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Bohemia’s Antipodes: Post-Communist 
Czech Migration to New Zealand 
Oksana Opara*  

In the post-communist era, the European migration space changed significantly. It has become charac-

terised predominantly by temporary labour migration and new forms of circular, return and onward 

migration which are collectively theorised as ‘liquid’. The 2004/2007 eastward expansion of the EU 

resulted in the re-emergence of large-scale East-West intra-EU migration; however, Czechia continues 

to have one of the lowest levels of emigration among EU member-states in Central and Eastern Europe 

(CEE). This article analyses Czech migration to New Zealand, which constitutes a considerable portion 

of overall Czech emigration. It is hypothesised that this flow can be understood as an example of ‘liquid’ 

migration beyond the EU to a distant settler society. Data from Immigration New Zealand and Stats NZ 

are examined to identify the trends, patterns and sociodemographic profile of Czech-to-New Zealand 

migration; other secondary sources provide a preliminary sketch of the motivations behind (and lived 

experiences of) Czech migrants in New Zealand. The study finds that this migration is increasing  

– mostly for temporary work, holidaying or visiting friends and relatives – and one of the largest, young-

est and most recently arrived migrant groups from the CEE EU-10 countries. It is concluded that 

Czechia’s comparatively high standard of living may be an explanatory factor behind the relatively 

large flow of its people to New Zealand and that further qualitative investigation is needed to elucidate 

the motivations and diverse experiences of individual Czech migrants. The article ultimately contributes 

to comparative migration studies by exploring a potentially unique case of liquid migration to a tradi-

tional settler society. 
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Introduction 

Countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) have had an important impact on broader European migration 

flows since at least the early 1990s, when major political and socioeconomic changes transformed the region, 

including the nature of its human mobility. Scholarly discourse and theoretical approaches have accordingly 
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responded to these changes. Most migration literature on this topic has focused on intra-EU migration or the 

movement of EU nationals to major destinations like the United States and the United Kingdom but CEE 

migration to newer, under-studied destinations can still reward our critical attention. 

One of these under-studied CEE migration flows has been from the Czech Republic (henceforth Czechia) 

to New Zealand, which was chosen as the focus of this study because there is a relatively large number of 

educated and skilled young adult Czech nationals moving to New Zealand on both a temporary and a perma-

nent basis. The Czech Ministry of Foreign Affairs recognises that New Zealand has, since the 1990s, ‘become 

a popular destination for emigrants’, including skilled individuals, while also noting the importance of the 

United Kingdom and Ireland, Australia (as a destination for Czech students) and the United States (as a hub of 

both legal and illegal labour opportunities) (Czech Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2010). According to the OECD 

(2017: 180), 3 900 Czechs reportedly emigrated in 2015 and New Zealand migration statistics data suggest 

that almost one fifth (18 per cent) of those emigrants went to New Zealand: 694 Czechs were recorded as 

arriving to New Zealand in the same year, intending to stay for at least 12 months. This is despite research 

showing that Czechia has not been a ‘significant emigration country’ (Drbohlav, Lachmanová-Medová, 

Čermák, Janská, Čermáková and Dzúrová 2009: 21) since 1989 and while the 2004 eastward enlargement of 

the EU spurred significant East-West migration – mainly from Poland, Romania and Bulgaria – there has been 

‘no significant rise in emigration’ from Czechia (Fassman, Kohlbacher and Reeger 2014: 44). The relatively 

high rate of Czechia-New Zealand migration indeed warrants scholarly investigation, considering that Czech 

nationals have, overall, remarkably low intentions of moving abroad compared with other CEE countries (Di 

Cara 2016; European Commission 2010). Górny (2017) has emphasised that the role of non-EU emigration 

destinations has diminished for CEE EU countries such as Czechia and that emigration from there will continue 

to take place mainly within the Union in documented, long-term form. However, this article hypothesises that 

the new ‘liquid’ form of post-EU-accession migration in the twenty-first century – which is typically tempo-

rary, labour-driven and unpredictable – extends globally to important non-EU destinations (as discussed by 

Black, Engbersen, Okólski and Panţîru 2010: 43), for which the steadily increasing migration of Czechs to 

New Zealand is an insightful case study.  

