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MIHRAN V. GALSTYAN  

SOCIO-CULTURAL ISSUES OF LABOUR MIGRATION IN THE REPUBLIC 
OF ARMENIA  

SUMMARY 

The main aim of the dissertation is to explore the ethno-cultural and social 
transformations and consequences of labour migration on the level of migrants, 
their families, the ethnos as well as society. The dissertation is based on the 
comparative analyses of ethno-sociological research results and ethnological 
field materials conducted in Soviet and post-Soviet period. The analyses of 
these materials showed that post-Soviet emigration promoted the mobility of 
Armenian population, the development of new socio-cultural values, as well as 
it contributed to the acceleration of the destruction process of patriarchal family 
structure that existed in Armenian reality. The post-Soviet emigration had its 
effects on the social, economic structure as well as on socio-cultural relations of 
Armenian rural areas. Thus, it became an essential factor for the manifestation 
of a new reality, such as:the transformation of ethno-demographic, socio-
professional and gender-aged structure as well as material, spiritual, cultural 
and socio-normative changes in the society. The Soviet period of emigration 
had a marked seasonal character. Additionally, it was driven mainly by inhabi-
tants of Armenian mountainous and foothill regions. The post-Soviet emigration 
had a long-lasting characterand was driven by the inhabitants of nearly all the 
regions, both urban and rural areas. In the context of Soviet and post-Soviet 
emigration some changes were observed among the reasons of labour migra-
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tion as well as among the structure of ethnic, socio-professional, gender-aged 
and educational characteristics. In Soviet period the share of emigrant women 
was law, while among men there was a high percentage of those having sec-
ondary-vocational education. In post-Soviet period, in contrary,not only the 
number of women was increased but also the number of labour migrants hav-
ing higher education. The peculiarities of the family structure of Armenians and 
some ethnic minorities (particularly the presence of two or three generations 
living in one household) contributed to the development of migration behaviour 
and to the emigration of some workable aged people. If during the soviet period 
labour migrants’ groups were formed based on kinshipand territorial bases, in 
post-Soviet period the factor of kinshipwas replaced with non-kinship principle, 
as well as there was an increase of the number of people emigrating individu-
ally. The main flow of labour migration has always been directed to the Russian 
Federation. The main reason has been the absence of demands for visa, lan-
guage skills, common cultural characteristicsas well as the presence of a large 
Armenian community. The high level of unemployment in Armenia is an impor-
tant factor for labour migration. However, these factors are being realized only 
thanks to ethnic social networks formed abroad. Social network is an important 
mean for enabling and involving new labour migrants and for making the migra-
tion decision. These not only decrease the costs and risks of migration but also 
contribute to the integration to the new environment, easier control of behav-
ioural norms and reduction of external pressure. The results of the research 
indicate that both rural and urban population as well as ethnic minorities direct 
earned money to meet their prior family needs. Compared to the Soviet period 
costs associated with the construction of housing and marriage results were 
reduced. Part of them also covered educational and health costs of the family 
members.  

Depending on the duration of labour migration, the age and educational 
level of a migrant, as well as level of interaction with other –ethnics they invest 
new cultural elements in their everyday life both in the host-society and in their 
home country. Migration has become a source of formation of a new cultural 
and educational capital both for ethnic Armenians and for national minorities 
settled in Armenia.It has become also an important source for the development 
of ethnic-entrepreneurship in other-ethnic environment.  

Labour migration is an important challenge for thestability of a family and for 
the transformation of its structures.Compared with the average index of the 
republic, the rate of divorces is high among labour migrants. Labour migration 
contributes to the increase of permanent emigration trends from Armenian as 
well as increase of the number of children born abroad.  

 
 
 

 





 




