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Among the most pressing tasks confronting leaders of the Central Asian states is the

reconciliation of their desire to expedite legitimation of rule by reifying titular cultural

paradigms with the need to construct inclusive civic modes of national self-

conception. Kazakhstan is perhaps the best example from the region wherein the con-

struction of a multicultural, inclusive homeland concept is essential to the future of the

state. The poignancy of Kazakhstan’s situation relates to the fact that its population

consists of nearly equal numbers of titular and non-titular peoples, often living

compactly in different regions of the state. Large-scale migration of predominately

European ethnic minorities from Kazakhstan’s territory since the late Soviet period

has coupled with high birth rates among ethnic Kazakhs and the “return migration”

of diasporic Kazakhs to elevate the titular community to a 53.4% majority (from

40.1 in 1989).1

At present, however, there remain over one hundred different ethnic groups within

Kazakhstan’s territorial limits. Most members of these groups descend from families

and often small communities that have lived in the region for multiple generations. For

many the prospect of living in another place, even if that place were to be their

ethno-national “kin-state,” would be akin to entering a conditional displacement

often associated with the term “diaspora.” Such territorialization of identity relates

to the fact that they, like their parents and often grandparents, have been acculturated

to the lifestyle, language, climate, and customs of their local homelands within the

former Kazakh SSR (now Republic of Kazakhstan). It should, however, be noted

that few have been able to reconcile their sense of local territorialization with the

socio-political changes occurring at the state scale.

The notion of a Kazakhstani (civic national) territorial identity has yet to penetrate

very deeply among the majority of peoples of the state. They continue to regard their

ethnic identities as primary, with the abstract notion of “Kazakhstani” citizenship

taking a subsidiary position. The goal of this essay is to enhance understanding of

the discourses of identity and homeland conception enacted by the oft-ignored non-

titular, non-Russian ethnic communities of Kazakhstani society and Central Asia in

general.2 In what follows, I analyze data derived from fieldwork conducted in

2000–2002 pertaining to homeland conceptions, migration decisions, and identity

politics of Germans and Koreans as representatives of this component of Kazakhstan’s
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population. These data provide a means of exploring the negotiation of identity and

homeland between the case communities’ kin-states (Germany and South Korea),

their host-state (Republic of Kazakhstan), and the local socio-spatial networks that

have sustained their “original” ethnic identities for decades (Areas of Compact

Living).

The first step in this process is to provide historical sketches of the two case com-

munities. After this, I will outline the evolution of nationality policy in the Republic of

Kazakhstan and the rise of transnationalism among the case communities as a means

of engaging the matter of homeland as a social construct.

Historical Sketch of Kazakhstan’s Germans

The first permanent settlement of ethnic Germans on Russian territory can be traced to

Tsarina Catherine’s invitation for Germanic settlers to populate territories conquered

by Tsarist armies in wars against the Tatars and Ottoman Empire from the sixteenth to

the eighteenth centuries.3

By 1897, some 7,049 Germans were identified as living in the territory currently

known as Kazakhstan.4 Following the Russian revolution and its commensurate punitive

transfers of population, this number swelled to some 51,094 in 1926.5 Tsarist retraction

of various rights6 combined with the Germanophobic “Slavophil Movement” of the late

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to spur the Germans in the Volga region to

rally behind Bolshevik forces during the years leading up to and during the Russian

Revolution.7 The “Autonomous Communes of Volga German Workers” evolved into

some of the first autonomous ethnic regions of the Soviet Union in 1924,8 and by

1940, the nearly 1,000 separate colonies of the Volga German Autonomous Republic

held more than 25% of the Soviet Germans.

Suffering profoundly during the purges and collectivization campaigns of the

1930s, the Germans of the Volga German Republic and other German settlements9

were devastated by the mass transfers that followed the outbreak of hostilities

between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union. Fearing a “fifth column” within their

territory, the Stalinist government initiated mass deportations of Crimean, Volhynia,

and Volga Germans throughout 1941 and 1942.10 These transfers of population

increased the number of Germans in the Kazakh SSR from 92,571 in 1939 to

659,751 in 1959.11

Carried out in accordance with Soviet policies of territorial isolation and control, these

punitive transfers also conscripted many from the Soviet German community into the

“trudarmiya” (labor army). According to Friedrich Emig, the conditions under which

the Germans were forced to exist resembled those of the Gulag system in Siberia.12

Deemed “Special Settlers” by the Soviet government, the majority of Volga German

deportees were deposited into “Special Settlements” (later evolving into “areas of

compact living”) within the Kazakh SSR.13
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The “Special Settlements” were dispersed throughout the republic’s oblasts and

isolated the deportees from regional centers.14 Mobility of “German Special Settlers”

was restricted to roughly a 20-mile radius from their camps, which were often located

in uninhabited regions where severe climate and poor soil limited agriculture. These

conditions forced the “Special Settlers” to rely on support from the “regional centers”

for basic food-staples and materials. Bureaucrats, however, regularly siphoned off

such support, leading to periods of extreme deprivation.

Existing within a status of criminality, as evidenced by the aforementioned mobility

restrictions and requirements to regularly “check in” with local commandants,15 a

sense of “cloistered belonging” was fostered among Germans in their various

locales of residence. The communal solidarity of “Special Settlers” was enhanced

by limited contacts outside of the group, but despite their cohesiveness and concen-

tration in particular places, cultural distinctiveness gradually yielded to russification

within these ethnic pockets.

Immediately following World War II, de-nationalization programs, which prohi-

bited the use or propagation of “original” ethnic languages and cultures, specifically

targeted the German community. While Germans in Kazakhstan were able to retain

greater cultural distinction than those in Russia, by 1959 Soviet census results indi-

cated that 57% of those professing to be ethnically German possessed an exclusive

knowledge of Russian.16 Such a declaration of cultural loss catalyzed defensive reac-

tions within an economically recovering and politically adventurous West Germany.

In the mid-1950s the German minority in the Soviet Union became a political pawn

for the West German government’s foreign policy. The policy of Ostpolitik presented

potential economic benefits to the Soviet Union and catalyzed the Soviet leadership to

lift restrictions on its German population. During this era, known as the “Khrushchev

Spring,” Germans were released from the “Special Settlements” to which they had

been confined since the war and stirrings of a movement encouraging return to their

“Soviet” homelands (i.e. the Volga, the Ukraine, Saint Petersburg, etc.) came into

being.

Such migration was, however, expressly forbidden by Moscow due to the settlement

of other peoples, especially Russians, within the former German lands. Dissatisfied

with their minority status in Kazakhstan and Siberia, and bolstered by the support

of West Germany, the first stages of the Soviet German exodus came into being

during the 1960s. Simultaneously, other members of the community petitioned for

the establishment of a new German homeland within the Soviet Union.17

Such efforts were thwarted by opposition from the Russian residents that had settled

previously “German regions” of Ukraine and Russia. In response, the budding Soviet

German national movement forwarded proposals for the creation of a German republic

in the northeast corner of Kazakhstan in April 1988. Known as the Tselinograd pro-

posal, the area targeted for settlement already held a large concentration of

Germans.18 The proposed German republic was to center on the city of Yermentau

as its capital; however, following public statements on the matter, rioting took
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place throughout the region with Kazakhs providing the most vocal opposition.

German support for the plan waned quickly in the aftermath of the violence and

with the shift of authority to the republics in 1991, the “Tselinograd proposal” was

terminated.19

Prior to its collapse, the Soviet leadership had taken steps to curtail this large-scale

territorial articulation of German identity. Advisories issued by the “State Commis-

sion on Problems of Soviet Germans” and by President Mikhail Gorbachev to the

Kazakh SSR, Kyrgyz SSR, and Russian RSFSR urged the consideration of restored

small-scale German national districts, especially in Altai, the Omsk region, and

around Orenburg.

These were not, however, the only ideas forwarded during this period on behalf of

the Soviet German peoples. Other proposals, including the conversion of Kaliningrad

into a German area of autonomous living,20 were forwarded but as with the “Tseline-

grad proposal,” the subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union stalled any efforts to

establish German autonomy and left Germans to make their way within the “areas

of compact living” in which they resided. It is at this point that we turn to the other

case community, the Soviet Koreans.

Historical Sketch of Kazakhstan’s Koreans

For the expanding Russian and Japanese Empires, the Korean peninsula constituted a

significant prize in the struggle for influence in the Far East.21 With the acquisition of

the Preamur and Primor’e territories22 (1858–1860), a Korean presence was esta-

blished within Russian territory and has existed ever since.

Fleeing “severe exploitation by a feudal Korean monarchy, as well as abuse at the

hands of Korean landowners, bureaucrats, and moneylenders,” the initial 13 Korean

families settled in the Russian Far East in 1863.23 With interests in developing this

sparsely populated region, the Tsar’s administration was welcoming to subsequent

migrants, even to the extent of sanctioning towns and distinct ethnic districts in

major regions such as Vladivostok, Amur, and Khabrovsk, which, in turn, led to the

establishment of Korean language schools and other social institutions.24

This tolerant atmosphere was, however, short lived, as the rise of the “Slavophil

Movement” in late nineteenth century Tsarist Russia led to policies encouraging

ethnic Russian settlement in regions lacking a strong Russian presence.25 Competition

for the best farmland generated from the influx of ethnic Russians in the 1880s and

1890s. Questions of citizenship and “rightful” occupation by the various ethnic

groups26 in the area compelled Russian authorities to advance plans to stop Korean

and Chinese in-migration as early as 1886. Social and environmental problems in

the Korean peninsula, however, catalyzed continued migration to Russian territory,

increasing the Korean population of the Russian Far East throughout the decade

1880–1890.27

ALEXANDER DIENER

204



Fearing the advance of the Japanese from occupied Korea, the period immediately

leading up to and during the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905) saw matters of citizen-

ship and the question of the Korean population’s loyalty to the Russian Tsar take on new

meaning. Authorities in the Russian Far East determined that those Koreans that had

arrived in the country before 1884 would be permitted to remain in the region bordering

the Korean homeland, while those arriving after 1884 were required to accept conditions

of citizenship that regularly included relocation away from the “border region.”

Increased Korean migration to Russian territory during the war gave rise to even

more restrictive categories of citizenship and limitations on settlement location.

