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Abstract

Research background: A series of changes towards the greater opennetse tmflux of
foreign labour force made in recent years in thesfaun Federation prompts for analysis of
immigration to this country as adopted solutionshia field of the migration policy affect
other regions of destination (e.g. EU). Liberalmatof access of migrants to the Russian
labour market is a part of a wider problem: contjmati (on an international scale) for an
influx of foreign labour force. In this context,ig worth examining how the crisis which
affected the Russian economy influenced the sdalmmigration to Russia from the main
sending countries, i.e. the countries of the Commsatth of Independent States (CIS).
Purpose of the article: The aim of the article is to show the impact of tisis which
affected the Russian economy in recent years ors¢ht of immigration from the CIS
countries to Russia. The main hypothesis is agall the factor explaining immigration
from the CIS countries to Russia is the differeimcthe level of income measured by GDP
per capita (PPP) between the sending state armmbthry of destination. Such studies have
not been undertaken so far and, due to the rofaadérs inherent in the concept of post-
imperial migration, it becomes relevant to examivteether the factors shaping migration
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(including the differences in the level of incomerognised in the neoclassical theory of
migration are important in explaining the flowstlnis area.

M ethods: In order to check the relationship between immigraand the economic crisis in
Russia, the analysis of correlation and regressismused.

Findings & Value added: It has been shown that despite the decline in GDRussia,
immigration from the CIS countries to Russia is detreasing. Therefore, it is a depend-
ence different from the assumptions of the neoidaktheory according to which the reduc-
tion of differences in the level of income betwékea sending state and the country of desti-
nation reduces the scale of international migratidks it has been shown, the scale of mi-
gration to Russia may not be explained by the diffee in the level of GDP per capita in all
CIS countries and, inter alia, political factorsnfticts or naturalisation processes become
more important in shaping the scale of migratioRtssia.

I ntroduction

The Russian economy since 2014 has been affectednoynber of diffi-
culties that are linked to the economic crisisultazg from the occurrence
of many factors of both an internal and externadiépendent) nature. The
crisis, on the other hand, affects many areas, ioothe economic and so-
cial spheres. International migrations may be a®rsid one of them. Due
to the fact that Russia is currently one of themugstination countries for
international migrants (after USA and Germanyj)sifin economy that is
particularly interesting in terms of the possililib conduct research on
migration factors.

The aim of the article is to show the impact of ¢hisis that has affected
the Russian economy in recent years on the scadharoigration from the
countries of the Commonwealth of Independent S{ES) to Russia. The
implementation of such a specific goal requiredcaaswer to the question
whether immigration from the CIS countries to Rassbuld be explained
on the basis of differences in the level of incdreéveen these countries or
based on other factors? The main hypothesis isl&svs: the factor ex-
plaining immigration from the CIS countries to Rass the difference in
the level of income measured by Gpér capita(PPP) between the send-
ing state and the country of destination. In therditure, such studies were
undertaken, but not in relation to migration in #rea of the former USSR.

The article adopts the following structure: in fivst part, a literature
review concerning the neoclassical theory of migratvas made. Next, it
was indicated which research method was used isttigy. Another part
deals with the analysis of the most important fectbat have resulted in
the current economic crisis in Russia. A regresaiuth correlation analysis
were made to verify the proposed hypothesis, faidy the results of the
study.
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So far, no research has been undertaken on thgonslaip between
immigration to Russia and the difference in incdméveen the country of
destination and the sending state. In the lighthef current crisis of the
Russian economy, questions arise of how much tléndein income in
Russia since 2014 affected immigration to this ¢tguand whether the
decline in GDP resulted in a reduction in immigwati Obtaining the an-
swers to the above questions will first requireéadis analysis.

Literaturereview

Migration is a complex phenomenon, determined bynemic, political
and social factors. One of the reasons for intenat migrations is the
difference in the level of income in the countryooigin and the country of
destination. This simple statement has a strongréieal grounding. Al-
ready Adam Smith (whose works are considered tiginbimg of an eco-
nomic analysis of migration) (Bodvarssenal., 2015, p. 5), on the basis of
observations of migration from the countryside darts, noted that this
mobility is related to the differences in wageswssn the areas. Over 150
years later, in 1932, this view was confirmed bgksi He wrote then that
“the differences in net economic advantages chieflyages are the main
causes of migration{van der Erf & Heering (Eds.), 1995, p. 96).

