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Abstract
Large-scale migration against the full spectrum of demographic, economic and socio-cul-

tural challenges in Russia highlight the necessity for further reconsideration of the deeply rooted 
vestiges of traditional models of public administration based on Weber’s theory of rational bu-
reaucracy. Authors argue that the newly forming concept of Good Governance through the im-
plementation of the core principles of the Open Government model – the inclusion principle and 
the principle of information transparency in government – can be an adequate response to the 
complexity of the changing reality, i.e., Russia’s current and future challenges. 

Th e authors present an inclusive migration concept – Immigration as Affi  liation (H. Mo-
tomura) – as complementing the Good Governance concept in  the sphere of government mi-
gration management. To describe existing eff ective mechanisms of and existing barriers to this 
migration concept implementation, sequential analysis is provided both for the sphere of public 
administration, and public service in Russia. 
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Introduction

Th e reality of a new Russia, highlighted by a demographic shift  and inten-
sifi ed large-scale labor migration, requires a  reassessment and revision of basic 
principles and approaches in migration public management, as well as new forms 
of state regulation for the increasing complexity of the social reality, and collabora-
tion with new social groups/actors (Obolonsky, 2011).
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Transnational migration is gradually becoming an integral component of the 
socio-economic and political spheres of Russia against the background of an in-
creasingly ageing population, a projected signifi cant reduction in the working age 
population, and increasing labor shortages. It is thus quite clear that Russia’s mi-
gration policy is aimed, above all, at comprehensively and consistently addressing 
three main objectives in economic, demographic, and socio-cultural spheres:
– fi rstly, the necessity to constantly overcome the growing labor shortages in all 

sectors of the national economy, by taking eff ective measures to implement the 
transition from unregulated labor migration towards replacement immigration

– secondly, a pressing need to mitigate the depopulation processes in a number 
of regions, as well as in the country as a whole, since by 2025 the population 
of Russia is going to shrink by at least 10–15 million people (medium sce-
nario of the population projection)

– thirdly, the necessity of facilitating labor immigrants comprehensive integra-
tion into both institutional and socio-cultural environments.
As the historical migration experience of Western European countries, which 

modern Russia predominantly follows, has shown, achievement of the above men-
tioned objectives depends on a gradual reform of the system of public migration 
management, as  well as  changing the Russian migration legislation conceptual 
frameworks.

Th is migration reform requires the inevitable transition in a medium- and 
long-term perspective from the rigid concept of Immigration as Contract towards 
the more fl exible and inclusive modern migration concept of Immigration as Affi  l-
iation (Motomura, 2006) as is inherent to new immigration countries. Th e former 
concept correlates with Weber’s theory of rational bureaucracy (Sager & Rosser, 
2009; Gale & Hummel, 2003) and clearly defi nes and limits the agents of pub-
lic management and objects of managing; the latter is associated with the new 
emerging state-public governance concept of Good Governance (GG) through 
the implementation of the core principles of the Open Government model (OG).

Th e Immigration as Contract concept has at its core one simple demand that 
labor migrants are being forced to accept and obey: “play by our rules or leave”. 
It is “based on the sense that fairness and justice for lawful immigrants does not 
require us to treat them as the equals of citizens” (Moromura, 2006, p. 10) and, 
the state is  unilaterally entitled to  make any decisions towards migrants as  ob-
jects of managing without considering the interests of the latter and thus allowing 
a wide margin of latent and open confl icts in the future.

Th e most preferred alternative for Russia, on  the premise that in  the future 
it will inevitably become a new immigration country, is the phased implementation 
of the modern and fl exible migration concept – Immigration as Affi  liation. Correlat-
ing with the GG model, this migration concept focuses on the principle of inclusion 
(participation) in the process of gradual integration of labor migrants/immigrants 
(and most importantly – their children) in public and political relations as they are 
getting permanent employment, giving birth to children, obtaining the citizenship 
of a receiving country, and strengthening their social ties. In this process immigrants 
are gradually transforming “from outsiders to  quasi citizens” (Rodriguez, 2008, 
p. 1113). In Russia, the complexity of  the transition towards this modern model 
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of public migration management is due to the country lacking a genuine develop-
ment strategy as well as articulated clear objectives in the migration sector1, which 
inevitably negatively aff ects the quality of governance (Lee, Rainey & Chun, 2009). 
Another negative side-eff ect is related to the absolute predominance of anti-immi-
grant rhetoric (oft en of populist and pro-nationalist orientation) in the public/politi-
cal sphere presented by so-called “modernizers”, “conservative statists” and “cultural 
fundamentalists”2 who, in varying degrees, express their commitment to the exclu-
sive migration model of the Persian Gulf states (although the applicability of this 
model for the Russian context is highly questionable).