Referred to as “yellow colonization,” a discourse of distrust and enmity began to

emerge in the region. Rather ironically, it was just such manifestations of racism

and Tsarist insecurity in the Far East that inspired many Koreans to perceive Bolshe-

vism as a healthy change. According to Michael Gelb, Korean allegiance during the

Russian civil war predominantly favored the Bolsheviks, although there were some

Koreans in the ranks of the “White” forces.28

Sovietification campaigns were relatively successful among the non-Russian ethnic

groups of the Far East, but were occasionally marred by limitations of non-Russian

representation among the leadership of the local “Soviets” and a lack of willingness

to extend Soviet citizenship to ethnic Koreans.29 According to G. N. Kim, plans for

mass deportation of ethnic Koreans were already being formulated in the late 1920s

and early 1930s, despite some evidence of multi-ethnic tolerance in the region.30

In 1937, these plans were put into action, as 200,000 Koreans were forcibly

deported to Kazakhstan and Central Asia.31 Rampant rumors of espionage and the

alleged existence of a subversive Korean secession movement in the Maritime

Krai32 inspired Resolution no. 1428-326cc of the Soviet Peoples’ Central Committee

of the Communist Party, on 21 August 1937. This resolution declared the mass depor-

tation of ethnic Koreans from the Russian Far East to be a “preventative measure”

undertaken in light of the rising tensions between the Soviet Union and the Japanese

in Manchukuo (Japanese occupied Manchuria).33

By 1938 virtually all Koreans within Soviet territory were transferred from the

coastal provinces (Maritime Krai) of the East to the deserts of Central Asia. Like

the Germans, who would be resettled en masse four years later, the Koreans were

dispersed throughout the region. Presaging the settlement of the “punished peoples”

of the 1940s, the majority of the 90,000þ Koreans settled in the Kazakh SSR were

assigned to mono-ethnic neighborhoods, collective farms or other industries such as

mines, fisheries, or handicraft artels.34 While travel outside of their designated areas

was restricted, Georgii V. Kan notes that resettled Koreans were strongly inclined to

migrate to regions where they could pursue what they considered their “traditional”

vocation: rice farming.35

The onset of World War II led to a change in the status of Koreans in Central Asia.

With the predominant threat to the Soviet Union stemming from the Nazis, Koreans

became valued members of the Soviet war machine. While Soviet policy prohibited
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the Koreans’ participation in the military,36 thousands of Korean kolhozniki earned the

medal “For Honorable Labor During the Great Fatherland War.”37 Their capacity to

contribute generated a feeling of usefulness and integration into Soviet society and

combined with their economic successes to assuage much of the dissatisfaction rela-

ting to the community’s resettlement.

In the aftermath of the war, however, various shifts in Soviet nationality policy

served to reify some of this dissatisfaction by forcing closures of Korean schools

and farms. In 1938, for example, a full-time Russian curriculum was imposed on all

non-Russian academic institutions despite the guarantee of native language instruction

in the Soviet constitution.38 By the 1970s, proclamations of the fruition of Soviet

nationality policy in the form of a “new historical community—the Soviet People”

cut sharply into any expressions of Korean ethno-national identity. However, with

the implementation of glasnost and perestroika in the 1980s, a renewed sense of

ethnic consciousness was activated.

It is at this point that we enter the post-Soviet period, wherein a comparison of

German and Korean reactions to Kazakhstan’s independence reveals a clear diver-

gence in the degree to which these communities feel they may legitimately vest

their futures in the new state. To understand this divergence of homeland conceptions,

it is necessary to begin with an overview of the processes of nationalization within the

independent Republic of Kazakhstan.

A Comparative Analysis of German and Korean Territorialization in

Kazakhstan39

The following discussion is divided into sub-sections in which relations between the

Korean and German communities and their host-state and respective kin-states are

explored. Issues of assimilation, language, and the future of Kazakhstani citizenry

are discussed in some detail. In combination these sections should provide a textured

picture of de- and re-territorializing identity within Kazakhstan, as well as shed light

on the general nature of diasporic identity in the context of post-Soviet space. I begin

with a discussion of Kazakhstan as a host-state and the negotiation of homeland, citi-

zenship, and ethno-nationality.

Citizenship and Ethno-National Identity

As suggested by Table 1, in comparison to the German community, a far higher percen-

tage of Koreans conceptualize Kazakhstan as “homeland.” This constitutes the central

issue in this examination of the territorialization of identity and compels an exploration

of the degree to which members of both groups feel that they are capable of full

integration into the civic nation.
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Taken together, Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate that both groups attribute considerable

value to “being born in a place” as a criterion of indigeneity and that theoretically a con-

siderable proportion of each group could, therefore, logically support a “Kazakhstani”

(“territorial citizenship”) approach.40 To more fully delve into the relationship

between identity and homeland conception, the question must be posed in a direct

query of a personal sense of national belonging.

The following quote from an ethnic German in Pavlodar effectively conveys a

common thread of interview responses from both communities, in which the

complex interaction of ethnic, territorial, and national identities remains unsettled.

In my heart, I feel I am a native of this place—I mean this city or maybe this country. I
don’t know. I know that I have never lived in Germany and my father and mother never
lived in Germany, so how can it be my homeland? But, of course, at the same time, I
now live in a country that I did not choose to join (Kazakhstan). Not that my great-
grandfather chose to come here either, or even to be a part of the Soviet Union. I
don’t know. You ask difficult questions.41

TABLE 1 What is your homeland? (multiple answers possible)

Place
of birth USSR Kazakhstan

Land of
forefathers Earth

Historical
homeland

Difficult
to say Total

Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 155 (46.3) 44 (13.1) 127 (37.9) 22 (6.6) 24 (7.2) 20 (6.0) 8 (2.4) 335
Germans 99 (51.3) 21 (10.9) 26 (13.5) 27 (14.0) 26 (13.5) 41 (21.2) 5 (2.6) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
Note: The totals do not match the number of answers to the question because this CMIR ques-
tion allowed for multiple answers. The idea of being “born in” a place surfaces as the central
criterion of homeland determination within both groups. Taken in aggregate, due to their high
potential for overlap, “land of forefathers” and “historical homeland” responses reveal a clear
difference between Germans and Koreans.

TABLE 2 Who should be considered native or indigenous residents of Kazakhstan?

Kazakhs

All people who
were born in
Kazakhstan

We do not have to
define this category,
i.e. all citizens are

indigenous residents
Difficult
to say Total

Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 25 (7.5) 165 (49.3) 143 (42.7) 2 (0.6) 335
Germans 12 (6.2) 76 (39.4) 103 (53.4) 2 (1.0) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
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This quote suggests a dynamic process of territorialization of identity firmly connected

with, if not contingent upon, the degree to which individuals and groups collectively

consider themselves to be “diasporic” or “ethnic minorities” of a more broadly defined

civic nation. As pointed out by a variety of scholars,42 the condition of “diaspora” and

even “ethnic minority” statuses are not simple categories to be imposed upon groups.

Should an assimilative shift in self-perception occur in favor of a Kazakhstani supra-

ethnic identity, “original” ethnicity and personal territorial allegiances would be sec-

ondarily attached. In essence, the hyphen would stand before the civic or state-based

territorial citizenship and ethnicity with its commensurate territorialization would

occupy a tangential position (i.e. Korean-Kazakhstani as opposed to Kazakhstani-

Korean). To understand why this appears to be happening for Koreans and not for

Germans, we need to explore how ethnicity and citizenship perceptions have

changed during the independence period.

Table 3 suggests a far greater willingness among Koreans to embrace a long-term

association with Kazakhstan;43 although Tables 4 and 5 reveal a continued signi-

ficance of ethnic self-conception.

The prominence of ethnic identity among both groups results from a combination of

the legacy of “Soviet nationality policy”44 and the Kazakhstani government’s dualistic

rhetoric of identity politics. Taking up the latter issue, the perceived need to bolster

Kazakh culture amidst the state’s multi-ethnic landscape and the increasingly prominent

forces of globalization (westernization) have catalyzed a component of the Kazakh elite

to promote an institutional restructuring that favors the titular ethnic community above

all others within the state.45 In most contemporary scholarship examining the socio-

political development of Kazakhstan, this process is referred to as “kazakhization.”

Over the course of the 1990s, the process of “kazakhization” has been evident in a

variety of forms. These include the repatriation of the Kazakh diaspora, a pro-Kazakh

re-evaluation of history, appointment and election to public office of ethnic Kazakhs,46

promotion of the Kazakh language over the broadly spoken Russian,47 de-russification

of public symbols/toponyms, and efforts to more evenly distribute ethnic Kazakh

population in the various oblasts of the state.48

In combination with economic crises affecting the state in the mid-1990s, the per-

ception of Kazakh-national expressions as precursors to conscious acts of discrimi-

nation has been attributed with catalyzing a variety of discordant social processes,

TABLE 3 Do you feel yourself to be a citizen of Kazakhstan?

Yes No Difficult to say Total
Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 190 (56.7) 28 (8.4) 116 (34.6) 334
Germans 56 (29.0) 30 (15.5) 107 (55.4) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
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the most impacting of which has been the emigration of non-titular peoples (predomi-

nately of European ethnic stock).49 Variance in the territorialization of identity

between the Koreans and Germans of Kazakhstan may be related to this European/
non-European distinction within Kazakhstani society.50 I will, therefore, explore the

possibility that members of the German and Korean communities perceive themselves

to be dealt with differently through data relating to discrimination.

Ethnic Discrimination

Perceptions of discrimination, attitudes toward discourses of inclusion/exclusion, and

the resulting changes of social status are key factors affecting the territorialization of

Koreans and Germans. It is clear from the responses outlined in Table 6 that German

perceptions of ethnic relations are considerably more negative than those of Koreans.

Korean perceptions are, however, more evenly distributed between the categories

“worsened” and “same/improved.” A comparison between Tables 6 and 7 reveals a

nearly exact correlation between the number of Germans stating that they have experi-

enced discrimination and the number of Germans regarding ethnic relations as “very

bad” and “worsening.” Further pursuit of this issue through interviews, however,

revealed some interesting counterpoints to the data displayed in Tables 6 and 7.

In particular, nearly 70% of German respondents in 2001–2002 interviews expressed

a sense that their community was finally transcending the stigma of World War II

TABLE 4 What is your primary community of belonging? (multiple answers possible)

Own
ethnicity

Soviet
nation

Own
family

Own
profession Kazakhstani

Difficult
to say Total

Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 127 (37.9) 56 (16.7) 97 (29.0) 23 (6.9) 92 (27.5) 8 (2.4) 335
Germans 42 (21.8) 23 (11.9) 109 (56.5) 21 (10.9) 26 (13.5) 8 (4.1) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).

