: “Who should not be your neighbour?”). The é&igners issue”, thus, could be
substituted by one of the listed sub-groups - “peab different colour”. Out of 14 offered
areas the tolerance of “people of different colooctupied the 6th least “popular” position,
being outstripped by drug addicted people, alcalolpeople with a criminal history, the
mentally ill and homosexuals. On the other hanapjeehaving different political opinions,
seniors and young people were, in terms of wouldab&ghbours, tolerated the most.
Moreover, this order of importance is very stableraime (since 2003) and, in fact, has not
been changed’esi 2008).

A rather unique possibility to compare the evolvinterance of Czech society brings table
25, where the tolerance towards people of diffecetdurs has been measured since 1995.

Table 25. Tolerance towards people of differenbanl 1995-2008 (in %)

Time [ 1995 1996] 1997] 1999 1994 2000 2003 20p5 2007 2008
Tolerance] 42 | 37 [ 49 49] 50 | 43] 52] 55 59 57

SourceCesi 2008.
Note: The question was: “In your opinion, are peopl the Czech Republic tolerant to people of dififie
colour?” The figures represent positive answeryéoy tolerant” plus “rather tolerant”.

As seen from the table 25, people think that theramce of Czech society towards people of
different colour ranges between 40% and 60% whileas generally been increasing over
time. However, the trend is not linear and one s@® important drop-offs in 1996 and 2000
and, to some extent, also in 2008. This trend ofeasing tolerance among Czechs towards
people of different colour is in harmony with thengral tendency — “..tolerance of
inhabitants of the Czech Republic has been inangdsi the long-term perspective .. C&Si
2008, p. 3-4).

Similarly, but not identically, the situation is ped by other opinion polls (or rather a
guestion within opinion polls) that were carried between 1991 and 1997 (once in a year).
The analysed question tackles the personal gruti@zechs against other races (Annex 4).
Accordingly, personal grudges held by Czechs agaotker people because of their
nationality were mapped (Annex 5). The perceivedetance” is slightly higher concerning
people of different races vis-a-vis different natbty. Nevertheless, also in this case the
trend of increasing tolerance of the Czech poputatias been confirmed (1991 versus 1997).

*>Such a comparison is burdened with several shoitgsnfor example, the change of the scale throuigich
the relationship is measured in time (from 5 t@vels), or, the change of formulation of the bagiestion —
e.g., the wording shift from “relationship” to yimpathy”.
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“Tolerance,” as it is perceived by Czechs towardseifjners/immigrants, is different
depending on national/ethnic background of those are “evaluated” (see table 26).

Table 26. Good/bad attitude of Czechs towards tleethnicities/nationalities — population of theeCh
Republic, 1991-2001 (in %)

Relation to/Time | 1991 199p 1998 1994 19p5 1996 1997 1998 9192000| 2001

Slovaks 58/1Q0 59/9 62/§ 65/ 66/ 695 7di4 T4/4 TYI2 T3 374/
Poles 35/19 23/2p 39/12 37/11 39(8 437 485 5B/5 GH7/3 H2/3/4 53
Germans 46/18 33/ 35/41 35/R0 33f22 33J19 39/18 4p/13 44541/16| 42/16
Jews 36/5| 35/4 33/1 36/ 34/ 35/5 375 43/5 48/5 3p/6 34/8
Vietnamese - - 13/39 14/ 9/3p 12/41 20j28 2426 21/29 1BIBI32
Citizen of Balkan - - 12/40 10/3p 10/33 9/ 1241 11144 89]411/44| 9/45
Citizen of former - - - - 11/36| 11/44f 13/43 10/5 9/5p 11/46 12/45
USSR

Romas 4/701 4/7q4 3/77 5/6 5/60 5/49 7/62 1252 9|55 861 8/60

Source: O vztahu 2001.

Question: “How would you characterize your relasibip to the following population groups that live the
Czech Republic ...?" Respondents could choose ortkeofollowing categories: very good, rather gooadt
good - not bad, rather bad, very bad.

Note: The first figure represents ,very good" plwather good” attitudes, the second one ,very bptifs
Jrather bad” attitudes.

Permanently, the Czech public has the most postttieide towards Slovaks, thereby the
common life in one state for more than 70 yearsyels as cultural and language proximity,
are logically reflected. Cultural proximity matdizd via a Slavic background probably
supports Czech sympathy to Poles. Out of selecatidralities, Germans and Jews follow,
nevertheless, their “popularity” (positive attitsjlelecreases and falls below 50%. Negative
evaluation is preferred to a positive one in theecaf Viethamese, and a clear negative
attitude is linked with citizens of the Balkans ¢pibly because of the fact that their activities
are, in respondents’ eyes, often related to vatkings of criminality), citizens of countries of
the former Soviet Union (by the way, the occupaiimri968 has never been forgotten) and
Roma (very different style of living that is incoatfble with what the majority practises and
is used to). As for the development of the givaiuates over time, generally, one can see an
improvement of the situation (see mainly Slovaksle® and Viethamese), however, not in
relation to all of the given ethnicities/nationig. Moreover, if there is improvement, it is not
at all linear in its character. Regarding many gsywone can notice a rather important drop in
1999.

Annex 6 shows more or less similar results for Ddwer 2006. However, this time the
guestion as such and the method of getting data, wesome extent, different (see Annex 6).
“Popularity/unpopularity” stays more or less thansa(see also @Ghané 2007). It seems,
however, that measured via this survey, the negatftitude towards Roma was deepened.
On the other hand, attitudes towards citizens efBhalkans and those from countries of the
former Soviet Union were partly improved. (Despités fact, these two groups are those
which are, besides Roma, the most unpopular amaegl).

Attitudes of the Czech majority population towarfiseigners also differ depending on

type/form, purpose of migration and thus, also tsnlength (see results of the survey from
May 2007 — Annex 7). The most favourable attitugléied to students/trainees, to those who
come because of family reunification and also tglums seekers and those who come on
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humanitarian grounds. Settlement and economic migi@e not warmly welcome as they are
perceived more negatively.

When analysing attitudes towards foreigners wha@mermanently settle in the country, the
reaction of Czechs is more cautious (Annex 8). Kbedess, between 2005 (February) and
2008 (March) one can see an obvious shift towardi®olerant, liberal positions.

In contrast to permanent immigrants, attitudeshaf €zech population towards long-term
immigrants are relatively tolerant (albeit respamdeask for a “special regime tied to specific
conditions”) and, with one exception (regardingsthovho could stay without any limits)

have been liberalizing (between 2003 May and 20@8ck— see Annex 9).

Another possible perspective through which the dsiimg@opulation perceives foreigners and
their activities concerns a level of adjustmenatstyle of living that is practised by the host
majority society. Thus, an integration model thaind be preferred by the Czech population
might be indirectly tested. In 2008, more than tihods of the Czech population would
support a very strong adjustment of foreigners zedh majority society. On the other hand,
only 4% would allow foreigners to fully live accang to their ways, conventions and habits
in conformity with their original culture. To sunpua majority of the Czech population tends
to stick to assimilationist approaches. By confrasupporters of an “orthodox
multiculturalism” represent a marginal segmenthaf population. Whereas between 2003 and
2006 the whole picture was relatively stable, aiglaweakening of assimilation approaches
occurred in 2007.This, however, was followed byeaan more pronounced strengthening of
this assimilationist trend in 2008 (see table 27).

Table 27. Attitudes of the Czech population towaiaigigners’ adjustment to Czech living style, 202805,
2006, 2007 and 2008 (in %)

Adjustment/Time | 2003 | 2005| 2006] 2007 2008
Foreigners in the Czech Republic should adjust

L . 56 59 58 53 68
to Czech living style as much as possible
Fo_relgners in the_ Qzech Republic should partly 34 35 34 40 7
adjust to Czech living style
Foreigners in the Czech Republic should have 6 4 6 4 4
a possibility to fully live according to their livg style
He/she does not know 4 2 2 3 1
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Postoje 2008.

Question: "According to your opinion, should foneggs living in the Czech Republic adjut to Czeeoinlj style
as much as possible, or should they partly adj@zech living style or should they have a posipiid fully live
according to their living style?”

Notes: The surveys were carried out in May 2008yt&ry 2005, December 2006, May 2007 and March 2008

Furthermore, more than half of the majority popolatsees recent immigrants as a problem
for the Czech Republic (see table 28). However,nt@mmparing 2008 with 2003 and 2005,
one can find a more positive development — an asgdan the size of the population which
thinks that foreigners do not pose a problem fer @zech Republic. As the outcome of the
respective opinion poll puts it, “it again corresge with the overall trend of a continuing
acceptance of a long-term or permanent presenforefiners coming to the Czech Republic
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from many different parts of the world. This toleca grew after 1989 and, consequently, also
after the Czech Republic joined the European Un{@a5stoje 2008, p. 3).