The article begins by overviewing Europe’s changing migration landscape over the last four decades and 

introducing the theoretical approaches that have been developed in response, with emphasis on research by 

Engbersen and Snel (2013), King (2018) and others around the concept of ‘liquid’ migration. New Zealand’s 

immigration policy framework is then discussed, including post-1986 legislative changes that altered the type 

and composition of migration to New Zealand. Post-communist migration from Czechia to New Zealand is 

subsequently described and analysed comparatively in relation to other CEE-New Zealand flows, using mi-

gration statistics collected by Stats NZ, data on visa and permits approval from Immigration New Zealand and 

census data. New Zealand media sources are also considered to provide a preliminary sketch of the motivations 

behind, and lived experiences of, Czech migrants in New Zealand, in lieu of richer qualitative investigation. 

The article ultimately seeks to highlight the potentially unique case of Czech migration to New Zealand and 

to offer some theoretical insights for the study of Central and Eastern European migrants’ movement to non-

EU destinations in general, which may support future qualitative research on their experiences of temporary 

labour migration and settlement in New Zealand as well as other traditional settler countries such as the United 

States, Canada and Australia. 
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Historical and theoretical background 

The fall of the Berlin Wall marked the end of the Cold War, which had dramatic consequences for CEE coun-

tries in all spheres of life. Many political, institutional and economic reforms were implemented and citizens 

regained the freedom to travel internationally after more than four decades of isolation behind the Iron Curtain. 

Western Europeans tended to meet this new freedom of travel with anxiety: public opinion and some politicians 

showed concern about potential mass migration from the East flooding into the ‘old’ Europe. However, these 

fears have not materialised and the strongly anticipated East-West exodus did not occur during the 1990s 

(Okólski 2012; Wallace 2002). 

Instead, since the 1990s, migration has become more globalised, accelerated in growth, diversified in its 

flows (King 2018: 1; Vertovec 2007). The migration regimes and systems of CEE countries have accordingly 

transformed: from transition destinations of illegal migration to the West to forming a ‘buffer’ zone at the gates 

of ‘Fortress Europe’ (Drbohlav 2012; Drbohlav and Janská 2009). By the turn of the new millennium, eco-

nomic and social polarisation within CEE produced new intra-regional movements. Czechia became a country 

predominantly of immigration along with several other CEE countries such as Hungary (and much more re-

cently, Poland) owing in part to its relatively high demand for foreign labour and relatively high standards of 

living, political stability and democratic development – not to mention its cultural and linguistic proximity to 

and shared socialist history with nearby countries (Drbohlav et al. 2009; Okólski 2012; Wallace 2002; Wallace 

and Palyanitsa 1995). Reflecting these changes, a 1998 survey (IOM cited in Wallace 2002: 605) of CEE 

nationals’ migration intentions by the International Organisation for Migration indicated that about half of 

Czech respondents were interested in temporary labour migration; however, only 11 per cent of Czechs re-

ported wanting to emigrate permanently. According to the 2005 Eurobarometer survey (European Foundation 

of the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions 2006 cited in Duszczyk and Matuszczyk 2014: 25), 

just 1.2 per cent of Czech respondents expected to move to another EU country in the following five years, the 

lowest level of migration intentions out of the 8 CEE countries that joined the EU in 2004 – although, in 2012, 

94 per cent of Czech respondents were aware ‘that they had the right to migrate and live freely in another EU 

member state’ (Duszczyk and Matuszczyk 2014: 25). The situation has remained largely similar since the 

eastward enlargement of the EU in 2004, which saw 10 countries, including Czechia, Poland and Hungary, 

accessioned into the union. OECD data indicate that Czechia has the lowest number of nationals emigrating to 

other EU destinations than any other CEE EU-10 country (OECD 2007). 