On the basis of neoclassical theory, one shouliihdigsh the human
capital model proposed by Sjaastad in 1962. Thidahdescribes the deci-
sions of individuals who, when making a decision roigration, aim to
maximise their individual usability. According tga@stad, a potential mi-
grant will compare the benefits in the area of idatibn against the bene-
fits resulting from staying at the place of origind will chose a place that
maximises his or her income (Sjaastad, 1962, pRB0

A reference to Sjaastad’'s theory is the push-ghdloty proposed in
1966 by E. S. Lee — one of the most influentialotiees of migration in
sociology. The general character of the theory,éw@s, arouses interest in
other fields of science, including economics. Ading to Lee’s theory,
among the factors taken into account when decidb@ut migration, push
factors, related to the country of origin, as wadl pull factors — in the
country of destination — can be distinguished. heeision to migrate
results from the balance of these factors. Whahortant, push and pull
factors can be chosen freely, depending on theesit® of the researcher.
Therefore, this theory is used in migration studiésnany fields of sci-
ence. As a part of the economic analysis of mignatthe level of wages
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(or the level of GDP) or the unemployment ratehi@ tountry of origin and
the country of destination are considered the mash and pull factors.

The neoclassical theory, within the macroeconongcsppective, links
migrations with imbalances on the labour marketemvthere is a surplus of
labour demand on one market and an excess of soppinother market.
In such an initial situation, the first labour markvill be characterised by
high wages, while on the other market wages wilaba relatively lower
level. Such a situation is a prerequisite for ntigrafrom an area where
wages remain low to the area of higher wages.

Considering the above, the model proposed by Barj#sin the eco-
nomic migration analysis should be recalled (Bodsan & van den Berg,
2013, p. 40). According to Borjas, the decision whmigration is deter-
mined by the sign of the index function:

I'=In(wi/(wo +C)) (1)

where:

W, — wages at the place of origin;

W; — wages at the place of destination;
C — migration costs.

If index | assumes positive values, then there is a reasemigrate,
because the scale of emigration is the inversetitmof income in the
sending country, the inverse function of migratmosts and the positive
function of income in the receiving country (Borjd®987, p. 533). Since
the works of Borjas, the assumption that a persigmates to maximise his
or her usefulness is dominant in the theory of atign.

It follows from the above that the income levebioth the sending and
receiving countries is one of the factors shapirigrnational migrations. It
is also appropriate to adopt a dynamic perspeetivenigration remains
under the influence of changes in income level§ath the sending and
receiving countries, and migration can be undetstma reaction of socie-
ty to a new situation (Zajékovskaja, 1995, p. 81).

Previous research confirms this relationship. Eangple, research on emi-
gration from the Philippines, conducted by McKenZidneoharides and
Yang (2014, pp. 49-75), indicates a significantsgasity of the number of
migrants to the shock of GDP in the receiving countThe research on
migration from the CEE countries (Central and Basteurope) in 2000—
2013 shows a significant correlation between nejration and the GDP
growth rate in the previous period (Simionestal, 2016, p. 166). A sig-
nificant correlation between the level of Gper capitaand migrations
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was also noticed by Van Der Gaag and Van Wissef820. 220), alt-
hough research was limited to internal migratiorFinland, Sweden, the
Netherlands, ltaly and Spain. Hatton and Williamso@mmined factors
shaping immigration to 80 countries up to 2000 andhe light of their
research, an increase in income in the receivingnity by 10%ceteris
paribus increases the immigration rate by 0,12/1000. Similonclusions
follow from research conducted by Mayda which, & on migration in
OECD countries. In light of these studies, the GJp&wth per capitain the
receiving country by 10% increases the rate of atign to this country by
19%. Research including 15 OECD destination coestand 120 sending
countries in 1980—2006 confirm that internationggnation flows are flex-
ible in relation to incom@er capitaat the place of destination. In the light
of these studies, incomper capitaat the place of destination is a key de-
terminant of migration choices: an increasgén capitaincome by 10% in
a specific location is associated with an incrdasenmigration flows on
average by 7.6% (Ortega & Peri, 2013, pp. 47—-6&%edrch conducted for
the USA — the main receiving country in the worldby-Greenwood and
MacDowell suggests that, on average, a 10% increasages in countries
sending migrants to the USA is accompanied by p dr@migration to the
USA by 7.5%. The research conducted for the USAClayk, Hatton and
Williamson lead to the conclusion that an incradashe incomeper capita
in the sending country by 10% results in a drognmgration to the USA
by 4.5% (Bodvarsson & Van der Berg, 2013, pp. 70-72