Table 25 also shows us a difference in the pubhlgonty’s perception towards foreigners at
two different regional-hierarchical levels. Whereaseigners are mostly perceived as a
problem at the country level, at a local leveldiplace where respondents live) this negative
perception is significantly lower. Thus, in harmonith the authors of the survey outcome,
one can deduce that more negative attitudes willénvhole Czech Republic are, to a large
extent, caused not by personal but by mediatedriexme that is provided by mass media and
usually is negatively coloured (Postoje 2008, p4).3Whereas the given attitude has
significantly and permanently been improved at antay level over time, at a local level (in
respondents’ place of living) it has rather flucash

Table 28. The Czech population and its opinion Wwaeforeigners pose a problem for the country —tviay
hierarchical levels, 2003, 2005 and 2008 (in %)

Within the whole Czech Republif At a place of living
Time 5/2003 2/2005 3/2008 5/2003 2/200% 3/2008
Foreigners who have recently
come to the Czech Republic
pose a problem for the count]ry 3 61 =8 23 29 26
Foreigners who have recently
come to the Czech Republic |do
not pose a problem for the 14 22 30 65 20 54
country
He/she dose no_t know, or, ot 13 17 12 12 21 20
arelevant question
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Postoje 2008.

Question: “Foreigners who have recently come toGhech Republic, do they or do they not pose alprola)
within the whole Czech Republic, and b) at a plafcgour living?”
Note: The surveys were carried out in May 2003 r&aty 2005 and March 2008.

The presented overall picture does not show usnakalifferences within the attitudes. In
other words, the “final opinion” is composed of fgropinions of various individual subjects
(or groups) that may be and, in fact, sometimesvarg different. As various opinion polls
carried out in the Czech Republic demonstrate, thagattitudes towards foreigners are more
typical of those with basic education, of unemptbyeersons, pensioners, those with bad
living standards (measured via a “subjective sedfhgation”), and sympathizers with the
Communist Party. On the other hand, those with gbedg standards, businessmen,
university-educated persons, believers, and votersthe Civic Democratic Party held
generally statistically significant more pro-immagt attitudes — see, e.g., Drbohlav 2004,
Vztah 2007, Otané 2007.

3.1.2. Conclusions
The overview of the selected opinion polls restriten the 1990s and 2000s showed us that,

regarding Czech majority’s attitudes towards fomeig/immigrants and related issues of their
integration, there is a sort of a general posiivit from less to more tolerant attitudes. Thus,
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one can add that this development may, to somengxte consistent with the contact
hypothesis.

One can deduce from the results of the surveysthigatvhole issue of the Czech majority’s
perception of and attitudes towards foreigners/igreamts is a rather complex process
influenced by many different variables. It has beenfirmed that such an improvement is not
linear and straight-lined at all. It may have diffiet forms that cause results to deviate from
the expected direction. It has been proved thatudés/perceptions are not without
contradictions while having many different and impat conditionalities and nuances. Their
depiction and explanation depend on “decomposingoaplex reality”. Only other
sophisticated analyses taking into account a heg®fsvarious important variables but also
shortcomings springing from different methodicapegaches could contribute to this task (
obviously, it goes beyond the scope of this report)

Regarding the contradictions, it has been shownahather positive development of attitudes
towards selected ethnic/national immigrant groupseraime does not correspond to an
increasing trend of pushing foreigners to a fujuatinent to Czech culture/society (between
2006 and 2008 this share increased from 59.9% .66

The culture-distance hypothesis can serve as anettemple of ambiguous results. For
example, for a long time (since the beginning ef 1890s until recently) Viethamese (having
a very different culture from what is practisedhe Czech Republic) were more popular than
Post-Soviets among Czechs. Obviously, the neggieeeption of Post-Soviets, which

springs from the occupation of the country in 1968ppressed, at least for some time,
potentially intervening “cultural factors”.

On the other hand, what seems to be obvious artbmtitany doubts, is that changes in
attitudes/perceptions were significantly influeneed “disturbed” by drop-offs in 1999/2000
(at that time, “foreigners” popularity” in the Che®epublic significantly decreased) that
came in the aftermath of the serious 1997/1998 auan and social problems hitting the
whole society.

3.2.Case Study of the Capital City of Prague — Legal ahlrregular
Migrants

3.2.1. Legal Immigrants in the Capital City of Pragie

The only goal of this chapter is to present bagatial distribution of foreigners in Prague by
municipal districts in 2007 as we received unigatadhat has never been used for describing
foreigners” spatial distribution patterns withimdemic research and is not normally available
to the public. We have to point out that this daa several shortcomings (see chapter 2.1),
but generally for our purposes (distribution oféigmners) it is much more reliable than
Census data. We limit ourselves to a basic desmmipFurther analysis is needed, but it
would go outside the scope of this report and henkteot be presented.

Our data on Prague’s population originate from hifermation System of Registration of
Inhabitants (ISEO) which might be in the futurensformed into a modern version of a
population register. ISEO registers Czech citizand foreigners (EU citizens and third
country nationals) with a permanent residence gethird country nationals with a residence
visa for the period exceeding 90 days and with {tamgn residence permit, EU-citizens with a
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temporary residence permit and foreigners who \geaated asylum or subsidiary protection
— in brief, all foreigners with visas/permits foione than 3 months. However, EU-citizens in
general do not have the obligation to have a resel@ermit and hence, not all residing EU
citizens are recorded here.

Generally, Prague and its surroundings representnibst attractive region of the Czech

Republic not only for Czech nationals, but for ignaints and foreign visitors as well. As of

December 31, 2007, the population of Prague (inetudboreigners) made up to 12% of the

total population of the Czech Republic ¢8o2008). The concentration of foreigners (those
staying longer than 3 months) to the capital @igohed 33% of the total number of registered
foreigners in the Czech Republic, which is muchhbrgthan concentration of domestic

population (11%).

According to ISEO data, at the end of 2007 thereewlg258,062 inhabitants in the capital
city of Prague, of which foreigners represented2%®. The most numerous groups of
foreigners by citizenship came from countries edsthe Czech Republic (see table 29) —
Ukraine (46,832), Slovakia (17,637), Russia (12)4¥4etnam (7,785) and China (3,474). On

the other hand, immigrants from “developed” cow#r(USA, Germany, Great Britain, or

France) also represented a significant group ofji'a foreign population. Citizens of these
western states (with the exception of Germans)kaoevn to be highly concentrated in the

capital — for example 61% of legal long-term imnaigts from USA, 63% of Britons, or even

67% of French resided in Prague. Russians livinghan Czech Republic also had a high
concentration in Prague (more than a half of thesided in the capital). Concerning the sex
structure of foreigners in Prague, the overall slidrmen is about 59%, which is comparable
to the proportion of men within the whole immigrgapulation of the Czech Republic. There
are slight differences among the most numerouseciship groups but men clearly represent
a majority in all of them (with the exception of $§&ians).

Table 29. Foreigners in Prague, 2007 (as of DecefSihe

Share in total Share of men in the
. . Number of . Number . L
Citizenship foreigners _ foreigners of men given immigrant

in Prague (%) group (%)
Ukraine 46,832 46.8 28,199 60.2
Slovakia 17,637 17.6 9,856 55.9
Russia 12,443 12.4 5,927 47.6
Vietham 7,785 7.8 4,413 56.7
China 3,473 3.5 1,945 56.0
USA 2,717 2.7 1,612 59.3
Germany 2,468 2.5 1,641 66.5
Moldova 2,464 2.5 1,567 63.6
Great Britain 2,364 2.4 1,789 75.7
Poland 2,048 2.0 1,161 56.7
Other foreignet 27,61°* 21.¢ 17,63¢ 63.¢
Total foreigners in Prag | 127,846 100.0 75,748 59.2

Source of data: Information 2008.

The capital city of Prague is composed of 57 myaicdistricts (see figure 13) which are
highly variable in size, population and urban suee. Some of them are composed of several
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former municipalities/small towns and are usuadisgge with tens of thousands of inhabitants
(e.g. Prague 4, Prague 10, Prague 8, Prague 6¢rQtlocated mostly on the borders of
Prague, are composed of only one or few former Ismahicipalities with their population

size only up to several thousand inhabitants.

Figure 13. Prague municipal districts

Source: Databaze 2003.

Municipal districts with the highest number of fayeers are those that at the same time have
the highest number of inhabitants (e.g. Prahaah#10, Praha 5, Praha 6, Praha 8 — see table
30). Also these municipal districts are the largeserms of the area.

Table 30. Prague municipal districts with the higthmumbers of foreigners, 2007 (as of December 31)

Municipal districts

Total population

- out of whidbreigners

Share of foreigners in total
population (%)

Praha 4 135,601 12,856 9.5
Praha 10 114,815 11,305 9.8
Praha5 85,755 10,762 12.5
Praha 6 103,279 10,057 9.7
Praha 8 107,478 8,554 8.0
Praha 3 75,127 7,158 9.5

Praha 9 49,575 7,026 14.2
Praha 13 57,604 6,340 11.0
Praha 2 51,458 6,210 12.1
Praha 14 45,227 5,782 12.8
Other 432,143 41,796 9.7

Prague tote [ 1,258,062 127,846 | 10.2

Source of data: Information 2008.
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Municipal districts with the highest numbers ofdigners are typical inner city districts with
rental apartment houses and housing estates @& fi4). The immigrant groups which
mainly reside in these districts are Ukrainiansy8ks and Russians.

Figure 14. Share of foreigners in municipal dis&iin total number of foreigners in Prague, 2003 ¢&
December 31)

Share of foreigners in total number of foreigners in Prague (%)
[ Joo-os
[ Jos-10
[11-3s
Bl :s-70
-

Source of data: Information 2008.