As the past migration experiences of Western European countries (which mod-
ern Russia is following) have demonstrated, the risk of the long-term use of state dis-
criminatory practices and exclusive Weber theory’s approaches in respect to “tem-
porary” labor migrants is that sooner or later a growing latent confl ict of interests 
becomes an  open confrontation between sides. Such confl icts in  the migration 
sphere are particularly acute and multilayered as the confl ict sides oft en diff erenti-
ated along the markers of ethnicity, religion, and legal status.

In this article the authors argue that for Russia the carefully calibrated introduc-
tion of the modern migration concept of Immigration as Affi  liation based on the prin-
ciples of OG will provide a more stable and equitable balance of  interests between 
diff erent groups and reduce the risk of instability (Barabashev, 2013; Manning & Pari-
son, 2003; Bevir, Rhodes & Weller, 2003) in the economic and socio-cultural spheres.

Th e Core Principles of the OG Model in Migration Management

Despite the fact that Russia has not joined the Open Government Partnership 
platform yet, some signifi cant steps of great importance towards the moderniza-
tion of the public administration system were made in 2012 by launching the OG 
project in Russia3. Th e goal of this project is the revision of the principles of “tradi-
tional” public administration with its coordinate system of “agents of public man-
agement – (vs.) objects of managing” in favor of public service and civil society 
increasing its openness and the revision of the principles of the capacity-building 
of civil servants (Borshchevskiy, 2014, p. 77).

In relation to  the migration administration in  Russia, the transition to  the 
concept of Immigration as Affi  liation is closely linked to the implementation of the 

1 In 2012 President V. Putin approved the State Migration Policy Concept of the Russian Federation through 
to 2025, but it is largely lacking in strategy and practical relevance. 
2 In the terminology of V. Malakhov, in Russia a public political discourse on immigration is “monopolized” 
and divided among the following players: 
– “modernizers” focus on the negative impact of a large contingent of low-skilled migrant workers as their 
labor hinders economic modernization in Russian;
– “conservative statists” emphasize connecting migration with national security threats (using the broadest 
possible interpretation of the term “national security”); 
– “cultural fundamentalists” appeal to “cultural purity” preservation (in terms of so-called “spiritual security”) 
of the Russian society and consider migrants – bearers of an alien culture – as a permanent substantial threat 
(Malakhov, 2016, p. 16–17). 
3 Open Government project (2012) in Russia (www.open.gov.ru) is mainly based on the US Open Government 
Directive (2009) (www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/fi les/omb/assets/memoranda_2010/m10-06.pdf).
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following principles of modern public administration which are based on the OG 
model: (1) inclusion (civil society participation), and (2) information transparency.

We are going to analyze the existing institutions and administrative practices 
that are used to implement these two principles in the sphere of governance of mi-
gration policy and correlate the latter with the current situation in labor migra-
tion/migration processes in Russia.

Th e inclusion principle
Under the conceptual framework of GG the basis of this principle implemen-

tation is the “so-called “neoliberal solution”, which is extending the notion of the 
state to include other organizations (Schultz, 2014)” (Barabashev, 2016, p. 178). 
As a result, a “monopolized assignment and performance of functions [by the state 
in  the past – authors] is becoming replaced by a collaborative system4 of public 
actors in networks of joint eff orts of governmental civil society actions (Collabora-
tion Network) (Osborne, Radnor & Strokosch, 2016)” (Barabashev, 2016, p. 178).

 In relation to migration management in Russia, at the moment it can be noted 
that the basis for the functioning of a new system of collaborative governance that 
provides cooperation between public and civil society actors (though not on the 
principle of separation of powers yet) has been established, as well as institutional-
ized mechanisms of representation of the various social groups’ interests – mainly 
citizens, but also lawful permanent residents and foreign nationals.

Since the rights and legitimate interests of  the labor migrants are not pre-
sented by any political party in Russia, the realization of the principle of inclusion 
is of tremendous importance. Th is principle can be implemented – to varying de-
grees – by the following representative and consultative/advisory bodies:
– Th e Public Chamber of the Russian Federation (www.oprf.ru) and regional 

public chambers as a special mechanism that promotes articulation, aggrega-
tion of social groups’ interests, and representation of the latter.