Thecurrent crisisin the Russian economy

The economy of Russia, after several years of enanctabilisation
achieved after the crisis of 2008-2009, in 2014iraf@und itself in the
phase of decline that has been continuing untyodhe key reasons for
this situation were different than in the case @vpus crises. The 1998
financial crisis was mainly due to the lack of &kdiscipline and the so
called soft budget constraints. In turn, the crigif008-2009 was on the
one hand a consequence of the global crisis, imdua drop in global de-
mand for Russia’s main export goods, and on therdiand, it was caused
by internal factors such as overheating of the egon too high wages and
overestimated exchange rate.

Economic stagnation has been observed in the Russ@nomy since
2012, which was reflected in a very small incremsthe main macroeco-
nomic categories, such as GDP or industrial pradndFigure 1). In 2015
there was a deterioration in these figures as cozdp® the previous year,
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although not on such scale as in 2009. The cos@DP in 2015 de-

creased by 3.7% as compared to the previous ybarbiggest decline in

the analysed period was marked by investmentseirctine capital of Rus-
sian enterprises which is currently consideredntiaén problem determin-
ing the possibilities of economic recovery.

The key feature of the Russian economy in the aedlyperiod was
a combination of several crises and problems (Gdrktitute, 2015, pp.
16-17):

— the structural crisis and the crisis of the ecomognowth model of Rus-
sia, which was based on the increase in demandthatloccurrence of
unused production capacities and long-term incréasgrices for the
main export products of the country,

— increased Russian external activity in the politigdnere,

— sectoral and financial sanctions imposed by the@a@an Union and the
United States,

— drop in oil prices,

— currency crisis,

— cyclical crisis associated with a decline in inwastt activity of enter-
prises,

- the demographic crisis which manifests itself ia tfecline in the work-
ing-age population.

The basic factor determining the current econortiagon in Russia
should be considered the exhaustion of the cugemomic model of the
country and the resulting structural crisis (Gaitfestitute, 2016, pp. 17—
18). It results from the exhaustion of the posgibibf extensive growth,
the decline in domestic demand, and means for Rassignificant reduc-
tion in the potential for economic growth which hissbase in the middle
of the last decade. The problem of the economyotstime abundance of
natural resources but the way of using revenues fheir exports, support-
ing unprofitable producers or a bad investmentaten

Another factor having impact on the state of thesgtan economy are
the economic and financial sanctions imposed onsigusy the United
States and the European Union in 2014. As a resptinshe sanctions,
Russia applied an embargo on the import of selegptedps of agricultural
and food products from the USA, European Union,adan Australia and
Norway, and also limited purchases of selected neploproducts for state
purposes (mainly light industry products) (Akindinao& Yasin, 2015, p.
11). The embargo of Russia covered those groupgootls for which
a significant part of domestic demand was coveredriports from coun-
tries included in the restrictions.

682



Oeconomiaopernicana9(4), 677-694

The effects of sanctions have already begun toidible as part of the
sectoral sanctions stage. Since the end of sumfr2dlal, most large en-
terprises have been affected by restrictions oesEcto capital, technology
and foreign markets as well as problems in cooeratvith foreign part-
ners in spheres where sanctions were not direpghlied (Afontsev, 2015,
pp. 23-24). In 2015 the main financial problemaultesy from sanctions
were related to the need to regulate foreign litdsl of the corporate sector
in conditions of very limited access to foreigndintial markets.

The currency crisis which culminated in Decembetf8nd manifested
itself in a two-fold depreciation of the rouble shibbe added to the deterio-
rating general economic situation in Russia. In528ad at the beginning of
2016 the rouble depreciation was not reverseddg impossibleinter alia,
due to limited access to foreign capital as a teflimposing sanctions and
speculative attacks) (Akindinova & Yasin, 201514). A significant drop in
the rouble exchange rate against the backgrouraddobp in oil prices and
the introduction of financial sanctions against st$ad a divergent impact
on the country’s economic situation (Mironov, 20fp, 5-6).

The depreciation of the rouble on the one hand tdwedecrease in the
inflow of foreign currencies and an increase idatibn, as well as an in-
crease in import prices, resulted in a drop in dednaithin the economy. It
also increased the value of liabilities denominatefreign currencies. On
the other hand, due to the insufficient diversiima of Russia’s exports, it
did not improve its competitiveness.