On the other hand, municipal districts with theh@gt shares of foreigners are of rather small
population size and they are scattered throughwutvhole city, while outer city zones seem
to be the most important (see figure 15). Theseegare chiefly composed of both large
housing estates and small (detached) village-lieshs (including dormitories for foreign
workers). Municipal districts with the highest sksiof foreigners are mostly of a lower social
status, with Ukrainians highly dominating the ethstructure of these districts. There are
several exceptions to this pattern, namely theidistf NebuSice (partly also Tréja) in the
north-western parts of the city. This is an areahajh social status with rich foreigners from
the “western world” residing there. Districts of IDb Mé&cholupy, Libus or Stboholy —
composed mostly of large housing estates - are elswacteristic of high shares of
Vietnamese (and Chinese irt@mholy, indeed). The city centre (Praha 1, Prghiaa® quite
surprisingly only about an average share of forgigncoming mainly from EU-15/EEA,
other developed countries and from various othentees of the world). However, one has
to bear in mind that many EU citizens who are praneesiding in the city-center might not
be included in the dataset.

Municipal districts with the lowest share of foregys, as well as the smallest absolute

numbers, are chiefly village-type districts of shydpulation size located on the borders of
Prague (e.g. Benice, Nethi, Kieslice).
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Figure 15. Prague municipal districts by shareooéifjners in population, 2007 (as of December 31)

Share and citizenship structure of foreigners (%)

[ ISlovakia [ l41-80
I Fussia [ Ie1-80
I Ukraine [s1-110
[ china B 1-210
I ietnam 537

[ EU-18, Iceland, Morway, Switzerland
B o elopsd overseas countries

[ Tather

Source of data: Information 2008.

Looking closely at spatial distribution patternstioé most important immigrant grodfswe
can conclude that Ukrainians’ distribution in Pragiweates a sort of a ring in the inner city
(see figure 16) residing in an “average” urban sttycture. Russians mostly follow the given
pattern, with one important exception — more tha% lof them live in the district of Praha 6
which is considered to be a district typical ofthgjatus housing and living (figure 17).

¢ Note that the scales used in figure 16 — figurad@r due to different distribution of the givémmigrant
groups.
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Figure 16. Share of Ukrainians in municipal dig&im total number of Ukrainians in Prague (%), 2@@s of
December 31)

Share of Ukrainians in total number of Ukrainians in Prague (%)

[ Joo.o3
[ |o4-os
[os-18
B -s0
| [AREE

Source of data: Information 2008.

Figure 17. Share of Russians in municipal distriotdotal number of Russians in Prague (%),2007 cfas
December 31)

Share of Russians in total number of Russians in Prague (%)

[ Jon-os
[ Jog-10
[1r-40
70
-

Source of data: Information 2008.
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Slovak immigrants are more spread throughout the but also more concentrated in the
inner city ring (see figure 18). The same can bd ahout spatial patterns of Chinese (see
figure 19).

Figure 18. Share of Slovaks in municipal distrigistotal number of Slovaks in Prague (%), 2007 ¢as
December 31)

Share of Slovaks in total number of Slovaks in Prague (%)
[ Joo-10
[ ]11-20
[]21-40
B0
-

Source of data: Information 2008.
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Figure 19. Share of Chinese in municipal districtstotal number of Chinese in Prague (%), 2007 dhs
December 31)

Share of Chinese in total number of Chinese in Prague (%)

[ Joo-o4
[ Joz-10
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Source of data: Information 2008

Quite to the contrary, Viethamese immigrants tenddncentrate in southern parts of the city

(see figure 20), especially in districts with higioportion of housing estates Praha 11, Praha
12). The presence of Viethamese in some neighbodehwithin these areas has already been
established in time.
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Figure 20. Share of Vietnamese in municipal disgrin total number of Vietnamese in Prague (%),72@® of
December 31)

Share of Viethamese in total number of Viethamese in Prague (%)
[ Joo-1o
[ J11-20
[z1-50
Bl -s0
-

Source of data: Information 2008.

On the other hand, immigrants from western Europaad other developed overseas
countries have a different spatial concentratiditepa (see figures 21 and 22) when staying in
historical city centre (Praha 1 and Praha 2). Téeyeside in the inner city but have a high
concentration especially in the district of PrahavBich has traditionally been considered a
high social status district.
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Figure 21. Share of immigrants from developed Eeampcountries in municipal districts in total numiog¢
these immigrants in Prague (%), 2007 (as of Decei3ibe

Share of nationals of EU-15, Iceland, Norway and Switzerland
in total number of these nationals in Prague (%)

[ Joo-os
[ JoB-1s
[]16-4n
| ERE:N
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Source of data: Information 2008.

Figure 22. Share of immigrants from developed e@sountries in municipal districts in total numbgthese
immigrants in Prague (%), 2007 (as of December 31)

Share of nationals of developed overseas countries
in total number of these nationals in Prague (%)

[ Joo-os
[ Jos-zo
[z1-50
Bl -s0
| EARN

Source of data: Information 2008.

Within this chapter we have briefly sketched baspatial patterns of the most important
immigrant groups in Prague. Patterns do differ agnaarious foreign groups. However, we
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have only touched upon possible explanations. Aemswphisticated analysis would be
needed to confirm our assumptions.

3.2.2. Estimating the Number of Irregularly Residirg Immigrants in Prague

Estimating the number of irregular immigrants andheir structures can be seen as one of
the most difficult tasks of migration researchislimainly caused by irregularity itself, which
is hardly a statistically observable status. Weduthe city of Prague as a research area in
which we applied our own approach to estimate timalyver of irregularly residing immigrants
(foreigners with unregistered residence at a giplrte). We used the writings of Jandl
(2004), Jandl and Kraler (2006), Heckmann and Wiiatte (2000) as theoretical and
methodological frameworks.

Altogether, it is estimated that there might bewasn 17,000 and more than 300,000
irregular immigrants in the Czech Republic (see Bripohlav, Lachmanova 2008 b, Research
2005, Fassmann 2006, Horakova 2005). The estinthfies due to the method used and,

more importantly, due to the definition of “irregnlimmigrants”. Concerning Prague, only

estimates of Drbohlav (2003) and Burcin et al. @0@ere made; however, both were not
directly based on an empirical research. Hencs, giiiot study can be seen as a sort of a
pioneer project in the field of estimates of thenber of irregular immigrants that is based on
an empirical survey.

We started from the assumption that irregular imamts probably used the same economic
opportunities as legal immigrants, therefore Pragaald serve as major concentration area
of irregular immigrants. As some estimétefor the whole Czech Republic indicated, the
number of illegal immigrant workers might equal thember of legally working immigrants.
At the end of 2007, there were 95,443 foreignergkimg (either as employees, or
entrepreneurs) in Prague (Employment of foreigi2@@8). Moreover, Burcin et al. (2008)
talks about 40,000 to 90,000 irregular economicramts who might “operate” in Prague.
According to Burcin et al. (2008), however, asigraht part of those irregulars might reside
outside the administrative borders of Prague (inta Bohemia), where many dormitories
for foreign workers are located.

Research Assumptions and Goals

Basic research assumptions:

1. Fieldwork is a suitable estimation tool as it eeahlis to describe the real situation in
the locality.

2. There is a differentiation within spatial distrimut of irregularly residing immigrants
in Prague, based on the prevailing type of builtanpa and on the (closely related)
functional and socio-economic structure of the.city

3. Selected research localities represent the typdsuitttup areas well and therefore
make it possible for a generalisation of the situabn the given type of built-up area.

4. A positive value of the difference between the nambf foreigners observed via
fieldwork and the number of foreigners officiallggistered as residing at the given
address can be thought of (with a certain levatanition) as a number of irregularly
residing foreigners (immigrants).

" A speech of current Minister of Labour and Sodéfairs given at the conference ,Demograficky vyvoj
v Evropské unii a Ceské republice: Hrozba? Vyzva?ilBzitost?* in the Senate of the Parliament of the
Czech Republic May 9, 2007.
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Research goals:
1. Testing the appropriateness of the chosen reseaetiod (fieldwork combined with
official statistics).
2. Estimation of the number of irregularly residingrefigners in selected Prague
localities and, consequently, in the whole cityPoague.

Methodology

The main philosophy behind our pilot survey wagligcover the real number of foreigners
(excluding tourists) residing in selected locatiti@a observations and interviews of local
residents, and then to compare these numbers Wadabstatistics of inhabitants (so-called

Information System of Registration of Inhabitantsee 3.2.1.) which are run by the Ministry
of the Interior (and are not usually open to sdfientircles). These official statistics (a sort of
a population register) keeps basic information #nCaech citizens and foreigners (EU

citizens and third country nationals) with permarmesidence permits, third country nationals
with a residence visa for a period exceeding 9Gsdmd with long-term residence permits,
EU-citizens with a temporary residence permit ameifjners who were granted asylum or
subsidiary protection — briefly on foreigners wiisas/permits for more than 3 months.

The fieldwork was done by trained geography stusl@itthe Faculty of Science of the
Charles University in Prague. They went to seledtezhlities and via observations and
inquiries of local inhabitants estimated the raahber of foreigners (residing on a long-term
basisf? as well as the total number of inhabitants ingiven locality.