This new chapter in the history of intra-EU migration has spurred new forms of short-term and non-linear 

types of temporary labour migration (Black et al. 2010; Glorius, Grabowska-Lusińska and Kuvik 2013; Okól-

ski 2007; Triandafyllidou 2013). Engbersen and Snel (2013) theorise these new forms of migration collectively 

as ‘liquid’. The metaphorical term builds on Bauman’s study Liquid Modernity (2000), which proposes that, 

in the globalised era of the twenty-first century, the ‘erstwhile “solidity” of fixed notions such as social class, 

stable families, cohesive neighbourhoods, and the nation-state has been replaced by societies which are, in 

many respects, fluid, flexible, and under constant change’ (King 2018: 5). In this context, migration is no 

longer primarily comprised of one-way flows from sending to receiving countries, where the final sign of 

success is assimilation with the host society and returning home or attempting to re-settle elsewhere is regarded 

as failure (Goździak and Pawlak 2016). Owing to the increased global demand for skilled and temporary labour 

and increasingly affordable global travel and communication, migrants engage in more flexible forms of move-

ment that are often temporary and characterised by a ‘deliberate stance of keeping options open’ (King 2018: 

6). 

Liquid migration tends to be motivated by migrants’ labour needs rather than family obligations, reflecting 

people’s increasing tendency to raise children and marry later in life (Engbersen and Snel 2013: 34). Some 
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migrants may only stay abroad to work for short periods, move ‘to several different countries in short succes-

sions’, or adapt to Europe’s fluctuating labour markets by alternating circularly between their home country 

and diverse destinations, which in some cases resembles ‘transnational commuting’ (Goździak and Pawlak 

2016: 109) or ‘incomplete migration’ (Okólski 2001). A consequence of these diverse flows is that the concept 

of temporary ‘anchoring’ becomes an important means of capturing the essence of migrants’ ‘drifting lives’, 

‘complex identities’ and ‘mechanisms of settling down in terms of searching for relative stability rather than 

putting down roots’ (Grzymała-Kazłowska and Brzozowska 2017: 1; see also Grzymała-Kazłowska 2017). 

Migrants can also continue to work temporarily in other destinations (onward migration) and experience ‘mul-

tiple returns’ home to such an extent that national borders have lost much of their former significance 

(Goździak and Pawlak 2016: 109; Engbersen and Snel 2013: 31).  

Together, these factors underline the pluralised and individualised character of liquid migration. Migrants 

must regularly adapt to diverse contexts and events as best suits their personal circumstances in attempt to 

‘take advantage of economic and lifestyle opportunities in a widening cognitive and geopolitical space of free 

movement’ (King 2018: 5). However, not everyone can securely take advantage of such opportunities since, 

for many temporary labour migrants, life in the destination country may be about ‘pure survival, living on low 

wages, and doing tough jobs in degrading conditions’ in which employers may unfairly enforce asymmetrical 

contracts and abuse the limited rights of their migrant employees (King 2018: 2). The corresponding ‘survival 

strategies’ of liquid migrants in destination countries can include self-employment, informal jobs and forms of 

family support and even crime, in contrast to the formal employment, social security and permanent residence 

permits characteristically held by migrants of the ‘old’ (pre-1990) migration era (Engbersen and Snel 2013: 

30). Some scholars (Favell 2008; Moreh 2014) warn that new liquid migration flows may result in an exploi-

tative dual labour market for CEE migrants working in the West, and that there may be tension between ideals 

of free movement within the expanded EU and economic and racial discrimination (which has arguably already 

been manifested in the wake of the 2015–16 refugee crisis). 