Resear ch methodology

In order to investigate the relationship betweemignation to Russia and
the difference in the level of GDP between Russid jparticular sending
countries, the analysis of correlation and furtheregression analysis was
used. In the linear regression model, the absadlidferences in the level of
GDP per capitaaccording to the purchasing power parity were used
a measure of the difference in the level of incdewlanatory variable)
between the sending country and Russia. In thiardeghe World Bank
data was used. Data on migration (explained vag)aikeffers to the flows of
migrants to Russia (stream approach) and was @utdhom the database
of the Russian statistics office Rosstat.

The analysis of the relationship between changadaome differences
between Russia and sending countries and migratsoesncentrated on
2014-2015. To examine the relationship betweenatimr to Russia and
the difference in GDP between Russia and individealding countries, it
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was also reasonable to take into account the lamgerperspective. Thus,
an analysis was also made for 2001-2015.

Results

In the first place one can notice a high shararohigration from the CIS
countries in total immigration to Russia. In 200@ inflow of immigrants
from the CIS countries accounted for 96.5% of thltimmigration to
Russia, in 2015 this share was at the level of%89l&ence it was assumed
that the analysis of immigration to Russia can tecentrated only on the
CIS countries (Figure 2).

In addition, it can be noted that between 2014 201tb immigration to
Russia increased both in general terms (takingdotmunt the inflow from
all sending countries) and from the CIS countildge above could indicate
that the economic crisis in Russia did not result reduction of the immi-
gration to this country. However, it is necessargttess that the increase in
immigration to Russia in 2014-2015 was significantifluenced by the
increase in immigration from Ukraine, which in thagriod amounted to
68% (at the turn of 2013-2014 the increase wabkeatavel of 109.9% re-
spectively). If it were not for this fact, at therm of 2014 and 2015 there
would be a decline in immigration from the CIS ctrigs to Russia.

In addition, one should refer to the push-pull lyeand note that immi-
gration to a given country does not only dependhenlevel and dynamics
of the receiving country’s GDP but results fromfeiiénces in the level of
GDP between the receiving country and particuladsey countries. Ex-
amination whether immigration to Russia was in agance with the neo-
classical theory of migration requires taking imicount the dynamics of
GDP in sending countries.

Most of the CIS countries in 2014 and 2015 recordedncrease in
GDP per capita(Figure 3). The group of these countries includeajiki-
stan, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Armenia, Kazakhstamgyzstan, Turkmen-
istan and Moldova. The decline in GDP was recorbigdBelarus and
Ukraine. In the case of eight CIS countries theas & reduction in income
differences between these countries and Russia.rddhgction of differ-
ences also occurred between Belarus and Russibea&DP decline in
Belarus was smaller than the decline in GDP in Rug¥ the same time,
a significant drop in GDP in Ukraine exceeding deeline in GDP in Rus-
sia resulted in an increase in income differenetaden these countries.

In the light of the theory, reducing income diffieces between the send-
ing and receiving countries should result in a €ase in migration (in-
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creasing these differences — increasing migratibfgw then did the

change in income differences between Russia ancCt&esending coun-
tries over 2014 and 2015 affect the scale of imatign to Russia from

these countries? Was immigration shaped accordiriget assumptions of
the neoclassical theory? In most of the CIS sendmugntries migration was
shaped according to the neoclassical theory ofatiagr (Table 1). In six

analysed countries (i.e. Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistanmania, Belarus, Azerbai-
jan and Uzbekistan) as a result of the decreagsecome differences, mi-
gration to Russia decreased. Consistent with tleelassical assumptions
was also migration from Ukraine — as a result aféased income differ-
ences between this country and Russia, migratidRussia increased. At
the same time, in three CIS countries migratiorRtessia was different
from the assumptions of the neoclassical theorynigiration: despite the
reduction of income differences, these countriagKmenistan, Moldova,

Kazakhstan) experienced an increase in migration.