TABLE 5 Since independence my awareness of my ethnic culture and ethnic history has—?

Ethnic
groups

Greatly
increased

Slightly
increased

Remained
the same

Slightly
decreased

Greatly
decreased Total

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 10 (31.3) 3 (9.3) 19 (59.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 32
Germans 9 (33.3) 11 (40.7) 5 (18.5) 2 (7.4) 0 (0) 27

Data derived from 2000–2002 interviews.
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(or the Great Patriotic War Against Fascism as it is known in the former Soviet

Union).51 The following quotation from a German respondent aptly demonstrates the

degree to which ethnicity played into the lives of Soviet citizens and how an indepen-

dent Kazakhstan could serve as a context within which a minority member or minority

group could be reinvented.

One must realize that ethnicity was something we confronted everyday—on our papers
and even when a child was born (referring to identity papers). It affected our jobs and
housing and promotions. So, to be German in a country where the defeat of Nazism (by
extension Germany) was at the center of the patriotic ideology was to be stigmatized.
Now, however, the Kazakhstani people are not defined by the Great Patriotic Father-
land War. So, we Germans, with the help of Germany, can be free from this dark
cloud.52

In contrast to the German stigma of association with an enemy that virtually forged

Soviet identity, Koreans were able to contribute more legitimately53 to the war

effort and thus had greater access to Soviet “patriotic pride” associated with the

victory over Nazism.54

In addition, specialized agriculture (rice, melons, etc.) is cited as an economic niche

within which Koreans have been able to flourish.55 One Kazakhstani official stated,

“They (Koreans) were forced to come here, but once here, found a way to contribute

greatly to the Soviet Union and, now, Kazakhstan. It makes them an important part of

the Kazakhstani people.”56 In an instrumentalist sense, this may have contributed to

TABLE 6 Have relationships between nations changed since Soviet times?

They have
improved

They are
the same

They have
worsened

They are
very bad

It’s hard
to say Total

Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 24 (7.2) 156 (46.6) 139 (41.5) 13 (3.9) 3 (0.9) 335
Germans 6 (3.1) 54 (28.0) 118 (61.1) 14 (7.3) 1 (0.5) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).

TABLE 7 Have you experienced any infringements because of your
nationality?

Yes No Difficult to say Total
Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 64 (19.1) 267 (79.7) 4 (1.2) 335
Germans 81 (42.0) 103 53.4) 9 (4.7) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
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their higher levels of territorialization within Kazakhstan. However, as will be

discussed below, a more sentimental approach to Koreans’ sense of belonging in

Kazakhstan is evident in many of their writings.57 Indeed, evidence for greater

territorialization of identity is often rooted in Korean perceptions of Kazakhstan as

a cultural haven.

Increasing “Islamicization,” totalitarianism, and/or titular nationalism of other

Central Asian states (Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan) has encouraged some

Koreans to move to the more socio-politically “liberal” state of Kazakhstan.58

“We came here leaving our house unsold. We wanted a homeland where we could

be comfortable,—knowing how to act, how to behave and speak—and a place

where we could worship freely.”59 The degree to which the majority of Kazakhstan-

born Koreans and Germans believe they have actually been afforded such a homeland

remains, however, an open question.

Economic Status Change

In Table 8, we see a 73.1% declaration of worsening economic conditions among

Germans, while Koreans show 48.1%.

This clear divergence between the two communities’ perception of economic

change in Kazakhstan was not supported in interviews, where responses to the

question “what is your attitude toward the changes in the socio-economic structure

since independence?” revealed 40.7% of German respondents were “welcoming and

approving,” while the Koreans response was zero. Nearly half (46.8%) of Koreans

stated that they were “accepting the changes and assimilating as required,” as

compared to 25.9% of Germans. A full 28.1% of Koreans stated that they “did not

accept nor approve of the changes to the economic structure” with zero Germans

sharing this view. The remainder of respondents stated they were neutral on the

topic (22.2% of Germans and 21.8 % of Koreans) or expressed a desire to migrate

from the country to seek better opportunities (18.5 % of Germans and 9.4% of

Koreans).

These interview data stand in stark contrast to those provided in Table 8. Potential

explanations for this discrepancy range from simple to complex: (1) “error” relating to

TABLE 8 Has your economic status changed since Soviet times?

Improved Did not change Worsened Difficult to say Total
Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 86 (25.7) 88 (26.3) 161 (48.1) 0 (0) 335
Germans 19 (9.8) 30 (15.5) 141 (73.1) 3 (1.6) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
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the small sample size of the 2000–2002 data; (2) greater diffusion of kin-state aid

among Germans; (3) early stage optimism for economic success among Koreans

due to communal cultural structures such as the Kobonjil60 and their advantageous

position within a specialized economic niche during the Soviet era; or (4) changes

in the Kazakhstani economy altering the conditions of groups in particular areas.

At this point, there is insufficient data to provide a definitive explanation, but the

discrepancy suggests an unsettled state of community opinion and the potential for

re-evaluation of group destiny in place.

New societal roles for Koreans in Kazakhstan relate directly to their shifting econo-

mic status. Census data indicate that while educational levels are higher among the

Korean minority than the general population of Kazakhstan, the recent shift to a

market economic system in Kazakhstan has compelled many Koreans to abandon

the rather “high prestige” positions occupied by the community since the 1950s.61

Tae-Hyeon Back notes that increasingly Kazakhstani-Koreans are reinventing them-

selves in the New Economy as translators and interpreters for South Korean businesses

and taking positions in retail sales, trade, construction, and small to midsize business

ventures.62 Such adaptation is, in part, sponsored by Korean elites seeking to occupy

new niches in the changing economic climate.63

As demonstrated by such collective adaptations to the changing economic land-

scape, Koreans appear to be intent on remaining in Kazakhstan and vesting themselves

in Kazakhstan’s multinational future. I now turn to evaluations of “areas of compact

living” as small-scale homelands and the future of the case communities within

Kazakhstan.

Areas of Compact Living as Micro-Homelands

The evolution of “Special Settlements” to “areas of compact living” within Kazakhstan

is a complicated story. Of particular significance are decrees such as that of the

Supreme Soviet on 13 December 1955, 29 August 1964, and 3 November 1972,

which, in incremental steps, declared the universal guilt of Soviet Germans as Nazi

sympathizers to be unfounded and lifted the limitations on German choice of residence.

These policies set the stage for the more universal decree of 14 November 1989, in

which the deportation of all peoples during the Stalinist era was declared illegal and

criminal.64 Additional bold steps in this process were taken during the early years of

the Republic of Kazakhstan.

The 14 April 1993 declaration on the “rehabilitation of victims of the mass political

repressions,” the construction of a monument to the victims of repression, and the pro-

vision of a national holiday in remembrance of these victims constituted efforts to dis-

tance minority policy in the new state of Kazakhstan from its Soviet past. Extending

from this effort, the term “areas of compact living” came into use for locales of high

mono-ethnic composition during the early independence period.65
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For many Koreans official exoneration (see the aforementioned 14 November 1989

declaration) has not led to effective solidarity and political power for the community

because Soviet Korean communities identify themselves in terms of their regional

geography and cultural stereotype. The fact that this intra-community division often

embraces new state identities (i.e. Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan) reflects the high

levels of local territorialization within the group and complicates efforts for collective

action on the part of the Central Asian Korean community.66

Koreans constitute the ninth largest group in Kazakhstan and divide their population

between 87% urban and 13% rural.67 Increasing urbanization has been evident among

Koreans since the 1970s, and has involved trends of migration from poorer oblasts to

wealthier oblasts and resettlement in more cosmopolitan settings.68 According to

Natsuko Oka and Tae-Hyeon Back, this trend has brought about considerable

changes in the Korean community.69 Longstanding “areas of compact living” such

as those in Karatal and Bakhbakhty have seen a major reduction in the percentage

of Korean inhabitants, thereby altering the “ethnic nature” of these places.

Naturally, interview questions pertaining directly to the role of “areas of compact

living” in individuals’ existences were far more revealing than questions dealing

with the groups’ perceptions of the “areas of compact living.” When asked the ques-

tion “is it important to live in an ‘area of compact living’?” 68.7% of Korean respon-

dents stated that the existence of an “area of compact living” was essential for the

preservation of their culture in Kazakhstan, but most (53.1%) subsequently revealed

that they did not feel that they (personally) must live within one. Apparently, just

knowing that an “area of Korean compact living” exists provides a sense of comfort

for those living outside of one or planning to relocate within the state. High levels

of urbanization among Koreans is quite relevant to this issue, in that, with the majority

of Koreans living in an urbanized environment, their existence is naturally more cos-

mopolitan than those of groups in rural settings.70 They would, therefore, logically be

less inclined to feel alienated if living outside of a pocket of ethnic homogeneity or

high concentration.

Among the Germans, only 37.0% answered that it was important to live within an

“area of compact living.” As previously noted, increasing urbanization among all

ethnic groups in Kazakhstan has coupled with the large-scale outflow of the

German population to alter the nature of the German “areas of compact living.”

Many have only recently come to confront the full meaning of the multi-ethnic neigh-

borhoods that have been imposed upon them. This point is well illustrated by one

respondent from a northern, rural, German “area of compact living” who stated:

It is not that we were isolated from other groups here. Of course, I had many Russian
and Ukrainian friends. But when our neighbors (Germans) began to leave, their houses
were filled by other national groups. They are good people of course, but we are now no
longer living in a German neighborhood. You do not hear German spoken as it used to
be. Things are dealt with very differently.71

HOMELAND AS SOCIAL CONSTRUCT

213



Some measure of nostalgic idealism may be evident in this respondent’s assessment of

changes, but it is clear that dilution of whatever ethno-cultural “purity” that formerly

existed greatly affects the degree to which Germans feel they have small-scale

homelands.