– Public/Expert Councils (consultative and advisory bodies) affi  liated with 
relevant public authority bodies as  mechanisms for conveying the consid-
ered views/expertise of certain social/professional groups with the possibility 
of potentially reconciling them in the decision-making process5. 
In implementing the principle of inclusion, each of the above mentioned in-

stitutions experiences certain issues associated with the alignment of the mecha-
nisms of  formation/functioning of  representative, advisory/consultative bodies 
in correlation with the realities and specifi c features of labor migration processes 
in Russia. Among these issues are the following:
1)  Regarding the potential opportunities off ered by the Public Chamber of the 

Russian Federation and regional public chambers for representation of  the 
migrant workers/communities’ interests, it is important to note that the fol-
lowing issues remain unresolved:

4 See also: Collaborative Governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008).
5 Councils on  Interethnic Relations and Migration Policy affi  liated with the Committees/Ministries 
in constituent territories of the Russian Federation; Expert Council of the Federal Migration Service (until 
2016); Presidential Council for Interethnic Relations, and others.
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(а) Th e legitimacy of the heterogeneous contingent representation (migrant’s 
groups are diff erentiated by country of origin, length of stay and current 
status in Russia, professional affi  liation; diff erent life strategies of the mi-
grants themselves at the personal level, adaptive skills, etc.)

(b) Th e mechanism of the delegation of a right of representation and promo-
tion of the interests of migrant groups (primarily, the criteria of candi-
dates electivity).

Th e Legitimacy of Heterogeneous Contingent Representation 
In theory, the representation of such a signifi cant group as migrant workers/

migrants in contemporary Russia and conveyance of its considered views/interests 
to the decision makers, as well as the gradual inclusion of this group into socio-
economic and political processes as new actors, are important tasks for any pro-
gressive comprehensive cooptation of this contingent (at least, part of it) into the 
socio-economic and political sphere of the receiving country.

It should be noted that in Russia the high heterogeneity of the migrant group – 
a factor which is not suffi  ciently taken into account – can be a barrier to achieving 
these tasks. For example, sociological studies in St. Petersburg showed that any 
migrant community (oft en called “ethnic diaspora”) consists of various social en-
vironments that are relatively isolated and barely interact with each other. In par-
ticular, taking the example of Azerbaijani migrant community, rigid boundaries 
between at  least several subgroups were discovered. Th e fi rst subgroup consists 
of migrants/immigrants (residents of Azerbaijani origin), well integrated and who 
have achieved a certain economic well-being in various spheres in St. Petersburg. 
During their spare time they “have a privilege to be “Azeris”... As a rule, they act 
as leaders of ethno-cultural autonomies. Some of them have made ethnicity a hob-
by, others – a profession. Th ey claim to represent the interests of “all Azerbaijanis 
of  St. Petersburg” (Panchenkov, 2008, p. 169) and to  be the key intermediaries 
between “Diaspora” and regional authorities.

Meanwhile, the second heterogeneous subgroup (much larger than the fi rst one 
in numbers) – consists of the new incoming economic migrants and “temporary” la-
bor migrants. Th e boundary between these sub-subgroup communities is not of an 
ethnic dimension, but based on several interconnected criteria: length of stay in the 
city, degree of integration, social and legal status, lifestyles and so on” (Panchenkov, 
2008, p. 169–170). Typically, the aggregation of interests of this important sub-sub-
group remains problematic as it is related to candidates’ electivity criteria.

Th e Mechanism of the Delegation of a Right of Representation 
According to Th e Federal Law of the Russian Federation from 4 April 2005, 

N 32-FZ “About the Public Chamber of  the Russian Federation” (Current state 
on 28.11.2015), Article 7, an important criterion for a candidate’s election to the 
Chamber is their legal status – citizenship of the Russian Federation. Under Th e 
Federal Law of the Russian Federation from 23 June 2016, N 183-FZ “About Gen-
eral Principles of the Organization and Activities of Public Chambers of Subjects 
of the Russian Federation,” in order to get elected to the regional public chamber 
the candidate should be delegated by an non-profi t/NGO organization. Also, be-
sides citizenship of the Russian Federation, the candidate should also be a resident 
on the territory of the subject and have worked in the sphere of his/her representa-
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tion and in the protection of the rights and legitimate interests of professional and 
social groups for at least three years.