Localities for the fieldwork were selected in ordemrepresent specific types of built-up area
of Prague, in other words, to represent areas different functional and socio-economic
structures. The typology of the built-up area walseh from the Czech Statistical Office
(Scitani 2003 — see figure 20). To serve our purpaseysed the following types of built-up
areas with prevailing residential functions: contpadan types; urban villas; “old” housing
estates (built before 1970); “new” housing estébeslt since 1970); compact rural types and
mixed types. For each of these types we subsequenike two localities (of a size of several
blocks of houses) located in different parts ofgaeaThe built-up area of a compact urban
type was represented by a locality near to Chastpsare and a locality in Vinohrady.
Localities with urban villas were delimited inf€zhovka and Podoli. Old housing estates
were represented by localities in i@t and Zahradni Nbto, localities of the new housing
estates type lied in Prosek and Jiznéshd. Localities in Vind and Radotin had typical
characteristics of the rural type of built-up ar8he mixed type was surveyed through
localities near Bulovka hospital and in SmichowtRkermore, we selected an atypical locality
(a sort of a “deviant case”) in LibuS which is knovior its high spatial concentration of
foreigners — Vietnamese, specifically. Researclalibes were placed in all distances from
the city-centre. Their localisation is presentefigare 23.

“8|f possible, other pieces of information on foreigm were gathered (e.g. illegality of their stagumtry of
origin or age).
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Figure 23. Typology of Prague urban units basedomvailing type of built-up area and selected redea
localities

m =selected localities
housing estates builtt until 1970
" compact mral type

““w_ administrative boundaries of Prague
4@ compact urban type

urbian wvillaz seatterad built-up area
& housing estates built since 1920 4P areas with special purpose
& housing estates built from 1970 to 1920 mixed type

Source: Typology of built-up area taken frogit&ni (2003).
Note: Research localities were chosen by the asithor

The fieldwork in localities was carried out in twounds. The first round (October 2007)
served only as a primary mapping of the localitfeshile the second round (May — June
2008) was the core research activity whose resuiltdbe presented. Addresses identified in
the first round (e.g., houses with non-residerftiaictions were excluded in the first round
mapping) were surveyed in the second round. Tla notmber of inhabitants and the number
of foreign inhabitants specifically were surveyad the fieldwork. Consequently, they were
compared with numbers from the official statis(ig®pulation register”) as of the factual day
of the fieldwork.

A positive value of the difference between the namiif foreigners observed via fieldwork
and the number of foreigners officially registerasl residing at the given address were
thought of (with a high level of simplification) asnumber of irregularly residing foreigners.
Thus, combining the numbers of irregularly residiiogeigners with official numbers of
inhabitants we got an “average” share of irregylagkiding foreigners for each type of built-
up area (the atypical locality LibuS has been ed@tufrom further counts). Unfortunately, no
data on total population residing in the given g/pé built-up area was available. Hence, we
had to use other subsidiary sources (number of dimlds — as of December 2006)
representing total population of the given type. ¥8ed the GIS methods and for each type of
built-up area the number of households was seth@sverage size of a household in Prague

9 Within the first round 9,332 inhabitants (out dfiish 414 were foreigners) were enumerated in sfidatger
localities as compared to the second round.
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is approximately 2.2 inhabitantsi(fy 2007), we were able to count an approximataier

of inhabitants residing in each of the given typeult-up area. Consequently, we applied the
observed “average” shares of irregularly residimgigners on these approximate numbers of
inhabitants in each type and got an average nuofheregularly residing foreigners in each
type. Eventually, the total number of irregulargsiding foreigners was counted as a sum of
values for all types of built-up aréds

Results

Main results of the second round of our pilot syraee presented in table 31.

Table 31. Results of the pilot survey, July 2008

Average
Number . share of Average | Average
irregularly
of . number off number of
. . Type of residing | Number of . . .
Locality irregularly ) . inhabitant{ irregularly
- built-up area foreignerghouseholdp . .
residing . - in residing
i in official .
foreignerd householdkforeigners
number of
inhabitant
Near Charles square 23
Vinohrady 48 Compact urban type 6.2 198,470  436,68426,853
Orechovka 6 Urban villas 2.0 72,889| 160,356 3,271
Podoli 1
Petiny 2 "Old" housing estatq
0.5 122,378| 269,234 1,238
Zahradni Msto 3 (before 1970) 4
Prosek 3 "New" housing d
Jizni Mésto 26 estates (after 1970 2.0 148,2131 326,069 6,456
Vinot 0
Radotin 11 Compactrural type 8.9 31,344 68,95 6,165
Near Bulovka hospita 9 Mixed type 2.8 47277 104009 2,902
Smichov 14
Libus 29 Atypical locality 4.1 X X X
Total 175 X X 620,571] 1,365,246 46,885

Source: own survey, Digitalni 2006, Information 800
Note: Within the second round of the fieldwork 7idhabitants (out of which 494 were foreigners)rave

enumerated.

Localities with the highest share of irregularlgiceng foreigners were, on one hand, those of
the compact rural type (mostly composed of detattoeses) and, on the other hand, parts of
the city of compact urban type of built-up areau@lly rented apartment houses built mostly
in the first half of the 20 century). Moreover, high shares of irregularlyidisy foreigners
seem to be characteristic for areas of the mixpd,twhich were in our survey represented by
localities of the inner city zone composed of salstory apartment houses combined with
non-residential buildings (e.g., industrial area®n the contrary, quite low shares of
irregularly residing foreigners were found in Iatiek with housing estates.

*0 Specifically, there were about 4% of Prague infaatts who lived in other types of built-up areatfie type
.Scattered built-up area“ and ,areas with speciappse”) that were excluded from our research.

87



In absolute terms, it seems that most irregulasrding foreigners might live in areas of the
compact urban type (mostly located in central paft8rague and the inner city zone), which
have a high share of total Prague households @00, of Prague households are located in
areas of compact urban type). Housing estatesciedlgehe “new” ones, and rural parts of
Prague also seem to be important in terms of tls®late number of irregularly residing
immigrants.

By extrapolating the results on the whole, Pradnoevever being aware of its methodological
limitations — see below) we arrived at the totamiver of irregularly residing foreigners
(foreigners unregistered in the place where theg) lof some 46,000 people (see table 28).
However, this number can only be taken as a pgbiation which needs further verification
and specification.

The surveyed localities can also be divided intb-goups based on the prevailing type of

houses (apartment /rented housing versus houstatees/ersus detached houses). From this
point of view, localities with apartment houses atetached houses had a much higher
percentage of irregularly residing foreigners tharalities of other types (see table 32). When

taking into account the distance of the localitygnfr the city centre, the highest shares of
irregularly residing foreigners were observed intca zone of Prague (see table 32).

Table 32. Shares of irregularly residing foreignersurveyed localities by prevailing type of hosisnd by
distance from the city-centre, 2008

Share of Localities by type of houses Localities by distafien the city-centre
|rreg.ullar|y Apartment Housing Detached Central zond  Inner city Outer city
residing houses estates houses
foreigners (% 4.l 1.c 3.9 6.2 1.6 2.5

Source: own survey.

Discussion and Conclusion

The above presented approach faces many probledhinaitations, of which we are well
aware. First, the fieldwork based on observationsiaterviews of local inhabitants need not
necessarily show the real situation in the localltge numbers of inhabitants and foreigners
gleaned from the fieldwork must be seen as sofa aget they could be influenced by
subjective judgments of respondents (local inhaksjaas well as interviewers. Already in the
first round, we found that the planned comparisérthe fieldwork results with official
statistics would be absolutely necessary as thewi@k method itself did not enable us to
distinguish the residence status of foreignereims of (ir)regularity. We have to point out
that irregularity in our survey was of a soft cledes, as it meant an unregistered residence in
the given place. Therefore, it is possible thathimitour survey an irregularly residing
foreigner could be an irregularly staying or workiimmigrant (irregular third country
national), as well as an EU citizen who in fach@ obliged to have a residence permit and
hence is not included in the population register.

Other problematic aspect of the pilot survey isrhenber and selection of localities. To get
more convincing results it is necessary to enldhgenumber of localities of each type in
order to encompass the inner socio-economic diffexton within each type of built-up area.
Furthermore, selected localities should be moreparable in terms of their population size.
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The official statistics (registration of inhabitaptwe used and their reliability are also
burdened by several problems. Firstly, the redisinas based on the concept of “permanent
residence,” which is losing its relevance and infational value due to the growing mobility
of people. Many people nowadays reside simultarig@ismore than one address, although
they are registered only at one place. On the dthed, others are registered for a permanent
residence at a place where they do not reside {B.grder to preserve their entitlement to the
rented flat). This problem seems to concern mucter@zech citizens than foreigners as our
results from certain localities imply (namely ircédities: Jizni Msto, near Charles square or
in Vinohrady). Moreover, the official statistics iohabitants faces the problem of incomplete
registration of foreigners. It is said that, at #re of 2007, about 4,500 foreigners were not
included in the database due to their “non-staridaedidence address which was not
compatible with the system of addresses used bysystem of registration of inhabitants
(Drbohlav, Lachmanova 2008a).