Overall, earlier forms of European migration – such as the twentieth-century regimes of guest-workers and, 

more recently, seasonal agricultural worker flows – have not entirely disappeared and it is questionable to what 

extent the so-called era of liquid migration is new (Engbersen and Snel 2013: 24; King 2018: 5). Nevertheless, 

it is clear that the early 1990s marked the dawn of profound changes for migration in Europe. These changes 

have unfolded over the last three decades to form a complex system in which migrants – especially skilled 

professionals, international students, refugees and labour migrants – engage in temporary and circular flows 

of an open-ended or liquid character, in turn challenging established twentieth-century European notions of 

welfare, citizenship, work and national identity. 

One implication of liquid migration for scholars and policy-makers is that such migrants do not register in 

official statistics (Engbersen 2012: 98), thus creating ‘manifest shortages’ of data on emigration from CEE 

countries following the EU’s 2004 eastward enlargement (Grabowska-Lusińska, 2013: 41; Stats NZ n.d. b, c). 

This contributes to liquid migration’s formal ‘invisibility’ and leads to ‘gaps in our knowledge of the stocks 

and flows of post-accession migrants’ (Grabowska-Lusińska 2013: 43). The issue also applies to liquid migra-

tion beyond the EU to settler societies such as the United States, Canada and less-usual destinations such as 

New Zealand, although migration scholars have so far mostly paid attention only to liquid migration in a Eu-

ropean context and at a macro level (using statistics to consider flows at a large scale). A limited number of 

researchers have addressed the complexities of liquid migration in terms of ‘individuals, families, households, 

and localities, including the family and community members left behind’ (Black et al. 2010: 43; Goździak and 

Pawlak 2016: 110) but, as Hugo (2011: 11) discusses, ‘our understanding of the impacts of migration remains 

biased toward (…) permanent settlement’. Although some progress has been made, there also remains a lack 

of studies ‘on the migratory trends of the Czech population’ in general (Di Cara 2016: 188; see also Pařízková 
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2011). This article seeks to partly address the problem by presenting a destination-focused study of post-com-

munist Czech migration to New Zealand, including some qualitative stories from media and government 

sources to lend the analysis a human face. 

Data context and sources 

New Zealand migration policy evolution 

Throughout New Zealand’s history, migration has been heavily controlled and regulated. For example, Euro-

pean migrants from Great Britain and Ireland were assisted and supported to varying degrees until 1975, while 

significant restrictions remained in place for Chinese and Asian migration (Beaglehole 2015; NZ Parliamen-

tary Library 2008). In the 1980s, neo-liberal economic and social restructuring was undertaken, including rad-

ical reform of the country’s immigration policy (NZ Department of Labour, Immigration Division 1986; 

Lidgard, Bedford and Goodwin 1998). The immigration Policy Review of 1986 shifted the focus of criteria 

for admitting migrants into New Zealand from ethnic origin and nationality (the traditional source-country 

preference system) to individual skills, work experience, educational level and age (Bedford, Ho and Lidgard 

2001). Since 1991, the system has awarded points to potential migrants during the entry process relative to 

their ‘score’ for these criteria (Bedford et al. 2001). As a result, new and increasingly closer migration ties 

have become established between New Zealand and many different countries, particularly India and China as 

well as CEE countries (Bedford 2000; Castles 1998; Ip 2003). Collectively, these reforms increased the ethnic 

heterogeneity and pluralisation of migration flows to New Zealand and contributed to the resulting ‘super-diversity’ 

of the population (Spoonley 2001, 2015; Stats NZ 2013; Vertovec 2007). The country’s immigration policy 

framework has continued to be adjusted in response to labour market demands and to more recent public 

concerns over the pressure of historically high net immigration on infrastructure, healthcare and housing (Hall 

2017; Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 2018). 