Th is criterion for electivity allows to one to constitute the right of the fi rst small-
er sub-group (see above) representatives – as a rule, the heads of national-cultural 
autonomies – to speak on behalf of every single person belonging to (or associating 
with) a certain “nationality” (ethnicity). On one hand, the lack of Russian citizen-
ship puts considerable groups of labor migrants/migrants in the position of outsid-
ers, whose interests may not be represented at the public level. On the other hand, 
the diffi  cult procedure of obtaining Russian citizenship forces migrants to rethink 
their life strategies in favor of temporary stays. Th us, since the migration concept 
of Immigration as Contract dominates in Russia, many labor migrants/migrants of-
ten do not think about the legalization of their status, considering it to be a waste 
of  time and money, and describing naturalization/legalization as  a vain attempt 
to address an issue that is not going to bring them any dividends. 

Sociological surveys on labor migrants/migrants of diff erent origins show that 
about 27% of migrants are willing to stay in Russia for their entire life-time (Mu-
komel, 2012, p. 254). However, experts express doubts that migrants giving certain 
direct answers in questionnaires are necessarily going to implement them in real-
ity. Obviously, a particular migrant, depending on many factors may, fi rstly, have 
several variable scenarios of his/her future life strategy, actualizing under the cer-
tain consequences of one of these; and secondly, they may make adjustments and 
change these scenarios in the light of the new circumstances. It applies both to those 
who, according to the questionnaire surveys, “are going stay in Russia,” and to those 
who, at  the moment, are not. Time-extended in-depth interviews with labor mi-
grants from Central Asian countries show that they are, most of the time, likely to be 
in a never-ending search for the best life opportunities and adjusting their plans all 
the time. It is necessary to also take into account that migrant’s behavior, especially 
of those who are coming from rural areas or small towns of Central Asia, is strongly 
determined not so much by his/her sole decisions, but as a result of diffi  cult negotia-
tions within the networks that the migrant belongs to. He/she is infl uenced by the 
general regulatory requirements (how he/she should behave), as well as the opinions 
of relatives and friends, and also has to protect the common interests of the family 
(Abashin, 2016, p. 35). 

A more relevant data collection is  that which was provided by  the World 
Bank as a result of a survey of Tajik migrants who have stayed in Russia for more 
than three months. Th is survey showed that 73% of migrants prefer a temporary 
(circular) labor migration, 11% would like to stay in Russia for up  to one year, 
and only 16% expressed their wiliness to establish permanent residence in Russia. 
Th e survey provided similar results for Kyrgyz migrants6. 

It has to be pointed out that presently Russia is lacking in the practice of rep-
resenting migrants’ interests in  the Public Chamber as an institution for public 
representation. Russian citizenship as a formal electivity criterion for a Chamber 
candidate, and in  being a  main mechanism of  the Public Chamber formation, 
is  further exacerbating the gap in  representation between the “old-timers” and 

6 See: World Bank, www.worldbank.org/ECA.
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new incoming migrant workers who have not rationalized their life strategy yet. 
Th us, this criterion is putting these migrant workers in a marginal position, and 
pushing them beyond the framework of Russian society.
2) Public/Expert Councils (Consultative and Advisory Bodies) Affi  liated with Rel-

evant Public Authority Bodies 
An impressive legal framework has recently been established for the regula-

tion of the organization and modalities public appraisals and expert deliberations7 
in preparation for the decisions to be made by the Government. According to ex-
perts Y. Kuzminov and A. Zhulin, “consistency of the methodological and regula-
tory framework of the Open Government in Russia has no world analogues and 
it is recognized by many foreign partners”(Kuzminov & Zhulin, 2016, p. 4). 

Public and Expert Councils (consultative/advisory bodies) affi  liated with the 
relevant Federal and regional government executive bodies are important institu-
tions that symbolize a progressive movement of the public administration in Rus-
sia towards the type found in advanced democracies. At the same time the practice 
of organization and functioning of those councils specializing on migration and 
migrant integration issues does not always provide an adequate response to the 
challenges of modern Russian reality.