Posing the question “does your ‘area of compact living’ help you retain your ethnic

identity?” resulted in a similar variance of response between groups. While 78.1% of

Koreans responded positively, only 29.6% of Germans held a similar view. This again

suggests that internal migration impacts the perception of “areas of compact living.”72

Experiencing a rapid urbanization in the present, German respondents echoed their

previous statements regarding community changes and the alteration of their view of

territorial belonging. An example of this mode of thought is encapsulated in the fol-

lowing quote:

My future in Kazakhstan will not be in an isolated enclave of German speakers but
among the general population. I will adapt, as I must, and find a way to live in Kazakh-
stan as a Kazakhstani. If things go bad for me here, I can leave; but right now, I feel that
the future is here. I opened my eyes here and this is where I want to stay.73

Another prominent view expressed by Germans is that of de-ethnification, lending

credence to the prospect that those remaining are the least ethnically aware and/or

assertive. A German academic specializing in Central Asian history summarizes

such a view, stating: “I don’t think about ethnicity very much—in fact I don’t

think about Kazakhstan very much. This is the Soviet Union, this is Russia, this is

Kazakhstan, so what . . . I am the same person. I have my work and my friends and

my family.”74 While such a state-scale, de-territorialized perspective is not rare

among Germans opting to remain in Kazakhstan, it is not the only voice in the

public discourse.

A poem penned by Julie Hanke entitled Steppe Peace reveals the early stages of

German re-territorialization through the cultivation of local place attachments

within the venue of deported settlement.75 While such a re-territorialized perspective,

identifying at least a locale within Kazakhstan as a homeland, may be evident among

Germans, identification with Kazakhstan as a whole is far more prevalent among

Koreans.

In various cultural manifestations, Koreans display a greater tendency to think

emotionally about their sense of belonging in Kazakhstan. This has manifested in a

mythical discourse of historic cooperation and geniality between Koreans and

Kazakhs. The prominent Kazakhstani-Korean scholar Georgii V. Kan’s chapter in

the book Deported Nations to Kazakhstan: Time and Destiny is an example of this

discourse.76

He, like a number of other independence-era scholars, also makes a point of crediting

the Kazakh (and Uzbek) people for their hospitality and kindness toward Koreans during

the first months of resettlement.77 Regardless of the historical validity of the assertion

of Kazakh hospitality to non-titular peoples, particularly the Koreans, the existence
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of such a theme within the contemporary pubic discourse on territorial belonging is

readily discernable and capable of being employed in the re-territorialization of the

community.

A recently released song by Yon Von Sik (lyrics excerpted below), a well-known

Soviet Korean composer, represents further evidence of the highly emotional com-

ponent of Korean homeland conceptions in Kazakhstan.

The Land of Kazakhstan.
We remember everything—how from the devil’s circle of exile we have escaped here
And all of us were simply accepted as brothers by the land that seemed not that signi-
ficant
But it turned out that this land is truly generous and it shared all our pain and joy
Sometimes you disturb the past and again you will lie on the land—your breast!
That became not a stepmother, but a mother to us, who were deprived of our own
mother.78

It is clear that the emotions that gave rise to this song are innately tied to the Korean

history of contribution to and continued willingness to work for the betterment of

Kazakhstan. Germans, by contrast, while long regarded as good workers and

quality managers in Kazakhstan, continue to struggle with their deep-seated belief

that the stigma of having been a “punished people” will never fully abate.

While the conditions under which both groups came to Kazakhstan were punitive

and degrading, Koreans have transcended this history to a far greater extent than

have Germans. Each group’s destiny will continue to be affected by the social attitudes

generated within their respective communities and among their neighbors within

Kazakhstan. Of particular importance to these respective destinies will be the degree

to which kin-states remain actively engaged with their diasporas and cultivate a

sense of transnationalism that is either acceptable to or incongruent with Kazakhstan’s

program of state building.

Complications of Transnational Support

Asked if they believe that kin-states should contribute to the well being of their com-

munity in Kazakhstan both groups responded, in general, positively (see Table 9).

However, interview data revealed that many respondents have considered the possi-

bility of problems stemming from external sponsorship.

Assistance from Germany has filtered through to a number of German communities

in Kazakhstan. When asked about the effect, German respondents were nearly unani-

mous in conveying their gratitude but also expressed reservation as to the potential

effect of the “special treatment”:

We are of course grateful for this help and intend to put it to good use, but realize that it
makes us different. This period of transition is difficult for all peoples of Kazakhstan
and by receiving benefits from our historical homeland or even from our relatives in
Germany well, this can be resented (by other Kazakhstani citizens).79
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Koreans have also received some rather visible support from South Korea, such as

cultural centers, academic projects, and business opportunities, but are aware that a

future in Kazakhstan will require the community to “stand on its own.”80

It is difficult to say that we should receive help from Korea. We are not really from
(South) Korea; we came from Russia. It would be very nice to develop relations
with (South) Korea, so our children could go to university and we could receive
some materials for teaching the Korean language, but I think we will have to make
our future in Kazakhstan without a great deal of help from (South) Korea.81

These statements reflect the realization that for the community to exist in Kazakhstan,

its members must vest themselves in the state, not simply at a micro-level but as

members of the citizenry at large. This nesting of identity is far more prominent

among Koreans whose urbanized localism is couched within an increasingly cosmo-

politan self-conception as Kazakhstani citizens.82 A measure of cosmopolitan trends

are also evident among Germans but, more often than not, lack the goal of an eventual

acceptance of the state-level civic, “Kazakhstani” identity.

Kin-States: Engaging the Diaspora

If emigration from Kazakhstan has followed the pattern of previous post-colonial

migration streams, the most recent arrivals to the territory would be the least territoria-

lized and the most inclined to emigrate.83 As shown in the historical community

sketches, German and Korean residence within Kazakhstan traces largely to the

1930s and 1940s. These groups are certainly not autochthonous to Central Asia and

would hardly be categorized as historically “long-term” communities of the region;

therefore one might expect them to opt for emigration to kin-states with the rest of

the relatively recent arrivals to Central Asia.84

The fact that both groups possess historical connections to the territories currently

articulated in the form of independent kin-states of the “far abroad” means that not

only are their titular homelands not contiguous to Kazakhstan, but they are also not

part of the current Commonwealth of Independent States (hereafter CIS).85 Given

TABLE 9 Should your historical homeland (kin-state) render economic support to Kazakhstan
and protect your rights?

Yes No
Have not

considered it
Don’t
know Other

Difficult
to say Total

Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 192 (57.3) 32 (9.6) 68 (20.3) 40 (11.9) 1 (0.3) 2 (0.6) 335
Germans 79 (40.9) 38 (19.7) 31 (16.1) 37 (19.2) 5 (2.6) 3 (1.6) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
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the distances to be covered, migration to kin-states is an expensive and arduous under-

taking for members of both communities. This fact further divides the potential

migrants into those more thoroughly territorialized and those simply lacking the finan-

cial resources to move. The second of these categories brings into question the level of

development of their kin-states, and their potential to support external diaspora com-

munities or sponsor return migration.

Any analysis of the territorialization of minority communities in Kazakhstan must

take into consideration the degree to which kin-states (as the most obvious potential

destination for migration) actively encourage or discourage the formation of “return

myths.” Despite the fact that both Germany and South Korea are politically stable

and relatively economically sound “kin-states,”86 it has become clear that neither

state is actively petitioning the return of their diasporic communities.

The initial glut of German migration from the Soviet Union87 was largely inspired by

Germany’s constitutional guarantee of “political asylum.”88 Kazakhstani-Germans

responded exuberantly to the image of Germany “waiting with its arms wide open,”

in combination with the promise of a brighter economic future.89 While the decline

in migration over the decade of independence can be attributed to the exhaustion of

Kazakhstani-German migration potential,90 Germany’s efforts to stem the tide of

immigration must also be noted.

In 1993, Germany adopted a more restrictive migration law, wherein “refugee”

status was stringently qualified, requiring proof of “political persecution, brutal or

humiliating treatment.”91 In addition, this revision of the migration law established

a limit on the number of ethnic Germans permitted to immigrate (220,000 per year)

to Germany and a series of “immigrant categories” into which even ethnic Germans

could be situated.92 The new standards went into effect 1 January 1993; after

which, all diasporic Germans returning to Germany were categorized according to

the degree to which they had retained their national traditions.93

In articles published in Kazakhstani academic journals and newspapers, A. Kolosov

and M. Zharip cite the requirement to pass a German language exam as an especially

significant inhibitor of emigration to Germany for many former Soviet Germans.94

Given the degree to which the German language and culture were lost (repressed)

during the 70 years of Soviet rule, it is not surprising that some ethnic Germans of

Kazakhstan have become incredulous as to the viability of resettlement in

Germany.95 While Germany’s immigration policy has steadily become less wel-

coming over the last decade, South Korea’s immigration policy reveals an even

more overt resistance to diasporic return migration.

In 1998, the first migration law relating to diasporic Korean communities was pro-

posed in South Korea. A year later, after numerous revisions, a version of the law

was accepted by the parliament giving the same rights to all Koreans outside of

South Korea’s sovereign territory, with the exception of Chinese and former Soviet

Koreans. Despite the fact that the law was declared unconstitutional soon after its

acceptance and equal rights were extended to all diasporic Korean communities, the
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designation of these two particular groups in the original law is clearly evidentiary of

South Korea’s resistance to their “return” migration.96

While such policies and attitudes within the potential “destination countries” have

had a diminishing effect on migration, both Germany and South Korea have inadver-

tently activated “return myths” through even their moderate engagement with these

“diasporas.”

In one sense, engagement between kin-states and dispersed communities inherently

catalyzes cultural revival and a “re-imagining” of the co-ethnic groups as “diasporic.”

This process, more often than not, activates a desire to reunite with the ethno-national

homeland. As noted above, this is apparently not the effect Germany and South Korea

sought in the early 1990s. Instead, both governments made efforts to acknowledge an

ethno-national bond with their respective “diasporas” but promoted their territoriali-

zation of ethnic identity within Kazakhstan.