Finally, we have to tackle another problem tiedhe method as in many cases there were
fewer foreigners (as well as Czech citizens) enateédrat the given address via the fieldwork
method than were registered in the official sta$stThis aspect was not taken into account in
the above presented results. It is possible thatobpahese foreigners who were not found via
the fieldwork despite being registered might realgside at the particular address but,
unfortunately, were not found via the fieldworkdptems of the method). However, it seems
more likely that they do not really reside at timeg address and, instead, the flat is used as a
“fictitious address” for a lot of foreigners to isger at. This argument can be supported by the
fact that within our survey we found several flatkiresses where large numbers of foreigners
were registered (from 10 to 40 individuals at a/dlddress), although only few foreigners
were enumerated at the given address via the feeklWence, one might consider these flats
to be used only as a registration address whideggssary to have in order to get a visa for a
period exceeding 90 days. Furthermore, these foeesg who were not found via the
fieldwork despite being registered might in factremse the number of irregularly residing
foreigners as we can assume that they reside soenevese, at a place where they are not
registered. However, we cannot specify their number

We have to stress again that the above presensedtsravere only results of a pilot and
pioneer survey burdened by many problematic aspBidswvithstanding the limitations, we
do think that this approach represents a prospedtizy for further research, even if it is
necessary to refine it.

3.3. Vietnamese and Chinese Immigrants into the Cek Republic

Vietnamese and Chinese ethnic groups belong amuoag/isible minorities in the Czech
Republic (see the chapter reflecting foreignerscgation by the Czech majority). Although
they differ in many aspects (see below) it is dassito find some similarities such as
economic strategies (entrepreneurship) concentratio closed ethnic groups, difficulty with
the Czech language and participation in organizéaiec There is also mutual economic
cooperation, as Chinese organize the wholesaMi&namese retail (Wang 1998).
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3.3.1. Vietnhamese Immigrants
Immigration Phases and Future Development of Migrat

Immigration from Vietnam to former Czechoslovakiadahe current Czech Republic could
be divided into two phases. The first one, pre-1988 characterized by migration that was
regulated by inter-state agreements. Williams aath® (2005) consider this migration as
path-dependence, because migrants were selectedtivafly allocated to certain countries
and to training courses and industries. Czechokiaydike other countries of the Soviet
block, signed many agreements with Vietham abaupteary immigration of Vietnamese: in
the 1950s in relation to studying, in the 1970sdlation to vocational training and in the
1980s concerning the compensation of a missing dbendabour force, mostly in
manufacturing firms (Kocourek 2001). The numberakee in the 1980s and they ranged
between 20,000 to 27,000 (BouSkova 1998). At thd eh this period, still under the
communist regime, this issue became very imporfantthe future pathways of the
subsequent immigration influxes. At that time thietWlamese became involved in informal
activities which come out of shortages in the Czechiket; they were able to fulfil existing
demand (e.g., they produced jeans and other chptluinsale or exchange). They obtained
experience that could be made useful and furtheeldped in the next phase (Williams,
Balaz 2005).

The second phase, post-1989, is characteristic ratheer porous state border. Immigration
was connected mainly to a transformation of econoeepnomic development and already
developed social networks. At the beginning of #890s, there was a short period of
uncertainty as to how the next development of tlegndmese in Czechoslovakia might look
(there was a complicated economic situation of nfastories which employed Vietnamese;
the international agreements were called off ared dfate paid compensations for finished
contracts and return migration) (Bkmk 2003). However, not all Viethamese left sinaereh
was no feedback checking that immigrants left thentry as they were supposed to. Also,
there have already been new pathways of markeingyadeated (Brotek 2003, Williams,
BaldZ 2005). Nevertheless, the numbers of Viethandespped to 3,500 in 1992. Since then,
there has been a big increase to the current 5529Dbf May 31, 2008), (see figure 24).
Vietnamese currently belong to the fastest grovitnignigrant group in the Czech Republic.
Between May 2007 and May 2008 there has been atlgrofvabout 20 % in the total
Vietnamese population. This is due to a high denfandow-skilled workers. Accordingly,
we can see a shift when Vietnamese migrants stadeiing more as employees, whereas in
the past they came chiefly under the umbrella afldrlicenses. Often the recruitment is
organized by labour agencies or agents (see below).

The future pathways of Viethamese migrants areaamdh the Czech Republic. They have
already proved that they are very flexible and dblereate new economic strategies. They
can even switch to other segments of the markd&zBand Williams (2005) predict that the
Vietnamese will probably remain in Central/EastBuropean countries. Nevertheless their
prediction is that the second generation will warkdifferent sectors, and possibly live in
other countries than the Czech Republic.
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Figure 24. Number of Viethamese by type of residei®92-2007 (as of December 31)
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Source: Foreigners 2008f.
Demographic and Socio-Economic Structure

The demographic structure of Viethamese who stajenCzech Republic has significantly
changed since the 1990s. Until 1996, there werg onimigrants of productive ages and
mostly men in the country. Since than, due to famelunification, there has been an increase
in the number of children and women (Sekyrova 20@Qrrently, the Viethamese have a
very high share of children younger than 14 (30%Mich sets them apart form other
immigrant groups. The share of women (43%) sets \fiethamese apart from other
immigrant groups. These differences stem from thegration goals: to give their children
good education and change their position in thelevi@zech society (Drbohlav, Dzurova,
Cernik, 2004). Therefore bringing children from Viam to the Czech Republic corresponds
with their goals.

Economic Strategies

Despite the growth of Viethamese in employees’tpmss in last year, business activities still
belong to the main economic strategies of Vietn@n@8% of total Viethamese employment
is tied to trade licenses (December 31, 2007). dhae several reasons for such high
concentration in the business: language and culhaaiers, easier legislative entrance to
entrepreneurship than to position of employeesoviohg pathways created in the first phase
of their immigration and making use of the existapportunities (e.g., Nekorjak, Hofirek
2006, Williams, Balaz, 2005).

The dominant business specialization of Vietnames®aigrants is petty trade, primarily
orientated to so-called open markets (retail othae, electronics, vegetables, food), or,
recently, also to “stone buildings” (e.g., hairdrsand nails studios). Because of their high
numbers, cultural differences and barriers, thesifess is also oriented towards their own
ethnic group (original food, counselling serviceanslating, etc.). Viethamese entrepreneurs
use their human capital, ethnic networks and faleolymunity solidarity to develop trading
activities in response to a particular market géfilliams, Baldz 2005, Nekorjak, Hofirek
2006).
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Vietnamese economic activities have many featufeanoethnic economy in the Czech
Republic. It concerns: 1) employment of family mersand other immigrants from the same
ethnic group, 2) use of services provided by cavietbompanies (ranging from selling food,
air tickets, offering hairdresser services to cartdion of family houses). There is also an
ethnic solidarity, which could be, according to Mgk and Hofirek (2006), in many cases
enforced.

What is worth mentioning is that at the beginnifghe 1990s, most of Vietnamese economic
activities were materialized through stalls at cpgrmarkets — in fact, each Czech town and
city had some. Very large Vietnamese open-air niarkeose close to Czech-German and
Czech-Austrian state borders. Also, illegal andiéormal economic activities like smuggling
and falsification of various goods are linked witlese markets. As the result of stricter state
controls, economic globalizatidtand decrease in demand for fake and low-qualitylgothe
Vietnamese businesses have step by step moved finanket places to stone shops.
Nowadays the open-air markets still exist but thaye lost their previous importance. The
change of locale is followed by the change of sgewtion. In most cases, Viethamese
switched to (green) groceries with whole day opdmadts.

In the last year there was a tremendous increa%getriamese in employees’ positions from
3,445 (as of October 2007) to 18,563 (as of Oct@Be8). This is might be seen as a result of
a demand for low-skilled employees, which has marbfilled by immigrants from traditional
source countries like Ukraine or Poland. This dednexists particularly in the manufacturing
sector. The most numerous groups of Viethamese hewee to large companies mainly
owned by international corporations operating inomobile and information technology
industries. The importation of immigrants is orgaa by labour recruitment agencies which
are experienced in the given field. Theactivitids tibese agencies are in many cases
problematic. Some authors (e.g. Nozina 2003) usepnnection to these agencies, the term
“mafia”. The origin, development and functioningtbEse agencies are in many cases similar
to the agency system of Ukrainians (see 2.6.3.).

Spatial Distribution

As compared to other ethnic groups in the CzechuBlep Viethamese immigrants are
relatively more spread out throughout the whole ntigu The density of Vietnamese
immigrants decreases from the west to the eashefcountry (they make use of a close
proximity to potential German and Austrian custosheiThe largest cities of the country
represent the second most important concentratmmes of Vietnamese in the Czech
Republic. Moreover, some particular parts of theisies (namely Prague) have significant
concentration areas of Vietnamese population -efample Viethamese have created the first
really robust ethnic enclave around a large opemmarket called SAPA in the Praha-Libus
municipal district (Stepankova 2006).

Ethnic Ties

As was mentioned, Viethamese immigrants are coreida closed ethnic minority. This is
mostly due to language and cultural barriers (Koek2001). On the contrary, Viethamese
are very active in inter-ethnic cultural activitieShey organize programs for children,
celebrate national and religious holidays and degawarious social events. By contrast,

*1 Economic globalization has brought the big hypekets and they took away many Vietnamese immigtants
customers who were buying cheap goods.
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Vietnamese children are very well integrated ine€h majority society via the educational
system. They usually speak excellent Czech andvamg good or even excellent at their
studies (Drbohlav, Dztrov&ernik, 2004).