We can allocate the following commonly used applied administrative prac-
tices that can have a negative impact on council performance and make them 
less effi  cient:
– Th e use of selective, non-transparent mechanisms of council formation;
– Admittance (by invitation) as members of councils of so-called ’leaders’ 

of ethno-cultural associations (hereinaft er – EC association8) and ethno-cul-
tural autonomies (hereinaft er – EC autonomy9)10;

7 Th e Presidential Decree of the Russian Federation from 2 September 2012, N 167 “About the public discus-
sion of draft  Federal constitutional laws and Federal laws;” Th e Order of the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion from 1 September 2012, N 877 “About approval of structure of regulatory legal acts and other documents, 
including program, developed by federal executive bodies which cannot be accepted without preliminary dis-
cussion at meetings of public councils in case of these federal executive bodies” (Current state on 15.06.2013); 
Th e Order of the Government of the Russian Federation from 25 August 2012, N 851 “About the procedure for 
disclosure by Federal Executive bodies the information on preparation of projects of normative legal acts and 
results of public discussion” (Current state on 01.04.2016); Th e Presidential Decree of the Russian Federation 
from 4 August 2006, N 842 “About the order of formation of public councils at the federal ministries, federal 
services and federal agencies, management of which activity is performed by the President of the Russian Fed-
eration, at  the federal services and federal agencies subordinated to  these federal ministries” (Current state 
on 23.05.2013); Federal Law of April 4, 2005 N 32-FZ “About Civic Chamber of the Russian Federation.” 
8 Th e mission of  EC associations is  to establish communication between people of  the same ethnicity, 
language and culture, to preserve and promote ethnic culture, as well as to preserve a native language and 
ethnic identity.
9 Under the Federal Law of  17 June 1996, N 74-FZ “About Etho-Cultural Autonomy”, EC autonomy 
is comprised of Russian citizens who identify themselves with a certain ethnic group that has a status of ethnic 
minority group that is corresponding with a certain territory. Th e EC autonomy mission is a preservation 
of language, ethnic culture, ethnic identity, and education.
10 According to Vasiliy Filippov, oft en in practice, EC associations/autonomies provide a “façade” by showing 
co-optation and demonstrating that migrants groups are obtaining recognition of their cultural rights and 
legitimate interests by  public authorities. Majority of  EC associations/autonomies in  Russia are focused 
on competition for the public grants for mass cultural events (the organization of the traditional folk holidays 
or  folk concerts) and for other material benefi ts. Many “ethnic leaders” are using the status of  the “ethnic 
leaders” to become government offi  cials at the relevant “ethno-cultural agencies” (Filippov, 2001, p. 190).
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– Admittance (by invitation) of representatives of oft en non-core and “chosen 
few” institutions of  higher education, quasi-experts and pervasive practice 
of non-admittance of the migrant/immigrant target groups’ representatives;

– Widespread lack of systematic work of the councils (their eff ectiveness and 
work on a regular basis or formal work ’for show’ largely depends on the po-
litical will of the head of the relevant administrative body).
Furthermore, a special problem concerns the legitimacy of the representation 

of migrant groups by the ’leaders’ of EC associations/autonomies. Valeriy Tishkov 
points out the problem of  migrant/ethnic groups’ heterogeneity and the varying 
degrees of representation of such groups by EC associations/autonomies: “...oft en 
a group of people united in a ethno-cultural autonomy, is  trying to represent the 
interests of all the people. Meanwhile, in such organizations it is diffi  cult to envisage 
the democratic election procedures. Th erefore, what theses ethno-cultural autonomy 
organizations are talking and writing about cannot be shared by with thousands and 
tens of thousands of those who belong to the same nation. Due to this fact, situations 
fraught with serious consequences are oft en taking place…” (Tishkov, 2008, p. 16). 
Offi  cially registered EC associations/ autonomies and ethnic organizations of  im-
migrants from former Soviet states are characterized by their non-transparent way 
of  functioning and the weak engagement of newly arrived migrants. Many heads 
of EC associations/autonomies are using their status as a tool to achieve personal/
narrow group (clan, family, etc.) economic, political and other goals. In turn, this 
produces a replication of such negative phenomena as clientelism and corruption. 
Th us, the representative of the Association of Assyrians in Moscow, R. Bidjamov, de-
scribes the situation as follows: “Th e legitimacy of the ethno-cultural organizations 
is a very vexing question for all of us. It is no secret that most of them are in real-
ity types of interest groups or clubs; they are quasi organizations that do not have 
strong links with the ethnic environment and are oft en headed by unprofessional, 
incompetent, ambitious leaders who are profoundly alien to democratic traditions” 
(Filippov, 2008, p. 7–8). Oft en the leaders and activists of the EC associations/auton-
omies are carrying out the role of intermediary between migrants and local employ-
ers, acting as ethnic entrepreneurs and exacerbating the “shadow” market economy 
of foreign labor in Russia. It was they who “ensured a continuous infl ux of laborforce 
from their countries and reserved job quotas for migrants under their own media-
tion business, turning the latter into a commodity; “took upon themselves” all the 
“hassles “for the legalization of the newly arrived migrants; and oft en sold them fake 
permits and medical insurances” (Yushkovskaya, 2014, p. 3), thus aggravating the 
situation with migrants who had been already rendered powerless. 