In the German case, investment in medium-size businesses within ethnic German

“areas of compact living” was and remains intended to make Kazakhstan more pala-

table for members of the German community.97 Nurlan Amrekulov, president of the

Intellectual Resources of Stable Development Fund, advanced the idea that:

The funds that the Federal Republic of Germany spends to support developing
countries could be spent to help the Germans in Kazakhstan, which could create con-
ditions for them to develop businesses in Kazakhstan and to reduce their desire for emi-
gration, thereby reflecting the interests of all three sides—Kazakhstan, Germany, and
the ethnic Germans.98

Germany’s pledge of 86 million marks for the ethnic Germans of Kazakhstan in the

mid-1990s and an estimated 92.5 million dollars of investment as of 1997 stand as

clear indications of Germany’s intention to play a role in the future of its “diaspora.”99

Similarly, South Korea has been active in its support for the Central Asian Korean

community. Cultural programs, such as 130,000 dollars provided for the 60th anniver-

sary of the Korean residence in Kazakhstan (1997), 10,000 dollars provided for the

Central Asian Korean newspaper (Koryo Ilbo), and small to midsized Korean business

ventures have been sponsored by South Korea.100 Various South Korean-based social

support foundations have also invested several million dollars in the refurbishment of

one building and the construction of a second building for use in teaching the Korean

language and traditions, as well as the Kazakh language.101

These examples of kin-state engagement with diasporic communities reveal the

power and longevity of ethno-national bonds. However, these bonds do not necessarily

bridge the cultural distance created over decades, if not centuries, of isolation.

The Emigration Option

During the period of independence, it is clear that homeland conceptions have been

destabilized, and that this destabilization has had a profound effect on both
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Germans’ and Koreans’ perceptions of their future in an independent Kazakhstan.

Survey and interview responses to questions relating to potential emigration resulted

in the following responses in Table 10.

These responses must be considered within the context of the region, 10 years after

independence. With over 62.7% of the German community leaving Kazakhstan

between 1989102 and 1999, those remaining are likely the most locally territorialized

of the group and their responses appropriately reflective. However, according to

interview responses, the very nature of the “areas of compact living” and the German

community has changed as a result of this out-migration. Those remaining often

express feelings of abandonment and consider their place of ethnic refuge diluted and

ephemeral. A statement from a German respondent summarizes this feeling:

So many have gone from here. We see new faces in the streets and no longer have the
same circle of friends to rely upon. It is like this is not the same place where I grew up;
which, of course, it is not [respondent points at the flag of Kazakhstan flying over a
nearby building].103

A statewide urbanization has led to an influx of many different ethnic groups into

the cities of Kazakhstan (particularly ethnic Kazakhs). With the Korean community

largely remaining in place, Koreans tend to be willing to adapt to this new socio-

cultural reality. They tend to express their ethnicity privately at the level of the

nuclear family, rather than as a community in public and, according to interviews,

are more willing to intermarry with Kazakhs now than in the past.104

As clearly demonstrated by the data in Tables 10, 11, and 12, Germans consider

migration a far more viable option than do Koreans. According to the CMIR data,

twice as many Germans stated that they “would definitely leave” and almost 13

times as many Koreans stated that they “would not go anywhere.” Similar ratios are

evident in the groupings of interview responses from the 2000–2001 data.

For those Germans who have migrated to Germany from the former Soviet Union,

reality is often inconsistent with the dream that compelled their return. This is not

TABLE 10 If I had the possibility to leave Kazakhstan . . .

I would
definitely

leave

I would
consider the
opinion of
children

I would
consider

the opinion
of parents

I would
think

thoroughly

I would
not go

anywhere
It’s hard
to say Total

Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Korean 56 (16.7) 38 (11.3) 28 (8.4) 107 (31.9) 103 (30.7) 3 (0.9) 335
German 101 (52.3) 34 (17.6) 18 (9.3) 28 (14.5) 8 (4.1) 4 (2.1) 193

Data derived from CMIR survey; see Masanov (1997).
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overtly surprising given the tendency for “diasporic peoples” to construct essentia-

lized, idealistic visions of homeland during their years of dispersal.105

One may find examples of such a portrayal in petitions by Soviet Germans for

permission to emigrate, dating to the early 1970s, which contain passages referring

to their community as enduring a “Babylonian exile” or “captivity,” and standing

forth as “a voice crying in the wilderness.”106 These “biblical” characterizations of

the German condition in the Soviet Union are not isolated to the late Soviet period

but may be found in the first days of the deportation,107 when, for example, in 1941,

Jacob Volz wrote:

We can scarcely imagine how a half million Volga Germans are to be uprooted, or how
this is supposed to be carried out. There is no Moses and Aaron to go before them; there
is also no cloud of smoke or pillar of fire to cover them and light their way; also no
manna to live on. No, there is only the devil behind them, driving them on with com-
plete domination.108

Such a conceptualization of the deportation can be readily reconfigured into highly

idealized images of the homeland into which “the exodus” calls for resettlement.

However, as has been the case for numerous other groups inspired to migrate on

the basis of an essentialized “return myth,” the reality of integration within the kin-

state is often more complicated than anticipated.

TABLE 11 I can envision myself living in some other place

Nationality Yes Unsure No Total
N (%) N (%) N (%) N

Koreans 8 (25.0) 8 (25.0) 16 (50.0) 32
Germans 11 (40.7) 7 (26.0) 9 (33.3) 27

Data derived from 2000–2002 interviews (an attempt was made to
explore the significance of demographic factors such as age, occu-
pation, gender, and education but the small sample sizes inhibited dis-
cernment of clear and verifiable patterns). Responses are grouped into
general categories.

TABLE 12 Have you considered migrating from Kazakhstan?

No, I have not Yes, but not seriously Yes, I have
Nationality N (%) N (%) N (%) Total

Koreans 20 (62.5) 12 (37.5) 0 (0) 32
Germans 8 (29.6) 9 (33.4) 10 (37.0) 27

Data derived from 2000–2002 interviews.
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Conspicuous complications to integration of Soviet German immigrants in

Germany include violence at the hands of neo-Nazi groups that regard them as unwel-

come foreigners and the language barrier that is, for many former Soviet Germans,

slow to be overcome.109 Less publicized problems include housing restrictions and

limitations on “freedom of movement” for citizenship-seeking foreign Germans, a

lack of respect for former Soviet educational degrees and professional qualifications,

and a governmental policy of settling former Soviet Germans in the more economi-

cally depressed eastern regions of Germany.110

Just as market reforms are challenging the populations of Central Asia to adjust their

work habits and attitudes to fit the new competitive system, so too are “Spataussiedler”

(late/out-settlers) facing difficulties adapting to the kin-state cultures, of which they

have only second-hand knowledge.111

The formation of a South Korean trade/labor diaspora over the last 40 years

has seen a steady exodus of ethnic Koreans from the country. This population

stream has, however, had very little effect on the opportunities available for socio-

economic advancement of native-born South Koreans. According to interviews with

Kazakhstani-Koreans who have visited or attempted to migrate to South Korea, the

likelihood of advancement for even native-born Koreans is complicated and requires

a combination of social networking, specialized training, and a great deal of hard

work. According to one Kazakhstani-Korean reflecting on her recent visit to South

Korea, “our people do not have contacts in the business world of (South) Korea,

our education is not so highly respected and, to be honest, they work very hard

there—harder than we are accustomed to.”112 It is, therefore, considered illogical

within the Kazakhstani-Korean community for relatively successful Kazakhstani-

Koreans to migrate to South Korea.113

Conclusion

Comparison of these two non-Russian minority communities of Kazakhstan reveals a

number of commonalties and some dramatic differences. Both communities came to

the Russian empire as solutions to labor shortages. For a time, they were welcomed

within Russian territory, but soon fell victim to the chauvinism of the “Slavophil

Movement” and its increasing power within the political structures of the state. As

a corollary to this issue (taking the form of Pan–Slavism), Koreans and Germans

found themselves in competition with Russian settlers for the best lands in their

respective regions. As “non-titular” peoples, they were both destined to fall prey to

nationalist portrayals of their communities as culturally alien and socially disruptive.

Despite both groups’ relative amenability to the Bolshevik cause and endurance of

the famines and deprivation of the revolutionary period, they became targets of slander

and mistrust. Pre-mass-deportation population transfers to Central Asia involving por-

tions of both of these communities set a precedent for their eventual mass resettlement.
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It may be further argued that both communities’ cultural cohesiveness and tendency to

settle compactly were problematic to the Soviet strategy of “divide and conquer.”

There was little interest in providing either group an enduring Soviet homeland of

their own, leading eventually to their dispersal within Central Asian and subjection

to intensive assimilation campaigns.

While neither group received compensation for the losses incurred during the forced

migration, their response to resettlement was quite different. German “Special Settlers”

largely accepted their settlements, while Koreans appear to have sought to alter their

emplacement. Such varied responses may be attributable to a different strategy of

punishment ascribed to the Soviet regime in relation to each group. According to

G. N. Kim, the deportation of the Koreans was not intended to result in genocide; in

contrast, Samuel Sinner boldly declares the Russian/Soviet policies regarding the

German communities in their respective territories to be genocidal in nature.114 For

Kim, the Koreans represented a test case for mass deportation, with the added

benefit of addressing an alleged security concern on the western border and supple-

menting a decimated labor force in Central Asia. For Sinner, even if deported

Germans were intended to physically survive their deportation (a premise of which

he is not convinced), their cultural uniqueness was not supposed to endure. As such

he feels the label “genocide” to be warranted.

This difference in punishment strategy has informed the post-Soviet reactions of

these communities to Kazakhstan’s emergence as an independent state. While most

Germans have clearly favored emigration, the majority of Koreans have opted to

embrace Central Asia, and quite often Kazakhstan, as homeland.

As discussed by Jörn Holm-Hansen,115 ethnicity provides a ready-made structure

for nation building, whereas civic nationalism requires active participation and

willing concession to the authority of political institutions. The centrality of a

core ethnicity, even within allegedly civic national states, is more the “rule” than

the “exception” and is certainly the case in Kazakhstan. Having carved a niche

for themselves in the Soviet economy and transcended the status of criminality

that brought their community to Central Asia, Koreans appear far more willing

to embrace a “second among equals” status and adapt to the new reality of a

Kazakh dominated Kazakhstan. By contrast, Germans are presented with an idea-

lized vision of a better life in the distant kin-state of Germany and have had

less success in transcending the status of “other” within which they existed

throughout the Soviet period.

These two communities are good examples of non-Russian minority groups and the

variability of response to nationalization within Central Asia. Despite their similar his-

torical associations with Kazakhstani territory, a variety of factors affect the group’s

collective willingness to vest itself in the future of the new state. Such analysis is

needed for other groups in other states of the former Soviet Union in order to accu-

rately understand and effectively manage the socio-political realities of the twenty-

first century and the social construction of homelands.
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NOTES

1. See Agentstvo Respubliki Kazakhstana po Statistike, Kratkiye Itogi-Perepisi Naseleniya
1999 Goda v (Brief Results of the 1999 Population Census of the Republic of Kazakhstan)
(Almaty: Agentstvo Respubliki Kazakhstana po Statistike, 1999), p. 100.