3.3.2. Chinese Immigrants

Concerning information on Chinese immigrants in @&ech Republic, there is only a very
limited number of research activities, and consatjydittle is known about them. Chinese
ethnic groups belong to new immigrant groups in @eech Republic as, until 1989, there
were only individual migrants —mostly students ire€hoslovakia (Wang 1998). According
to statistics, Chinese immigrants represent théhtéargest immigrant group in the Czech
Republic (4,945 Chinese immigrants as of May 31080The number of illegal Chinese
migrants has not been estimated yet. The highestase in Chinese immigrants was
registered between the years 1992 and 1996. Afsenal decrease (in the period from 1997
to 2003) the growth has re-occurred. In the last ywars, it has done so in a rather drastic
manner (see figure 25). Chinese usually settldhvén@zech Republic permanently, which is
evident from their higher share of obtained perméanesidence permits.

Figure 25. Number of Chinese by type of reside®882-2007 (as of December 31)
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The demographic structure of Chinese immigrantsesponds to newly arrived immigrant
groups which came for economic reasons: that gedominance of productive age groups
with a slight overrepresentation of males.

Chinese are a highly concentrated immigrant grougrms of their spatial distribution — half
of them live within 1% of the area of the Czech &Ra. Hence, according to Uherek (2003),
Chinese are a typical city minority which has shdwetendency to create an ethnic enclave.
They live mostly in Prague and nearby surroundings.

The main reasons for Chinese immigration to thecGZRepublic are economic strategies
(Obuchova 2002). An assumption that the main metfeChinese migration (before 2004)
to the Czech Republic were connected to the aaresdithe country to the EU and hence
“open EU borders” (Moore, Tubilewicz 2001) was raiwever, confirmed.
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Chinese migrants, similarly to theVietnamese, fowssveral market gaps, especially in
(foreign) trade. According to Wang (1998), it isspible to divide Chinese economic
activities in the Czech Republic into five grougde first group is represented by high
managers of Chinese state companies who mostlyringmods from China. The second
group is quite similar, but these are managers loh&se private firms. The third group is
represented by importers without any direct tiepddicular companies. The fourth and most
numerous group is composed of sellers in shopalljrthe last group includes owners of
restaurants, language teachers, traditional Chidestors, etc. Chinese immigrants are highly

concentrated in Prague and its surroundings.
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4. Relation between Migration and Selected Charactistics

To assess mutual relationships among selectedatbastics that we believe are important in
shaping the situation in the field of internatiomalgration in the Czech Republic, we
constructed a comprehensive graph (see figureE26ployment of foreigners is considered to
be a “dependent” variable, along with the overdatick of foreigners in the country.
Nevertheless, the employment of foreigners is nsoigable since it more accurately reflects
socio-economic conditions (“main drivers”) in thestination country — namely, the demand
for a labour force (in our figure represented byareies), unemployment rate, and GDP.
Moreover, we cannot omit the nature of migratiorigyo(as it is designed) and public
opinion on foreigners (in our case, representedopyions on the two most important
immigrant groups, Slovaks excluded, — i.e., Postds and Vietnamese) as they do play
their specific roles vis-a-vis migration streams @amnmigrants” integration processes (see e.g.
Huntington 2004, Lowel 1996, Briggs 1996, CorneliMsrtin, Hollifield 1994).

Figure 26. Development of selected variables, 12067/
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Notes:

1) All the characteristics are related to the V386 (starting point of our analysis) because afjpratic reasons
— availability of data. However, 1996 was moreeassl a final stage of a rapid post-1989 economicrbaiwd of
very liberal economic policies that enabled mushrimg of economic immigrants.

2) The general approach taken was to relate all@nparameters to one reference point (situatiof986).
Hence, 1996 was taken as 100%, thus, any givemmadea expresses a development vis-a-vis the 19@6 le

3) Employment of foreigners represents a total remah economically active foreigners in the Czedpiblic
(see more in table 20). (1996=188,745 in absokn®g)

4) The stock of foreigners includes all foreignaith long-term and permanent permits/visas (seenpaent
residence and long-term residence in table 14R§£9499,152 in absolute terms)

5) Vacancies are designed as an annual averagecahipositions reported to labour offices. (1996%90 in
absolute terms)

6) The unemployment rate was counted as an anweshge of the general rate of unemployment (foremor
details see Za#stnanost 2008 and figure 8). (1996=3.9%)
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7) GDP represents the sum of values added by atiches of activities which are considered prodadtivthe

system of national accounts (including market ama-market services). Calculations are made at sumeces
and results are then converted into constant pfckthe year 2000). (1996=2,116,000 mil. CZK irsalote

terms)

8) Opinion of foreigners is represented by opinionPost-Soviets and Viethamese within represemtatublic

opinion polls (Question: “How would you characterigour relationship to the following population gps that
live in the Czech Republic ...?” Respondents coliidose one of the following categories: very goadher

good, not good - not bad, rather bad, very bad.ugésl an average of “very good” and “rather goatsveers
for both groups (see table 23). A suitable and cadgle time-line was available only until 2001 (seere in

section 3.1.1.). (1996=11.5%)

9) Specificity of constructing our “migration pojiéndex” resides in a rather impressionistic wayrafasuring.
It was not possible to relate the nature of migrapolicy to individual particular years. Hence, @xaluated it
by periods which were delineated in the section @1993-1998, 1999-2002, 2003 on). The 1993-199&¢e
represented 100% and the two other periods werleatea (compared with the 1993-1998 situation) edicg

to a nature of individual selected important polgasures which came into force in the given psri@hanges
followed the logic of liberal (increase of the injleversus restrictive (decrease of the index) dimes of the
policy (for the characterization of various peri@d® more in section 2.5.). (1993-1998=100).

Figure 26 shows us quite clearly a relationshipwben the development of economic
migration (i.e., employment of foreigners) and emoit situation in the country. The deep
economic recession (at both macro and micro lewsts}ing in 1997 (reflected in a rapid
increase of unemployment and, at the same timeg dgcrease of vacancies along with a
slight decrease of GDP) is accompanied by a drofhénnumber of economic migrants
(diminishing pool of opportunities for migrants).owever, there is a postponement of the
start in the decrease of numbers of migrants duge gort of an “inertia effect”. This inertia
effect lasts even longer in the case of migratiolicg, which became more restrictive as late
as 1999 due mainly to, as one can deduce, inflexadiministrative settings. Accordingly,
inertia is even more pronounced in terms of pubpmion that, “paradoxically,” was more
positively shaped during the first years of theesston. Only then, it sharply decreased (see
also on the relationship between the economic pedace, perception of migrants and
migration, e.g., — Lowel 1996, Freeman 1994, Defige la Garza 1998).

Since the very beginning of the 2000s, one canaseencreasing trend of all analysed
parameters/variables. An exception to this trend ba seen in the development of the
unemployment rate where, however, a further sldgdrease occurred between 2002 and
2004 which was, in contrast to former developmtmiipwed by an increase in the number of
vacancies. The growth of unemployment, this tinag ho impact on immigrants. Having in
mind the complexity of the labour market and thelgleconomy, a growth of unemployment
does not have to be accompanied by a decreasemigrants (due to disharmonies between
supply and demand on the Czech labour market,eagiodlabour force can even “thrive” in
the situation of growing unemployment).

The development, since 2004, is characteristic ofteeper growth in economic and,
consequently, also migration parameters. Howeveradcordance with the recent global
financial crisis of late 2008, positive economicgraeters of the country have already started
shifting to negative ones. The impact upon immigrastocks/flows will probably come soon
—nevertheless, it is too early to evaluate its aize character.
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5. Conclusions

In the long-term historical perspective (since thal-19th century), the development of
migratory situation of the Czech lands/Czech Reapugblould be divided into three distinctive
periods: a) until 1939, b) 1945 — 1989, c) sinc®QL9These periods do differ from one
another due to many aspects — demographic, sooimedc, political and geopolitical
aspects belong to key factors shaping the migratimtyre of the given periods.

One of the principle differences among the giverigos is the net migration pattern of the
country that changed significantly during the tindéhereas, during the first two periods, the
Czech lands were an emigration area, after the i®&8ution the migration situation in the
Czech Republic quickly changed, and the Czech Rephbcame a transit and immigration
country. Moreover, the second period significamtierrupted the continuity of the complex
development of the country by its specific and iddive features (e.g., the
socialist/‘communist state regime with its centrgdlgnned and state-directed economy and
closed-border policy). However, it is worth mentian that certain attributes have survived
and recently intensively re-appeared (for exampleme features of migration policy
approaches, relations with Czech compatriot comtiasniabroad, dealing with ethnic
minorities).

The current migration reality (since 1990) that was main research object can be
characterized as being in an immature immigratiages of the migration cycle. However,
there is a very limited possibility to study thearsition from the emigration to the
immigration stage as the end of the emigration estags characteristic of an unnatural
migration regime, artificially created by formemsmunist government.