Th us, in  modern Russia EC associations/autonomies do  not fi t the crite-
ria of classic civic associations which are based on principles of self-organizing, 
democratic procedures, non-hierarchical system of development and decision-
making process, relative autonomy from the state, etc. Th e functional specifi city 
of  the Russian EC associations/autonomies aff ects the councils’ work perfor-
mance. A special feature is that “ethnic entrepreneurs, ethnically biased research-
ers, and government offi  cials are becoming the main experts, although their self-
interests lie <...> in preserving local and in particular ethnic identities” (Shabaev 
& Sadokhin, 2014). Oft en this leads to a contradiction with the mission of these 
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councils to provide objective expertise on interethnic relations together with the 
harmonization of relations between diff erent social groups (especially between 
newly arrived migrants and host society members), and to contribute to the so-
cio-cultural adaptation and comprehensive integration of  labor migrants into 
Russian society.

At the same time, the potential of the few socially-oriented and human rights 
organizations that perform important functions for labor migrant groups’ inter-
ests and representation, as well as the protection of migrants basic rights and le-
gitimate interests, virtually remains unclaimed. Th e range of these organizations 
activities is very limited; they lack broad social support among migrants them-
selves11. For the most part, they are deprived of the opportunity to convey their 
considered views to the general public and policy makers and thus these organiza-
tions are excluded from the public and political domain. Th eir activities are invol-
untarily directed, primarily, not towards the resolution of accumulated systemic 
problems in the sphere of migration management, but rather towards providing 
social and legal assistance and support to migrants on an individual basis.

Th e Principle of Information Transparency in Government 
Providing the general public with objective and comprehensive information 

about both the current state of  migration processes, and appropriate measures 
in migration management is of tremendous importance in the light of the high 
levels of widespread xenophobia and migrant-phobia widespread the general pop-
ulation in Russian. Incomplete, inconsistent and unreliable data on migration can 
have a direct impact on social relations and lead to their destabilization.

Despite the legal regulations in Russia that oblige the authorities to inform 
the population about the state of aff airs in  their respective fi eld of activities/re-
sponsibilities, “the conducted expert analysis indicates the lack of a unifi ed State 
policy in respect of the information provided by government information resourc-
es, <...> led to  the administrative barriers appearance in obtaining information 
and signifi cantly reduced access to  available information” (Dmitrieva & Styrin, 
2014). In general, most websites of relevant government bodies formally comply 
with legal requirements, but their content does not meet the necessary conditions 

11 On the one hand, an overall low level of organizational engagement and participation in the political 
sphere among migrants/immigrants; unwillingness to  defend their rights and legitimate interests, 
including the simplifi cation and liberalization of migration laws to work, go to school for migrant children 
(and  continuously attend classes), or  apply for permanent status in  Russia,  – are related to  migrant/
immigrant political and legal cultures they belong to as they come mostly from developing countries with 
underdeveloped democratic traditions and institutions.
– On the other hand, so-called “sovereign democracy” established in Russia and aggravated by corruption 
in the relevant agencies confront any migrant with a typical choice – either to stay quiet or not leave the 
workspace/temporary home to  have an  opportunity to  work, or  to be  active and fi nally face high risk 
of deportation and little chance of return.
– Typical for many migrants unwillingness to defend their own socio-economic rights is due to the fact 
that before going to Russia they psychologically adjust, i.e. prepare themselves for deprivation, temporary 
heavy and non-prestigious work. And the lack of interest in the comprehensive social migrant integration 
in Russian society is due to, on the one hand, high level of xenophobia/migrant-phobia among receiving 
society members and the complexity of  migrants embedding in  social relations, and the impossibility 
of obtaining social benefi ts (unlike in the EU), – on the other hand.
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of completeness, relevance, validity, and understandability of information for the 
users. Th at is why, according to sociological surveys, “65 percent of the daily In-
ternet audience use social media and blogs to fi nd objective information” (Kuzmi-
nov & Zhulin, 2016). Taking into account the specifi city and growing politiciza-
tion of migration-related topics, the lack of objective information may negatively 
impact the quality of modern governance and undermine the population’s con-
fi dence in Government institutions, as well as  largely aff ect public opinion and 
social relations in general.