2. See N. Nazarbayev, “Za Mir i Soglasiye v nashem obshem dome” (“For Peace and Stability
in Our Mutual Home”), Doklad Prezidenta N. Nazarbayeva na pervoi sessii Assamblei
Narodov Kazakhstana, Sostoyavsheisya v Almaty 24 Marta, 1995 g. Kazakhstan i Miro-
voye Soobshetstvo, Vol. 1, No. 2, 1995, pp. 3–25, 46. In his speech at the founding of
the Assembly of the Peoples of Kazakhstan, President Nursultan Nazarbayev’s stated,
“we, in a way, more often talk about the relationship between the two nationalities, Rus-
sians and Kazakhs. Why do we forget the interests of the other 20% of the Kazakhstanians,
who have good reason to feel offended by this?”

3. Groups of Germanic heritage migrating to the Russian empire included 25,000 to the
Volga in 1764; 80,000 settled in the Black Sea region between 1804 and 1850; 30,000
to the Black Sea region of Ukraine between 1830 and 1865; and finally between 1865
and 1875 to Volhynia migrated some 150,000. In 1897 the total number of Germans in
the Russian Empire was 1,791,000. See Tsentralnoe Statisticheskoye Upravlenie SSSR,
Vsesoyuznaya Perepis Nazeleniya 1926 goda, Kazakhskaya SSR (All Union Census of
the Population 1926, Kazakh SSR), 1928 and N. Masanov, ed., Istoriya Kazakhstana:
narody i kultury (History of Kazakhstan: Peoples and History) (Almaty: Daik Press,
2001), pp. 509–510.

4. Masanov, Istoriya Kazakhstana, p. 509
5. Tsentralnoe statisticheskoe upravlenie SSSR, Vsesoyuznaya Perepis Nazeleniya 1926

goda, pp. 15–46, 126–153. See also Masanov, Istoriya Kazakhstana, p. 510.
6. The Settler Manifesto of Catherine the Great allowed for a 30 year exemption from taxation,

a 10 year interest free loan for homes and farm machinery, free transportation from their point
of origin to the undeveloped territory of destination, a provision of 30 desiatins (about 80
acres of land) per family for cultivation, religious freedom, self-government, local control
of schools, and freedom from both military service and impressment into other state services.
See J. A. Fink, “Germans,” in S. James Olsen, ed., An Ethnohistorical Dictionary of the
Russian and Soviet Empires (London: Greenwood Press, 1994), pp. 256–257.

7. J. W. Long notes that “during the last three decades of the nineteenth century, the Russian
press transformed the Volga Germans from a privileged but insignificant economic nui-
sance into a politically subversive element that posed a grave threat to Russia’s security,
and eventually led to the call for punitive actions against the Volga Germans during World
War I.” See J. W. Long, From Privledged to Dispossed. The Volga Germans 1860–1917
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1988), p. 57. S. Sinner considers the anti-German
sentiment existing before the Revolution to have greatly influenced the treatment of
Germans under Soviet leadership. See S. Sinner, The Open Wound: The Genocide of
German Ethnic Monitories in Russia and the Soviet Union 1915–1949 and Beyond
(Der Genozid an Russlanddeutschen 1915–1949) (Fargo, ND: Germans from Russian
Heritage Collection, North Dakota State University Libraries, 2000), pp. 1–10, 16.

8. The establishment of these autonomous areas extended from Lenin’s internationalist, fed-
eralist policy which sought to win non-Russian ethnic groups for “communism” by
promising them the right to self-determination within the Soviet Union’s territorial
administrative structure. The promise of autonomy (in stages) and economic and cultural
“development assistance” was initially kept in the form of the German Volga Republic
and 18 autonomous German Raions.
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9. Grain requisitions between 1920 and 1925, as well as the collectivization of the first Five
Year Plans (1930–1939), were devastating to the Soviet Germans as they were to most
groups of the new Soviet state. However, S. Sinner argues that the Russian and Slavophil
Germanophobia movement of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries continued
to influence policy in the Soviet period leading up to World War II. While it should be
noted that this oppression varied regionally, it was during the 1930s that some of the
first deported Germans were settled in the Kazakh SSR (in June and September
1936—some 45,000 Poles and Germans were expelled to Kazakhstan—see Sinner,
Open Wound, pp. 64–67). According to the 1926 census, there was a sizable German
population existing in the region of southern Siberia and Kazakhstan prior to the
“large-scale” resettlements to follow. These Germans are argued to be voluntary migrants
of “Russian eastward expansion” in an earlier period. Such voluntary migrant commu-
nities were later lost amidst the influx of political prisoners, making any assertion of his-
torical voluntary connectivity to the region problematic. See Fink, “Germans,” p. 258.

10. B. Pinkus argues that Stalin used the Fifth Column idea as an excuse to all but liquidate the
Soviet Germans, who had been the object of persecution since the end of the Tsarist era. See
B. Pinkus, “Die Deutschen in der Sowjetunion beim Ausbruch des Zweiten Weltkrieges”
(“The Germans in the Soviet Union at the Outbreak of the Second World War”), Heimat-
buch derDeutschen aus Rußland, 1981, pp. 9–19. Also S. Sinner, Open Wound, p. 79 and
A. M. Nekrich, The Punished Peoples (New York: W. W. Norton, 1978).

11. See Tsentralnoe Statisticheskoye Upravlenie SSSR, Vsesoyuznaya Perepis Nazeleniya
1937 goda, Kazakhskaya SSR (All Union Census of the Population 1937, Kazakh SSR),
1938; Tsentralnoe Statisticheskoye Upravlenie SSSR, Vsesoyuznaya Perepis Nazeleniya
1959 goda, Kazakhskaya SSR (All Union Census of the Population 1959, Kazakh SSR),
1962 and Masanov, Istoriya Kazakhstana, pp. 510–511.

12. F. Emig and P. Hiltes, “Unser Launishes Schicksal” (“Our Wayword Fate“) Drei Rlusse
Drei Leben: Erinnerungen, (Berlin: Westkreuz), 1992, p. 2.

13. K. Aldazhymanov provides reprints of many of the key documents relating to German
deportation in his chapter “Nasilno v Kazakhstane: Deportatsiya Nemetskovo Nasele-
niya” (“Forced in Kazakhstan: Deportation of the German Population”), in
A. Kulkilbayev et al., Deported Peoples in Kazakhstan: Time and Destiny (Almaty:
Arys-Kazakhstan, 1998), pp. 193–208.

14. See B. Langin, Die Deutschen in der UdSSR–einst und jetzt (Germans in the USSR—
Then and Now) (Bonn: VDA, 1989), pp. 72–73.

15. See decree CHKCCCP from 8 January 1945, #35, “About the Rights of Special Settlers.”
One may also note the fact that, unlike the Chechens, Ingush, Cherkess, Khabardino-
Balkar, and Kachin groups that were also deported en masse, the Germans were not
allowed to return to their former settlements.

16. Heitman notes that there was a considerable range in German language usage from
Republic to Republic with a low of 47.5% in RSFSR to a high of 71.6% in the Kyrgyz
Republic. See S. Heitman, The Soviet Germans in the USSR Today (Cologne: Bundesin-
stitut fur ostwissenschaftliche und internationale Studien, 1980), pp. 55–65. See also
Fink, “Germans,” p. 259. R. Kaiser notes that “the linguistic assimilation of Jews and
Germans during 1970–1989 period may be more apparent than real, since the more
nationally conscious members who would have been more likely to claim the native
language as their first language were also those who were more likely to emigrate. Emi-
gration has thus played a significant role in language usage shifts for these two nations.”
See R. J. Kaiser, The Geography of Nationalism in Russia and the USSR (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 265.
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17. Official exoneration of the Germans from the Stalinist stigma of the “Fifth Column”
opened the road for new relations between the Soviet government and the Soviet
Germans. Despite this governmental admission of fault, the survivors of the deportation
never received any compensation for lost property and can actually be argued to have
been identified not only as prime subjects of sovietfication, due to their lack of territory
(i.e. position as “floating peoples”—tekuschie narody), but by virtue of the decree, now
worthy of inclusion. See A. Dederer, The Report on the Situation with the Formerly
Deported Peoples in the Republic of Kazakhstan (Almaty: chairperson of the Association
of the Non-Governmental Associations of Germans in the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2001).

18. This area was part of Siberia until the 1930s when it was united with Kazakhstan.
19. See Fink, “Germans,” p. 259; A. Kaken, “Nemis Avtonomiyasy: Ol Kazakh Dalasynda

Kalai Kuryla Zhazdady?” (“German Autonomy: How Did It Form on Kazakh Land?”),
Egemen Kazakhstan, 30 January 2002, p. 5.

20. For a short period in the late 1980s and early 1990s, limited discussion relating to the esta-
blishment of a German homeland within the former Soviet territories targeted the western
most portion of the Russian Federation, the Kaliningrad Oblast (KO). The region was
hoped to be compelling to Soviet Germans because the Kaliningrad Oblast was histori-
cally part of “German territory” (East Prussia). See Fink, “Germans,” pp. 260–262.

21. During 1860–1884 Russia strengthened its relations with Korea through a trade treaty
and widening contacts. At the same time, the Japanese, under the leadership of the
newly established Meji, were building up considerable Imperial influence on the penin-
sula. See M. Han, “Language and Ethnic Self–Consciousness among Koreans in Kazakh-
stan,” The Korea Journal, Summer, 1995, p. 89.

22. The treaty of Peking was signed in 1860 and ceded China’s Eastern Maritime Region to
Russia. See U. Um, “The Korean Diaspora in Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan: Social Change,
Identity, Music Making,” in K. Schulze, M. Stokes and C. Campbell, Nationalism, Min-
orities, and Diasporas: Identities and Rights in the Middle East (London: Tauris Aca-
demic Publishers, 1996), p. 218.

23. These sources include H. R. Huttenbach and R. Henry, “The Soviet Koreans: Products of
Russo-Japanese Imperial Rivalry,” Central Asian Survey, Vol. 12, No. 1, 1993, pp. 59–69;
M. Gelb, “An Early Soviet Ethnic Deportation: The Far Eastern Koreans,” The Russian
Review, Vol. 54, 1995; M. Han, “Language and Ethnic Self-Consciousness,” pp. 389–
412 in S. Kho, Koreans in Soviet Central Asia (Helsinki: Studia Orientaliya and Suh,
1987). According to G. N. Kim and R. King, eds, Koryo Saram: Koreans in the Former
USSR (New Haven: Korean and Korean American Studies Bulletin—East Rock Institute,
2001), p. 13, while the earliest record of Koreans settling within Russian territory dates to
1863, seasonal occupation of the Maritime region may date back to the 1850s.