The new migration era is characterized by a gragugbwing immigration of foreigners
along with rather low and stable emigration of vedi We should mention that inflows of
immigrants of Czech origin have been rather low.iiAlall, net migration has been growing,
and has been doing so even more intensively insaseral years. Besides legally staying
immigrants, we have to take into account that tla@eemany illegal/irregular migrants in the
country — mainly involved in the Czech labour méarke

The given migration development is conditioned bgng external and internal factors.
Involvement in globalization processes in genena @ining the democratic and free-market
economic area of Europe in particular, are two neadternal factors contributing to growing
migration inflows to the Czech Republic. Nevertssleseveral internal factors are at least of
the same importance in terms of shaping currentatian processes.

The demand for foreign labour force in the Czediola market seems to be crucial. The
demand side has two different faces — the posithathe negative one. Both of them do lure
immigrants into the country. Positive featuresha lemand are tied to very good economic
performance, high foreign investment inflows or reasing numbers of working
opportunities. On the other hand, the demand 3 stisnulated by several negative features
such as an inner mismatch between labour demand sapgly within Czech native
population, low geographical mobility of domestiopplation, a negligable difference
between minimal wage and various social benefitsislies, high costs of labour (high taxes)
and, finally, persisting tolerance and use of intaginformal business and employment
practices.
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Migration policy can be considered as another irgmir internal factor influencing
immigration flows. The Czech migration policy, hoxee, lacks not only a clearly stipulated,
robust and consistent “philosophy” (except for ma&tody harmonization with the EU rules),
but also an interest in and support from governalefodies and political parties.
Nevertheless, despite what have been, so far,rrathdhoc measures, recently we can see
some shift towards a bit more systematic and pte@@olicy. Concerning the relation of
migration policy to labour force demand, migratwlicy should be a tool positively reacting
to the situation of the labour force demand. Howgew@gration policy effects in relation to
the labour force demand on the Czech labour mareetather ambiguous (planned goals are
often very different from final results — see thegram of “The Selection of Qualified
Foreign Workers “) and migration policy potentiashnot yet been fully made use of (the
“Green Card” program is just being prepared).

In addition, the demographic situation being typmalow fertility levels and increasing life
expectancy, population ageing is and might becowen eanore so an important internal
immigration stimulator in the future.

Another possible factor that might attract immidsaim general into a country is its social
system (various forms of social subsidies and hishein the Czech Republic this factor
seems to be unimportant now (e.g., low use of tlegabsystem by foreigners and strict work
permits regime).

Obviously, economic impacts of immigration upon €lzesociety are by far the most
important ones due to the overwhelming economiccurmailatory character of migration and
the short time that elapsed since the migratiocgs® was normalized. It has been shown that
immigrants” role in the labour market has been ofaie complementary than a competitive
character. Immigration impacts upon other, non-eotn structures have so far been
marginal.

In line with the aforementioned facts, it is rati@ficult to draw any conclusions concerning
immigrants” integration results. Anyway, what waslicated in several surveys is that
immigrants who chose an assimilation mode of adiaptavere more satisfied with their lives
in Czech host society than others. Moreover, thssimilation philosophy” corresponds to
the perceived and proclaimed nature of the Czedgbrihas attitude towards immigrants (a
strong preference of full immigrants” adjustmenCizech culture).

The whole issue of the public majority’s perceptiohimmigrants is a complicated and
complex matter, with some internal discrepancieseéms that immigrants” positions, in the
eyes of the Czech majority, are not good —albégh#ly improving over time. There are

significant differences regarding the perceptioningfividual ethnic/immigrant groups. We

think that, in the case of the Czech Republic, ithportance of public opinion polls that

tackle immigrant issues should not be overestimaiede, so far, their influence on Czech
migration policy has been negligible.

When assessing the mutual relationship between gnation, economic development,
migration policy and the public perception of immaigts in the Czech Republic, we found an
inter-relationship among them that specifically &ree visible at the end of the®@entury,

when the Czech economy was severly hit by a remesgihe economic problems were
followed, however, by a certain delay (“inertia egff’), due to more restrictive migration
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regulations. They both led to a decrease in thebeurof immigrants. Consequently, in the
aftermath of the recession, the “popularity” of ilgrants within Czech society declined, but
this decrease was postponed the most in time. Welean important lessons from this
occurrence. First, it has been again proved thatlmigratory patterns do follow those that
are known from many developed western immigratiomntries (in terms of general relations
between migration and its main driving forces). @et; a deep economic recession might
bring about a significant decrease in the stockscohomic immigrants. On the other hand, it
seems that partial economic problems do not neglgssave to have an influence on the pool
of migrants. In any case, immigrants can also beceoapegoats — they may be blamed for
all economic problems and, thus, xenophobic ag$udf the majority towards them within
Czech society may grow.

To sum up, within the last 18 years the Czech Riephias gone through a transformation
from an emigration country to an immature immigraticountry. Accordingly, we can
consider the Czech Republic to be a country of itaneaintegration of immigrants — as the
large numbers of immigrants “have not yet beensjppased” into spheres of society other than
the economic one.
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Annexes
Annex 1. Labour force controls in the Czech Repubdi, 2001-2006

[ 2001 | 2002 | 2003| 2004 2004 2006
Number of controls 11,238 11,078 10,%97 9,112 9933 24
Number of controls carried out on
employers who employ foreign workersg
Number of foreigners who wefe

1,306 1,38 1,7l6 1,43 1,6B1 1,474

n.a 5,14% 5,128 9,889 9,934 12,094

controlled
lllegally employed migrant workers 1.701
found (plus failure to report foreigners 1,381 1,488 1,466 1,646 2,01y
employment**) (2,087)*
Number of Slovaks controlled

n.a 6 048 4 705 n.a. nla. n.a.
Breaches of the law by Slovaks 968 824 1,08 3974 123% 1.836%

Source: Table taken from Jansk4, Drbohlav 2008a

Note: n.a. — the information was not specificalijlected

** Failure by employers to report employment ofdmners

In the period 2002-2006, out of all foreigners wivere found working illegally or unregistered the sho
numerous group was of citizens of Ukraine (5,60(@as), followed by Slovaks (4,266 persons), Vigteae
(420 persons), Romanians (279 persons), Moldo\2s® fersons) and Bulgarians (242 persons).
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Annex 2. Employment structure of foreigners and Czeh nationals, 2006 (as of

December 31)

naticéizr:(% For(eo;?)ners Difference] EU (%) Other (%)
Agriculture, hunting, forestry 3,7 2,0 1,7 14 2,7
Fishing 0,1 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0
Mining and quarrying 1,1 1,6 -0,4 29 0,2
Manufacturing 28,3 26,8 1,6 36,5 16,7
Electricity, gas and water supply 1,6 0,1 1,5 0,2 0,0
Construction 9,1 21,4 -12,4 14,0 29,0
Wholesale and retail trade;
repairs of motor vehicles, 12,7 20,0 -7,3 12,2 28,1
personal and household goods
Hotels and restaurants 3,8 2,6 1,2 2,2 3,0
Transport and communication 7,5 2,2 5,3 3,2 1,1
Financial intermediation 1,9 0,6 1,3 0,9 0,2
Real estate, renting and business activities 6,6 16,0 9,4 18,2 13,8
Public administration and defence 6,5 0,1 6,4 0,1 0,0
Education 6,0 1,7 4,3 2,2 1,3
Health and social work 6,9 1,8 51 3,2 0,4
Other commumty,_soual 4.0 2.9 1.1 27 32
and personal services
Private households with employed persops 0,0 0,( 0,0 0,0 0,0
Extra-territorial organizations and bodies 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,1
Not identifiec 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,1
Total 100,( [ 100,C | 0O, [ 100,C 100,C

Source: Cizinci 2007.
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Annex 3. Organization of/for immigrants in the Czet Republic — with a special focous
on Ukrainian community

Generally, official activities of organizations,sasiations and communiti&sof immigrants
usually include aid, counselling, and support fompatriots, as well as organizing cultural
events in the country of destination. Ethnic comityuarganizations also play an important
role in migrants” integration into the host so@sti they may serve as mediators between an
ethnic community and majority society (see e.g.dbtav, Ezzeddine-LukSikova 2004).

In the Czech Republic, there are many good exangblesstitutions which help immigrants —
these include some well-known non-profit non-goveental organizations (e.glovek v
tisni, Poradna pro uprchliky, Organizace pro pomqachlikim). However, the Czech NGOs
focused on foreigners are often criticized for geengaged mainly in the projects and
activities connected with the protection of asylwmekers’ rights and not so much of
“regular” immigrants Cernik 2003).

Concerning immigrants” ethnic organizations, thecpss of establishing them is quite
demanding. The Ministry of the Interior of the CaéRepublic is authorized to register civic
organizations. In fact, the Ministry complicatearstard registration processes and requires
foreigners to apply for a special permit in order et a foreigners™ civic organization
(Ezzeddine-LukSikova, Kocourek, Leontiyeva 2005)e Tprocedure of application for the
permit is rather bureaucratic and with uncertaidserin order to avoid it, foreigners use a
practical solution and find three Czech citizensowdgree to participate as co-founders
(Cernik 2003). The most appropriate candidates folh s0-founders are members of national
minorities (persons with immigrant origin who hasteady received Czech citizenship)
(Ezzeddine-LukSikova, Kocourek, Leontiyeva 2005).