Formation of a Professional Cadre for Public Service 
in the Sphere of Migration Management

Professional training for government offi  cials is one of the key tasks of the 
OG principles’ implementation, based on the way the realization of the modern 
concept of GG is  in practice. From 2002 to  the present there has been a con-
sistent trend both at Federal and regional levels in Russia for the gradual tar-
geted replacement of “civilians” at key public service vacancies by the so-called 
“siloviki” (candidates who served in  security, militia, and military agencies). 
Th is is mainly due to the fact that current competitive selection and hiring pro-
cedures commonly used in the system of government service are not competen-
cy-based recruitment processes and are not based on the adversarial principle 
and openness, and thus are of  “subjective and formal character ... that brings 
to civil service candidates with the worst professional competencies. ... ” (Bor-
shchevskiy, 2014, p. 73).

According to the expert Georgiy Borshchevskiy, among the specifi c features 
of administrative practices in Russia which make it extremely diffi  cult to imple-
ment the OG principles in practice and to enable the government administra-
tion to function eff ectively, are the following factors: the recruitment by pulling 
strings and on the basis of personal fi delity (42.4%), lack of priorities in person-
nel policies (34.1%), and underestimation of the role of professional competen-
cies in selection and recruitment process (23.5%) (Borshchevskiy, 2011). 

As a result, a number of government bodies regulating and managing migra-
tion processes (in particular, the Directorate for Migration Aff airs of the Ministry 
of Internal Aff airs and the Federal Agency for Ethnic Aff airs) clearly show com-
mon features of the civil service in modern Russia:
– “militarization” of the public administration12 (more than half of the former 

representatives of  security and law enforcement agencies, former offi  cers 

12 For instance, Olga Kirillova, Head of the Directorate for Migration Aff airs of the Ministry of Internal Aff airs, 
is a Police Colonel; Igor Barinov, a Head of the Federal Agency for Ethnic Aff airs, a Colonel, served as a head 
of the FSB regional squad “ALFA” (before being elected Deputy of the State Duma (parliament of the Russian 
Federation) in 2003); Mikhail Ipatov, a Deputy Director of the Federal Agency for Ethnic Aff airs has worked 
most of his career for the military services; Police Major-General Oleg Makhno, a Head of the St. Petersburg 
Committee on Inter-Ethnic Relations and Implementation of Migration Policy, served most of his carreer under 
the Ministry of Internal Aff airs of the Russian Federation before being appointed by the Lieutenant-General 
Georgy Poltavchenko, current Governor of St. Petersburg who most of his career served in KGB and police 
agencies; Vadim Y. Okrushko, a Deputy Director of the St. Petersburg Committee on Inter-Ethnic Relations and 
Implementation of Migration Policy, is a Police Colonel and most of his career served in police agencies.
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of the KGB/FSB13, in particular, are in leadership decision-making positions) 
(Kryshtanovskaya, 2006; 2015)

– general “deintellectualization” of political and executive elites (Kryshtanovs-
kaya, 2002, p. 161; 2015) as a result of the ongoing decline in the educational 
levels of its representatives since 200214 and the common practice not to hire 
(not to invite) specialists with professional competences in a particular oc-
cupational area of public administration

– noncompliance with principles of  public accountability and information 
transparency, to a greater or lesser extent15.
Nowadays in Russia, public migration agencies, in essence, serve as the “mi-

gration police”16. Th is is  rooted in  the specifi c public management/leadership 
style related to the previous professional experience of most public senior ex-
ecutives and a number of staff  members who previously served primarily in the 
security services, and thus lack appropriate competencies/training/experience 
in such a challenging segment of public governance as migration/immigration 
management.