The increase in immigration to Russia from Kaza&hsiTurkmenistan
and Moldova, despite the reduction of income diffees, requires addi-
tional comment. As already explained, migratiodesermined not only by
economic factors, but also by political or sociaks. In the case of Ka-
zakhstan, the increase in migration to Russia teguartly from the in-
crease in ethnic emigration of the Russian popridiving in Kazakhstan.
In 2014 about 24 thousand of ethnic Russian papualatas included in the
resettlement programme to Russia. In the first mmnths of 2015 Ka-
zakhstan was left by another 19 thousand of Russianaddition, 2015
brought significant changes in the area of workmptsin Russia. The obli-
gation to obtain them for citizens from the so-@dllvisa-free countries
(belonging mainly to the Eurasian Economic Unidngluding Kazakh-
stan, was abolished (Gaidar Institute, 2016, p-—338).

The growing emigration from Turkmenistan to Rusaiathe turn of
2014 and 2015 should be associated with an ingtabil the region and
growing religious extremism (OSW, 2015). At thanei, there was a signif-
icant deterioration of the situation on the boroetween Turkmenistan and
Afghanistan, where forces related to the Islamate&sappeared. One of the
reasons for emigration of people with dual citizepsrom Turkmenistan
was the terrorist threat from Islamic radical ongations operating in the
region.

In the case of Moldova, it is difficult to indicatespecial circumstance
that would explain the increase in migration attilve of 2014 and 2015,
despite the reduction of differences in the GDRIEewompared to Russia.
It is worth noting, however, that the phenomenomajration from Mol-
dova (not only to Russia) is massive due to the difficult economic
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situation in this country. Emigration is also fé#eiled by the fact that
a significant part of Moldovan citizens has a secpassport — about 140
thousand Russian speaking citizens of Moldova Hauesian passports
(OSW, 2016, pp. 55-67).

The analysis of the relationship between changaedaome differences
between Russia and sending countries and migraitio2814—-2015 shows
that in this period migrations in not all CIS coued were in line with the
assumptions of the neoclassical theory, i.e. degp@ reduction of differ-
ence in the level of income there was no decraaseigration. Therefore,
it is necessary to examine the relationship betwaigmation to Russia and
the difference in GDP between Russia and individealding countries. To
show this dependency, it is reasonable to takedntmunt the longer time
perspective. The analysis will be based on theystfidhe correlation coef-
ficient and the linear regression function. Theulssof the analysis are
included in Figure 4.

According to the correlation analysis, in eighttbé ten CIS sending
countries, between the difference in GPEr capita (between a given
country and Russia) and migration to Russia theag a positive correla-
tion (the Pearson correlation coefficienttakes positive values). In the
group of these countries — i.e. in Armenia, Kyrggms Tajikistan, Moldo-
va, Uzbekistan and Azerbaijan, Belarus, Ukraine, higher level of differ-
ences in the level of income between a given cyuatd Russia is con-
nected with a higher migration from a given counitriRussia. On the basis
of the r-value it can be stated that the corretat®strong in the case of
Armenia, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, very high ifateon to Moldova and
Uzbekistan and high in the case of Azerbaijan, Beland Ukraine. In the
case of Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan the correlagioalysis showed
a low negative correlation. The sign of the Pearsamelation coefficient
indicates that with the decrease of differencethénlevel of GDP in these
countries (in comparison to Russia), migrationswgrehe low r-value indi-
cates, however, that this relationship is weakchanigrations from these
countries to Russia cannot be explained by diffdearels of income.

The above conclusions are extended by linear reigresnalysis. Fig-
ure 4 presents scatterplots together with the maqdelity measures for
each CIS country separately. The coefficient oédeinationR? in most of
the analysed countries confirms that in a largé ther volatility of migra-
tion can be explained within the model by differemin the level of GDP
per capitabetween the sending and receiving countries. éncése of Ar-
menia and Kyrgyzstan, the applied regression eguatkplains in more
than 80% the variability of the explained varialdle.the case of another
three countries, i.e. Tajikistan, Moldova and Uzbth, the value of the R-
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square coefficient was also high. This shows thatmhodel describes well
the volatility of migration from these countriesRaissia. At the same time,
in the case of Azerbaijan and Belarus almost Hatfi@ migration volatility
can be attributed to a change in the differencesi@me between these
countries and Russia. Ukraine is a country whetg 82% of migrations
can be explained under the model, i.e. the diffezein GDPper capita
between this country and Russia. Only in the cds&uokmenistan and
Kazakhstan do the differences in the level of GiglP capitacompared to
Russia not explain the migration processes, hdnisereasonable to look
for other factors that shape migrations from themgntries to Russia. Re-
garding migration from Kazakhstan to Russia, sedearch was undertak-
en, among others, by An and Becker (2013, pp. 44sBéwing that eco-
nomic uncertainty is an important factor shapingnaiiion in this direction.