The immigrant organizations in the Czech Repubilfiieda lot in their characteristics. Some
of them are well established in the Czech enviramn(iere is a good network built among
the old members and newcomers).On the other hanake sninorities/immigrant groups still
do not have any well-operating organizations. Amahg well-established organizations
belong especially those whose members came fromties of the former Soviet Union.
Ukrainians and Russians have the longest histodytla® greatest experience of establishing
ethnic / national minority associations in the Grdeepublic. The history of Ukrainian
migration and consequently Ukrainian associaticsitesd back to the 1920s. However, their
activities were interrupted by political changes1i®48. Nowadays there are 4 Ukrainian
associations that operate in the territory of tteeeh Republic: Sdruzeni ukrajinskych Zen
(Ukrainian Women Association), Sdruzeni Ukrajing giznived Ukrajiny (Association of
Ukrainians and Supporters of Ukraine), Forum UkicijiCR (Forum of Ukrainians of the
Czech Republic), and Ukrajinska iniciativ&lR (Ukrainian Initiative in the Czech Republic).

The Ukrainian Women Association and the AssociatwdriJkrainians and Supporters of
Ukraine are relatively small, associating mainlgresentatives of the “older generation” of
Ukrainian immigrants. Their low annual budgets aoaecouple of local activities focusing
mainly on maintaining national traditions and ce#ing traditional Ukrainian feasts.The

*2 According to websites of the Ministry of LabourdaBocial Affairs
(http://www.cizinci.cz/clanek.php?lg=1&id=181) tleeare 26 organizations, associations and commsnitie
which have in their programme something to do withigrants” life in the Czech Republic.

3 Ex-chairwoman of theWomen Associatiopublished a series of books dedicated to the owulsig
personalities among Ukrainian immigrantfie Association of the Ukrainians and the SuppertérUkraine
runs an amateur choir which performs at local Ukeai events.
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Forum of Ukrainians is a relatively young organizat (established in 2001) but very
ambitious consisting mainly of young Ukrainian stats who meet on internet forums. The
association has declared a wide spectrum of aesyitincluding protection of rights of
Ukrainian migrants, protests against human righitdation in Ukraine, foundation of
Ukrainian schools, and organization of culturalreseetc>* However, the association is often
treated like a group of “young rebels” and theitivaiies still have not received any
substantive support from the Czech state. On tmtraxy, the Ukrainian Initiative in the
Czech Republic is one of the oldest and most adilikeinian associations (see more in
Zilynskij 2001) and, besides Prague, it has culydhtee other affiliates in cities of Teplice,
Chomutov and Plze It is considered as having a trustworthy repatatand, thus, is
generously supported by the Ministry of Educati¥outh and Sports, by the Ministry of
Culture and by the municipal council of the capiti#y of Pragué® At present, the Ukrainian
Initiative is conducting a series of large-scalejgets, including annual Ukrainian cultural
days, multicultural events, thematic lectures, sems and conferences, a youth club, native
language courses for Ukrainian children, exhib#iononcerts, and, last but not least, it
publishes the oldest Ukrainian magazine in the Bzeepublic called Porohy (which is
published in the Czech and Ukrainian languagesyvé¥er, according to a detailed analysis
provided by Ezzeddine-LukSikova, Kocourek and Le@via (2005), the interests of the vast
majority of Ukrainian labour migrants are, in facgt represented. Ukrainian labour migrants
are practically unaware of any associations ofrtbempatriots. Moreover, there is a certain
gap between naturalised members of the Ukrainianomty and the newly coming
immigrants. This gap is based not only on a “gaiaral conflict” but, to some extent, also
on cultural misunderstanding.

Besides those “official” organizations, there algasome quasi-legal institutions, especially
important within the Ukrainian community. These gjdagal institutions have very strong

material/financial interests in increasing labouptivated immigration, especially from

Ukraine. These agencies are closely connecteded'dient” system (see more above or
Drbohlav forthcomingCermakova, Nekorjak forthcomingernik 2005).

Other immigrant groups also have some ethnic orgéions; however, they are much less
known and might represent only partial interestsulf-groups within the community.

> Though, only a few of the declared goals have He#filed. The Forum of Ukrainianfiave organized a
couple of music concerts and, in 2003, participateitie filming of a documentary about Ukrainiangnaints
in European countries. One of the most success@jigts of the organization is the Ukrainian foditicbub,
which plays in a local league. In 2003 the assmeiapublicized itself in the media with an incideot
discrimination against Ukrainians at a Czech diSdwe same year they organized a press conferetiee ca
"The development of the Ukrainian community in fbeech Republic: the break-through of the barrier of
disregard".

%5 |ts activities concentrate mainly on satisfying theeds of the national minority, neverthelessretias
currently been an attempt to strengthen ties betwiee young generation of ethnic Ukrainians andc@ze
who are interested in the promotion of Ukrainiatiune in the Czech Republic.
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Annex 4. Perceived personal grudge of Czechs agaimgher persons because of their
race, 1991-1997 (in %)

Frequency/Time 1991 1992 1993 1994 199% 1996 1997
Often 14 5 10 9 7 6 5
Sometimes 38 21 24 25 22 25 19
No 40 60 53 55 61 58 66
He/she does not 8 14 13 11 10 11 10
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: K. Narodnostni 1998.

Question: “Did you personally perceive a grudgeirmgjaother people because of their race last year™?
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Annex 5. Perceived personal grudge of Czechs agaimgher persons because of their

nationality, 1990-1997 (in %)

Frequency/Time 1990 1991 1997 1998 1994 1995 1996 1997
Often 7 11 3 6 3 3 3 2
Sometimes 34 27 16 16 20 19 18 14
No 53 57 68 64 64 66 68 74
He/she does not 6 5 13 14 13 12 11 10
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: K Narodnostni 1998

Question: “Did you personally perceive a grudgeirzgjaother people becuase of their nationality last

year™?
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Annex 6. Sympathy versus unsympathy of the Czech polation towards selected
ethnicities/nationalities, 2006 (in %)

Relation to/Sympathy/unsympathy 1-3 4 5-7 Total
Slovaks 91.4 4.7 3.3 100
Poles 73.4 14.6 9.9 100
Germans 59.0 19.0 19.7 100
Jews 44.0 17.3 22.7 100
Viethamese 36.0 23.7 38.9 100
Citizen of Balkan 30.2 20.3 45.1 100
Citizen of former USSR 23.3 21.9 45.7 100
Romas 9.4 12.9 76.1 100

Source: Vztah 2007

Question: “How would you describe your relatioritie below mentioned population groups living in @mech
Republic? 1 means they are very sympathetic to yoneans they are very unsympathetic to you.”

Note: Respondents expressed their attitudes viale svith 7 levels ranging from 1 — “very sympaitieto 7 —
“very unsympathetic”.
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Annex 7. Attitudes of the Czech population towardammigrants by purpose of their

arrivals, 2007 (in %)

Agreement/disagreement | Definitely | Rather Rather | Definitely |He/she doqd  Total
Purpose agret agret disagre disagre: | not know %
Family reuinion 25 53 13 5 4 100
Employment 7 46 33 10 4 100
Settlement 4 32 39 14 11 100
Doing business 5 35 34 16 10 100
Study and work experience 26 60 8 3 3 100
Asylum 14 43 24 7 12 100
Humanitarian protection 19 51 15 5 10 100

Source: Obané 2007.

Question: “Do you agree or not that the Czech Ripuiould receive immigrants with the given purpaxfe

residence: a) family reunion, family members, b)kyment, c) settlement (permanent residence pgrdjit
doing business, e) study and work experience yiuas g) humanitarian protection?”
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Annex 8. Attitudes of the Czech population towardgoreigners who are to permanently

settle in the Czech Republic, 2005, 2008 (in %)

Adjustment/Time 2005 2008
It should definitely be enabled everybody, who irte to come 3 6
to the Czech Republic and live there

It should rather be enabled everybody, who inteéndsome to

the Czech Republic and live there 25 36
Rather it should not be enabled everybody, whonit$eto come

to the Czech Republic and live there 43 34
It should not definitely be enabled everybody, vittends 29 17
to come to the Czech Republic and live there

He/she does not know 7 7
Total 100 100

Source: Postoje 2008.

Question: “Do you think that everybody who intendssome to the Czech Republic and to live theraulshbe

enabled to do that?”
Notes: Respondents choose one of these offeredjities.
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Annex 9. Attitudes of the Czech population towardgoreigners who are to stay in the
Czech Republic on the long-term basis, 2003, 200id2008 (in %)

Adjustment/Time [ 2003 | 2007 | 2008
Foreigners would have no possibility to stay 17 10 g

in the Czech Republic on the long-term basis

Foreigners would have a possibility to stay in @eech 73 74 80
Republic on the long-term basis only under speabaditions

Foreigners would have a possibility to stay 5 12 9

in the Czech Republic without any limits

He/she does not know 5 4 3
w7 % [ % [ w0

Source: Postoje 2008.

Question: “Foreigners in the Czech Republic shajldot have a possibility to stay in the Czech Répwn a
long-term basis, b) have a possibility to stayhie €zech Republic on a long-term basis only ungdecific
conditions, c) have a possibility to stay in thee€z Republic on a long-term basis without any it
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