24. See G. N. Kim, “The Deportation of 1937 as a Logical Continuation of Tsarist and Soviet
Nationality Policy in the Russian Far East,” in Koryo Saram: Koreans in the Former
USSR, p. 21. The extremely poor harvest of 1869 drove many Koreans from the peninsula
into the Russian territories. See U. Um, “The Korean Diaspora,” p. 218.

25. In June 1882, it was proposed that for three years, 250 Russian families be sent from
southern Russia to the Far East at state expense. These Russian settlers were to be
granted loans of 600 rubles per family (over a 33 year period), provided 15 desiatins
of land per adult male (up to 100 desiatins), per family, and be exempt from taxation
for 20 years. Such measures succeeded in increasing the total Russian population from
8,385 in 1882 to 66,320 in 1902. See G. N. Kim, “The Deportation of 1937,” p. 21.

26. This included not only Koreans and Russians, but also some Chinese peoples from
Manchuria.

HOMELAND AS SOCIAL CONSTRUCT

225



27. The population figures reflect that the Korean population of the Russian Far East
increased from 10,137 to 32,841 during this period. Closer examination reveals that
32,841 Koreans had been naturalized while 48,984 were not considered Russian citizens.
See M. Han, “Language and Ethnic Self–Consciousness,” p. 89.

28. See M. Gelb, “An Early Soviet Ethnic Deportation,” p. 393. See also G. N. Kim, “The
Deportation of 1937,” p. 24, who supports this point by noting that many Russian
Koreans saw the Bolshevik revolution as a means of liberating the Korean peninsula
from Japanese imperialism. Significant to the future deportation of Koreans from the
region is the fact that Russia’s Far East served as a base of operations for Korean nation-
alists seeking the liberation of Korea from the 1910 Japanese annexation of the Korean
peninsula. See Um, “The Korean Diaspora,” p. 218.

29. These limitations were most prevalent in the 1923 elections and less noticeable in the
1924 elections, which saw a marked increase in Korean political participation and
desire for citizenship. However, as noted by Kim, “in 1923, only 1300 out of 6000
Korean applicants received Soviet citizenship; in 1924 only 1247 out of 4761 applicants
were successful.” See G. N. Kim, “The Deportation of 1937,” p. 26.

30. Many of the early plans for deportation took the form of removing the Koreans from the
Primor’e border regions and relocating them in the more remote parts of the Khabarovsk
region. Kim cites directives in 1927, 1930, and 1932, wherein the mass deportation of the
Koreans was under consideration. See G. N. Kim, “The Deportation of 1937,” p. 29. In
contrast, tolerance during this period is evident in the existence of Korean newspapers
and magazines, Korean pedagogical and technical schools in Nikolsk-Ussuriisk and
Posyet, and Korean departments at Far-East State University and the Higher Communist
Agricultural School. See Han, “Language and Ethnic Self-Consciousness,” p. 89.

31. For a detailed account of the hardships of the Korean transfer to Central Asia and a break-
down of “Special Settlers” vs. “Deportees,” see M. Gelb, “An Early Soviet Ethnic Depor-
tation.” G. N. Kim’s “The Deportation of 1937,” pp. 33–35 offers lower estimates the
number of dead than often portrayed.

32. Later proved to be a fabrication of the NKVD (Narodny Komissaryat Vnutrennikh Del).
See G. N. Kim, “The Deportation of 1937,” p. 32.

33. Mikhail N. Pak contends that this deportation may have at least partially related to a
concessionary agreement between the Soviet leadership and Japanese government,
which considered the Soviet Korean community a threat to its control of the
Korean peninsula and possessions in Manchukuo. See Mikhail N. Pak, “O prichinah
deportatsii sovetskih koreitsev dalnego vostoka v Tsentralnnuyu Aziyu” (“On the
Reasons for the Deportation of the Soviet Koreans of the Far East to Central
Asia”), in Valentin Tian et al., eds, Dorogoy gorkikh ispytanii (Moscow: Ekslibiris-
Press, 1997), p. 31.

34. According to Kim the initial movement of Koreans to Kazakhstan took place at the end of
the 1920s. Its motive was to catalyze rice farming in the Central Asian regions amenable
to this crop. These Koreans formed the region’s original rice growing artels. See G. N.
Kim, “The Deportation of 1937,” p. 27.

35. Such internal migration was a source of great frustration among Soviet officials, as
demonstrated by a confidential letter dated 15 February 1938 from Comrade Izotov,
Head of the Department of the Commissariat of Internal Affairs, to Comrade Gilman,
Assistant of the State’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the Kazakh SSR. The letter
was in reference to the inability of the local authorities to keep track of the Korean popu-
lation. See Georgii V. Kan, “Koreitsy v Kazakhstane: Deportatsiya i Obreteniye Novoi
Rodiny” (“Koreans in Kazakhstan: Deportation and Finding a New Homeland”), in
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A. K. Kekilbayev et al., Deported Peoples in Kazakhstan: Time and Destiny (Almaty:
Arys-Kazakhstan, 1998), pp. 109–151.

36. A limited number of Koreans managed to join the Army through various means. Four
notable Korean officers are outlined in Gelb, “An Early Soviet Ethnic Deportation,”
pp. 407–408.

37. Ibid., p. 407.
38. According to Shirin Akiner, “This right is ensured by the free nature of all types of edu-

cation, the implementation of the universal compulsory education of young people . . . by
the opportunity for instruction in one’s native tongue.” See S. Akiner, Islamic Peoples of
the Soviet Union (London: Kegan Paul International, 1983), p. 21.

39. Data derived from a survey conducted by the Center for Monitoring Interethnic Relations
(hereafter CMIR) and published in raw form by Nurbulat Masanov in Polozheniye Etni-
cheskikh Menshinstv v Suverennom Kazakhstane (The Condition of Ethnic Minorities in
an Independent Kazakhstan) (Almaty: Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, 1997). The meta-data for
the Center for Monitoring Interethnic Relations surveys can be found in the introduction
of Masanov’s book. Samples sizes for the CMIR survey were 335 Koreans and 193
Germans. A smaller-scale sample was acquired for a questionnaire of 50 questions relat-
ing directly to territorialization and conceptions of homeland. This questionnaire was
administered by the author during 2000 and 2002 in interview format to roughly 27
Germans and 32 Koreans. Following the analysis of initial data, follow-up in-depth inter-
views were carried out with members of these communities, as well as with community
leaders and Kazakhstani experts. In contrast to the highly structured surveys conducted by
CMIR, where multiple choice answers were provided, author interviews were semi-struc-
tured allowing respondents to relate tangential stories and express candid emotional reac-
tions. The “snowball” sampling technique was employed in obtaining the interview
sample with restrictions on the use of multiple family members and a general objective
of finding respondents from different ages, genders, occupations, and educational
levels. This task was achieved with only moderate outliers for specific variables. An
additional method of data collection involved extensive library and archival research,
wherein government documents, academic works, Kazakhstani-Korean and German
periodicals, and nationally circulating newspapers were examined in an effort to
enhance my understanding of the public discourses pertaining to this research topic.

40. The degree to which a “supra-ethnic” identity is sought in favor of “ethnic” identity is
indeterminable from the question that gave rise to this table.

41. Author’s interview with a German respondent, Pavlodar, October 2001 (parenthetical
content added).

42. See R. Cohen, Global Diasporas: An Introduction (Seattle: University of Washington
Press, 1997); C. King and N. Melvin, “Diaspora Politics: Ethnic Linkages, Foreign
Policy and Security in Eurasia,” International Security, Vol. 24, No. 3, 2000, pp. 108–
138; and L. Malkki, Purity and Exile: Violence, Memory, and National Cosmology
Among Hutu Refugees in Tanzania (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995).

43. According to Nurbulat Masanov’s analysis of these data, as well as my own exploration of
the topic through interviews with members of both communities, the fact that the majority
of Germans are (at least in some form) considering emigration greatly affects their
answers to such questions. Uncertainty as to their capacity to emigrate has led to a cog-
nizance of the need to keep options open. See Masanov, Polozheniye Etnicheskikh, p. 4.

44. Soviet nationality policy ironically condemned bourgeois nationalism but maintained
ethnic confession (line 5 of the Soviet passport) and promoted titular peoples through
korenizatsiya (indigenization). See R. Kaiser, Geography of Nationalism, pp. 124–135.
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45. The dynamics of ethnic nationalization were set in motion with the very naming of the
state of Kazakhstan. By converting the ethnic core of the Union Republic’s name to a
state name, Kazakhs were implicitly signified as the most legitimately territorialized com-
munity. Literally translated, the word “Kazakhstan” suggests that the territory of the state
is the “land of the Kazakhs.” Various governmental decrees, speeches and academic pub-
lications have combined to constitute a discourse of rationalization for the “first among
equals” position of Kazakhs in the new “host” state. Starting with the 1993 Constitution
of Kazakhstan, the state was clearly defined as a national homeland for Kazakhs (Kazakh-
stan as “the form of statehood for the self-determined Kazakh nation”). The 1995 Consti-
tution was rewritten to appear more ethnically neutral, but, in point of fact, only offered a
more subtle expression of the underlying centrality of the Kazakh ethnic group in the for-
mation of a Kazakhstani nation.

46. The results of the latest Kazakhstani elections indicate that 80% of the representatives to
the lower chamber of the Kazakhstani legislature (Majlis) are ethnic Kazakhs. See
J. Holm-Hansen, “Political Integration in Kazakhstan,” in Pal Kolstoe, ed., Nation Build-
ing and Ethnic Integration in Post Soviet Societies: An Investigation of Latvia and
Kazakhstan (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1999), pp. 195–203 for an excellent overview of
the kazakhization of public offices.