According to an expert review by G. Borshchevskiy on the OG project in Rus-
sia, to correct these negative trends in public service in Russia, the following basic 
steps in the sphere of personnel policies are required:
– to introduce mandatory selection procedures for public senior executives, 

and not for junior staff  only as is the case at present
– “to bring professional post requirements for the civil service positions into 

line with relevant professional standards” (Borshchevskiy, 2014, p. 77).
In times of increasing complexity of migration processes, the lack of civil 

servants (especially in senior positions) who have obtained professional training 
and experience in the relevant fi eld of governance to some extent may be one 
of  the main factors causing the so-called crisis of modern state governance – 
“the inability of States to cope with increasing number of challenges of innova-
tive development, speed, complexity, and unpredictability of changes (Obolon-
sky, 2014, p. 145–146), and to create fl exible management tools...” (Barabashev, 
2016, p. 166). 

According to  Alexey Barabashev, expert on  crises of  state governance and 
public administration processes, in Russia at the moment the following precursors 
of this crisis can be found in state migration management:
– “mechanisms of  administrative control ... are inadequate to  the scale and 

depth of the problems”
– management solutions are “outdated, costly and corrupt”, and do not refl ect 

“the complexity and new phenomena in social life.“ (Barabashev, 2016, p. 166). 

13 It is indicative and symptomatic that in 2016 the Federal Migration Service was disbanded, and became 
a part of the Ministry of Internal Aff airs of the Russian Federation. 
14 As a  result, civil servants’ career advancement has no  correlation with their education/professional 
training profi le (Borshchevskiy, 2014, p. 75), and the latter loses its meaning.
15 An exemplary case is  the web-site of  the St. Petersburg Committee on  Inter-Ethnic Relations and 
Implementation of Migration Policy (www.gov.spb.ru/gov/otrasl/kmormp/).
16 St. Petersburg Committee on Inter-Ethnic Relations and Implementation of Migration Policy is a good 
example in this regard (Rozanova, 2016).
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Conclusion

Th e current stage of state migration management can be described as tran-
sitional, which combines an  eclectic conjunction of  Weber’s theory of  rational 
bureaucracy together with selective implementation of the OG principles based 
on the new concept of GG.

It is highly important to note that in 2012 the Russian government, together 
with experts from the community, laid the foundations for the migration con-
cept Immigration as  Affi  liation, practical implementation of  which requires the 
systematic introduction of the respective principles of the OG model in the frame-
work of the developing fl agship concept of GG. Analysis of the practical experi-
ence of the introduction of GG, including through the principles of OG, shows 
that the problems in its implementation include the lack of goal-setting system, 
ineffi  cient quality of education and training for public servants, and the closeness 
of the group of participants in the partnership between Government authorities 
and public/civil society associations:
– Under current conditions of  intensifi cation and complexity of  migration 

processes the GG concept formulated as “a network of interaction between 
the State and citizens where citizens [highlighted by the authors] participate 
in managerial decision-making processes, and their organizations and as-
sociations are presented in the system of State administration” (Barabashev, 
2016, p. 171) does not fully meet the challenges of  the new reality in  the 
sphere of  migration management. Th e concept omits from “civil society” 
labor migrants and most “potential citizens” (“quasi-citizens” – in terms 
of H. Motomura), who are in the “transition” stage by becoming increas-
ingly active participants in economic, social and political processes in host 
countries.17 Such an artifi cial separation between citizens and non-citizens 
in regard to migration is in confl ict with the basic principle of OG, namely, 
the principle of inclusion.

– A defi cit of civil servants (especially in senior positions) who have high levels 
of education, advanced professional training and practical experience in the 
relevant fi eld of migration management may lead to  incoherent and some-
times detrimental actions, and aggravate the so-called crisis of modern state 
governance.

– Lack of any State goal-setting system/National Strategy is a factor that has 
a negative impact on the quality of State governance in general. Th e absence 
of a vector of the country’s strategic development in the sphere of migration 
(either on the way to new immigration countries with inclusive public man-
agement practices, or on the way to Persian Gulf countries with their rigid 
exclusive approaches and practices) will prolong a situation of uncertainty, 
sooner or later unleashing demographic and socio-economic instability.

17 Th e (self) segregation of  migrant/immigrant communities in  the past in  Western Europe (particularly, 
in Germany) that led to instability in social relations and forced the decision-makers to reconsider the principles 
of interaction with minorities presented by migrants/immigrants. Th e current political move from the migrant 
exclusion approach towards concept on comprehensive migrant integration is based on the OG concept that 
facilitates immigrant cooptation and larger participation in governance/decision-making process.
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