Discussion

As it was shown on the basis of correlation andagjon analysis, migra-
tions from the most CIS countries to Russia magXained by a change
in income differences between these countries amgsiR. In the case of
eight out of ten analysed countries, a high valu#e correlation coeffi-
cient was obtained and the positive values of¢befficient confirmed that
the higher level of differences in the level ofonme between these coun-
tries and Russia is connected with higher migratmRussia. It is, there-
fore, in line with the assumptions of the neocleastheory of migration.
The regression analysis confirms these conclusienis the case of five
countries more than half of the migration volatilitan be explained by the
change in GDPper capitadifferences between these countries and Russia.
In the case of the next two countries — the vadtatibf migration is ex-
plained in almost 50% by the difference of GP& capita in the case of
another country — Ukraine — in 30% migrations wesglained within
the model.

Both correlation and regression analysis showedithidne case of only
two CIS countries — Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan igrations cannot
be explained by the differences in the level of G capita between
these countries and Russia. It follows that otlaetdrs shape migration
from these countries to Russia. Identificationhdse factors goes beyond
the scope of this study and constitutes an inceriiaw further research.

The above conclusions contribute to explaining wdgspite the crisis
in Russia, immigration to this country in 2014 @815 did not fall. Firstly,
not in all CIS countries were migrations to Russiiped in accordance
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with the assumptions of the neoclassical theoey despite the reduction in
differences in the level of income in comparisonRigssia there was no
decline in migration. Such a situation occurred’ urkmenistan, Moldova
and Kazakhstan. Secondly, the lack of decline igration to Russia de-
spite the crisis in this country can be explaingdhe simultaneous deterio-
ration of the economic situation in the sendingoegSuch situation oc-
curred in Ukraine, where the decline in GP& capitawas stronger than
in Russia. Thus, income differences between UkraimeRussia increased,
and as a result, in accordance with the assumptibtiie neoclassical theo-
ry of migration, migration from Ukraine to Russieieased. At this point,
it should be added that immigration from Ukrain€@i5 constituted 36%
of immigration from the CIS countries to Russiagréfore international
mobility from Ukraine has a significant impact dretscale of immigration
to Russia. Hence, the crisis in Ukraine accompanitre crisis in Russia
can be considered as one of the main factors ofrineth of immigration
to Russia in 2014-2015.

Conclusions

The analysis of migration processes in the CIS tmmhas its justifica-
tion, inter alia, in the context of competition for the inflow aghly quali-
fied migrants that takes place in thé'2&ntury. While the analysis did not
take into account the structure of migrants, buy dme scale of the migra-
tion phenomenon, it allows to conclude that Russen attractive destina-
tion for migration from the CIS countries. Whairigeresting, for migrants
from some of the countries (i.e. Turkmenistan, Mokl Kazakhstan), the
attractiveness of the Russian labour market doeslenrease even during
the economic crisis. Consequences of the abovetfar destination re-
gions (e.g. EU) depend, however, on the structbinmmigrants {nter alia,
by education). This aspect, however, was not tligesti of analysis and
constitutes an incentive for further research.
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Annex

Table 1. Change in income differences between Russia andirggrcountries
versus migration in 2014-2015

Decrease in migration to Increasein migration to
Russia Russia
Decrease in income differences Kyrgyzstan Turkmenistan
between particular sending Tajikistan Moldova
country and Russia Armenia Kazakhstan
Belarus
Azerbaijan
Uzbekistan
Increase in income differences Ukraine

between particular sending
country and Russia

Source: own elaboration based on The World Banka [2217) and Rosstat (2016b).

Figure 1. Dynamics of selected basic macroeconomic data ssigun 2008-2015
(in % as compared to the previous year)
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Source: own elaboration based on Rosstat (2016a).



Figure 2. Immigration to Russia (inflow) in the years 2000%3 with the
distinction of the CIS countries *
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Source: own elaboration based on Rosstat (2016b).

Figure 3. GDP per capita in the CIS countries in 2014 and 2015 (PPP, ctrren
international USD)
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Source: own elaboration based on the World Banka [2Q217).



Figure 4. Change in income differences between Russia andirggrcountries
versus migration to Russia in 2001-2015
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Figure 4. Continued
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