47. Declarations of the early independence period established the Kazakh language as the
“official language of the state.” Article 7 of the 1995 Constitution designated Russian
as the “language of everyday communication,” but consistent debate within Kazakhstan
has questioned the viability of “Kazakh” in governmental affairs, its function as a dis-
criminatory mechanism, and the degree to which it may limit the capacity of the state to
modernize. For discussions of these discourses, see J. Holm-Hansen, Nation Building
and Ethnic Integration, pp. 178–191 and W. Fierman, “Language and Identity in
Kazakhstan: Formulations in Policy Documents 1987–1997,” Communist and Post-
Communist Studies, Vol. 31, No. 2, 1998, pp. 171–186. Survey data pertaining to
language use in Kazakhstan is available in M. Arenov and S. Kalmykov, “Sovremen-
naya yazykovaya situatsiya v Respublike Kazakhstan” (“Contemporary Language Situ-
ation in Kazakhstan”), Sayasat, Vol. 1, 1997, pp. 21–30, and Arenov and Kalmykov,
“Sovremennaya yazykovaya situatsiya v Respublike Kazakhstan—okonchanie” (“Con-
temporary Language Situation in Kazakhstan—Conclusion”), Sayasat, Vol. 2, 1997,
pp. 29–34.

48. Collectively, these processes constitute the very idea of “nationalizing social space” or
constructing an idea of “homeland” that the government feels will most readily insure
its sovereignty. The ethno-demographic distribution of peoples in Kazakhstan is dis-
cussed by J. Holm-Hansen, Nation Building and Ethnic Integration, pp. 157–163;
M. Olcott, Kazakhstan: Unfulfilled Promise (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment of
Peace, 2002), pp. 194–195, 279; O demograficheskoi situatsii v 1995 (About Demo-
graphic Statistics) (Almaty: Pravitelstvo respubliki Kazakhstan, 1996); and
M. Tatimov, “Vliyanie demograficheskih i migratsionnyh protsessov na vnutripolitiches-
kuyu stabilnost Respubliki Kazakhstan” (“The Influence of Demographic and Migration
Processes on Inter-political Stability in the Republic of Kazakhstan”), Sayasat, Vol. 5,
1995, pp. 18–23.

49. See S. Erlanger, “Ethnic Russians in Kazakhstan Flocking Back to Motherland,”
New York Times, 19 February 1995, p. 3; N. Masanov, “Migratsionnye Metamorfozy
Kazakhstana” (“Migration Metamorphoses of Kazakhstan”), in A. Vyatikin et al., Dviz-
henii Dobrovolnom i Vynuzhdennom (On the Move: Voluntarily and Involuntarily)
(Moscow: Natalis Press, 1999), pp. 127–152.
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50. The prospect of euro-centrism influencing homeland conceptions and identity is not,
however, unique. Numerous cases of post-colonial migration have been catalyzed by
the concern that indigenous rule will manifest in discrimination against former colonial-
ists and groups not possessing titular status. See R. Brubaker, “Aftermaths of Empire and
the Unmixing of Peoples: Historical and Comparative Perspectives,” Ethnic and Racial
Studies, Vol. 18, No. 2, 1995, pp. 189–218.

51. One respondent cited a pamphlet by Ilya Ehrenburg entitled “Kill,” wherein no distinction
is made between Germans and Nazis or Fascists as became the custom in later years of
Soviet rule. An excerpt from the pamphlet is as follows (capitalization in original):
“The Germans are not humans! From now on, the word ‘German’ is the worst curse
. . . We shall kill. IF YOU DON’T KILL AT LEAST ONE GERMAN IN THE
COURSE OF A DAY, THEN YOU HAVE LOST A DAY . . . If you can’t kill a
German with a bullet, then kill him with a bayonet. When you let a German live, he
will hang a Russian man, defile a Russian woman. WHEN YOU HAVE KILLED A
GERMAN, KILL THE NEXT ONE, NOTHING MAKES US HAPPIER THAN
GERMAN CORPSES! Don’t count the days, don’t count the kilometers. Count only
one thing: the number of Germans killed. Kill the Germans! Your aged mother asks
you to. Kill the Germans! Your child asks you to. Kill the Germans! The soil of the home-
land calls on you to . . . ,” facsimile in A. Eisfeld, “Die Rußlanddeutschen” (“The Russian
Germans!), in Manfred Hellmann and Alfred Eisfeld, eds, Tausend Jahre Nach-
barschaft—Rußland und die Deutschen (Munich: Bruckmann, 1988), p. 78.

52. Author’s interview, German respondent, Almaty, March 2000 (parenthetical content
added). Such a statement must be taken in consideration of historical facts. As noted
by Sidney Heitman, “Soviet policy toward exercising these (German cultural) rights
was inconsistent, unpredictable, and often obstructed at local levels by indifferent or
hostile officials.” It is from this context of unofficial discrimination that the substantial
German out-migration from Kazakhstan occurred in the 1970s, 1980s and early 1990s.
See Heitman, The Soviet Germans in the USSR Today, pp. 544–555.

53. “Legitimately” used here to express a common belief among Koreans and many Soviet
citizens of the period that the Koreans were honestly working to defeat the Nazis and
Japanese, while the Germans were simply forced laborers. This conclusion is derived
from statements by both Korean and German respondents in various interviews made
in 2000 and 2002.

54. See G. Kan, “Koreitsy v Kazakhstane,” M. Gelb, “An Early Soviet Ethnic Deportation,”
U. Um, “The Korean Diaspora in the Former Soviet Union and China: The Construction
of Identity in Comparative Perspective,” in R. B. Suleimenova et al., Gosudarstvo i
Obshestvo v Stranah Postsovetskovo Vostoka—Istoriya, Sovremennost, Perspektivy
(State and Society in the Countries of Post Soviet East: History, Present Time and
Prospects) (Almaty: Ministerstvo Obrazovaniya i Nauki Respubliki Kazakhstan, Institut
Vostokovedeniya Almaty Daik Press, 1999), pp. 206–213.

55. Kan, “Koreitsy v Kazakhstane.”
56. Author’s interview with Kazakhstani government official October 2001 (parenthetical

content added).
57. One may find such sentimental musings of homeland relating to Kazakhstan outlined in

Kan, “Koreitsy v Kazakhstane.”
58. According to an interview with G. N. Kim, roughly 200–300 Koreans come to Kazakhstan

from other Central Asian states each year. Interviews with some of these recent migrants
revealed both an overt rejection of the prospect of emigration from Central Asia and a
belief that Kazakhstan provides a venue where they can be both “Korean” and “free.”
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59. Quotation derived from transcript of a Korean focus group, Almaty, April 2000.
60. The Korean Kobonjil, a traditional self-supporting capitalistic (for-profit) account system

of agriculture, has been adapted to fit the seasonal use of Korean farms, with families
living in cities in the winter and commuting to the agricultural lands in the spring,
summer and autumn. It has also been attributed with preserving much of the Korean
culture and value systems during the community’s years in Central Asia but has lost
some of its power in the changing economy of the independence period. See T. H.
Back, “The Social reality Faced by Ethnic Koreans in Central Asia,” in G. Kim and
R. King, eds, Koryo Saram: Koreans in the Former USSR (New Haven: Korean and
Korean American Studies Bulletin—East Rock Institute, 2001), p. 74.

61. See M. Han, “Language and Ethnic Self-Consciousness,” p. 91. As in the German case,
looser Soviet control over minorities in Central Asia allowed for education to become a
tool for furthering the prospects of both the individual and the community. Social
advancement became a tradition within the community, which took pride in the
number of Koreans functioning as prominent scholars, police officials, engineers,
doctors, lawyers and technicians. See Back, “The Social Reality,” p. 74.

62. T. H. Back is critical of this trend, attributing it to an increase in materialism among the
Koryo saram. Back, “The Social Reality,” p. 74.

63. An example of this adaptation can be found in the formation of a holding company named
“Dostar Kazakhstan,” which is intended to manage financial affairs relating to Korean
agriculture and business. See V. Litvinenko, “Kogda my Vmestye” (“When we are
together—interview with President of Korean Association of Kazakhstan”), Kazakshtans-
kaya Pravda, 15 December 2001, p. 4.

64. A. Dederer, The Report on the Situation, pp. 1–17.
65. This included raions of non-“punished peoples” such as the Uighurs, who settled in the

territory of Kazakhstan after being forced out of their homeland in China (Shinjiang)
and Uzbeks whose existence in the southern portion of the state is largely related to
the Soviet imposed boundaries. See P. A. Goble, “Can Republican Borders Be
Changed?” Report on the USSR, Vol. 28, 1990, pp. 20–21 and P. A. Goble, “Stalin
Draws the Borders,” Central Asia Monitor, Vol. 2, 1995, pp. 12–14.

66. For example, H. K. Um notes: “Central Asian Koreans call themselves ‘people of Koryo’
[koryo saram], whereas Sakhalin Koreans call themselves ‘people of Choson’ [choson
saram]. The Sakhalin Koreans refer to the Koreans of the Russian mainland and
Central Asia as the ‘people on the continent’ [k’unttang saram] and consider them to
be more easy going than themselves, but more Sovietized. In Central Asia, Koreans in
Uzbekistan pride themselves on being more Korean than their counterparts in Kazakhstan
because they believe they have retained more of the Korean culture, primarily the
language. On the other hand, Koreans in Kazakhstan consider themselves more sophisti-
cated, that is to say, European.” H. K. Um, “The Korean Diaspora,” p. 220. See also
M. Han, “Language and Ethnic Self-Consciousness,” p. 90.

67. Agentstvo po statistikii Kazakshtana, 1999.
68. Korean migration from economically disadvantaged oblasts to oblasts with higher per-

capita incomes is a complex story. The trend is evident in the case of South Kazakhstan
oblasts with a $42 per month average income and Kyzyl Orda oblast with a $67 per month
average income losing Koreans to the cities of Almaty and Astana boasting roughly $88
per month incomes. However, Oka also notes that Zhambyl and Akmola oblasts have low
monthly income averages ($47 and $44, respectively) but are experiencing no Korean
outflow. Oka goes on to note that the trend of Korean migration out of predominantly
Kazakh oblasts to more cosmopolitan environs is countered by the Zhambyl oblast.
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See N. Oka, “The Korean Diaspora in Nationalizing Kazakhstan: Strategies for Survival
as and Ethnic Minority,” in Kim and King, Koryo Saram, pp. 89–113.

69. See N. Oka, “The Korean Diaspora in Nationalizing Kazakhstan, pp. 96–97 and
T. H. Back, “The Social Reality,” pp. 55–57.

70. For data relating to a choice of “Partner” in different spheres of life among Kazakhstani-
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