A longitudinal government-sponsored study found that ‘a positive link [exists] between migrants having 

work experience in New Zealand before residence and their employment outcomes after gaining residence’ 

(Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 2016: 28). There is now a pathway for both workers and 

students to progress from temporary migration to New Zealand residency (Ministry of Business, Innovation 

and Employment 2016). The system favours migrants already in the country, either because they already have 

a temporary work permit or because they have completed their studies in New Zealand (OECD 2014). Since 

the mid-1990s, at least 50 countries, including the United Kingdom, the United States and European Union 

countries – including Czechia – have been part of a visa waiver scheme, whereby nationals from the partici-

pating countries are not required to obtain a visitor visa to enter New Zealand if they are visiting for three 

months or less (Immigration New Zealand 2017b). When already in the country, migrants can extend their 

visitor permit up to nine months or apply for a different type of visa without having to leave the country 

(Immigration New Zealand 2017b). In 2011, following the introduction of the Immigration Act 2009, a new 

interim visa system was brought into effect, allowing temporary migrants already in the country to lawfully 

remain for up to six months or until another visa was approved, during which time the rights of the original 

visa were maintained, thus enabling further study, work or travel. 

Thus, over the last two decades, the number of temporary work visas granted annually has increased by 

600 per cent from approximately 30 000 to almost 200 000 (Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 

2016). More than half of all migrants who have been granted residency held an essential-skills temporary work 

visa at some stage before becoming residents (OECD 2014). Approximately 80 per cent of the 52 052 people 
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who were granted residency in the 2015/2016 financial year (from July to the end of June) had previously held 

a temporary visa (Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 2016: 28). Temporary labour migrants 

now constitute approximately 3.6 per cent of New Zealand’s labour force, the highest proportion among the 

OECD countries (OECD 2014). After reviewing New Zealand’s labour migration policy in 2014, the OECD 

(2014: 13) reported that ‘permanent migration mainly draws from the pool of temporary labour migrants’. 

Despite New Zealand being predominantly a settlement country, its immigration system has been reoriented 

to favour temporariness, both responding to and shaping new forms of liquid migration in the Asia-Pacific 

region. 

Thus, the blurred boundary between temporary stays and permanent settlement in New Zealand’s immigra-

tion system aligns with the hallmarks of liquid migration (Spoonley and Bedford 2012; Trlin and Spoonley 

1997; Trlin, Spoonley and Watts 2005). In this regard, New Zealand is not alone: similar reorientations toward 

temporariness and liquidity have occurred in the immigration systems of other traditional settler societies over 

the past two decades and, by 2014, ‘Australian, Canadian and New Zealand strategies had converged to  

a remarkable degree’ (Hawthorne 2014: 1). In Australia in particular, migration policy has shifted ‘away from 

a longstanding policy to eschew temporary migration to one involving a range of visa categories designed to 

attract temporary residents to work in Australia’ (Hugo 2011: 11). 

Data sources for analysis and discussion 

Administrative data from Immigration New Zealand and Stats NZ (formerly known as Statistics New Zealand) 

are used in this study. Since April 1921, migration statistics produced by Stats NZ are based on information 

derived from travellers’ arrival and departure cards, on which travellers self-report either their intended time 

away from New Zealand or the time they intend to spend in the country. Migrants are considered long-term 

migrants if they report their intention to stay in New Zealand for twelve months or longer. The cards and 

included questions have changed over time but this method of data collection regarding migrations flows is 

still used today (Stats NZ n.d. b). 

New Zealand’s international migration data are based on people’s self-reported intentions rather than on 

their actual movement and changing migrant statuses – which poses problems to both migration researchers 

and policy-makers. The potential for inaccuracy is compounded by the possibility that intentions may not be 

realised. Current migration policy allows migrants to apply for a change in their visa status onshore in New 

Zealand (OECD 2014). A migrant intending to complete only a three-month visit may, for example, become 

a long-term resident; alternatively, someone who arrives intending to stay in New Zealand long-term may 

leave due to a change in circumstances. To accurately measure migration flows, Stats NZ  recently developed 

a ‘12–16-month rule’ (discussed in Stats NZ 2017) which allows migrant statuses (long-term or short-term) to 

be defined based on their travel histories. This new method of measuring the contribution of international 

migration flows to the changing structure and composition of New Zealand’s resident population uses a com-

bination of border movement data and associated movement and passenger identities, to produce a historical 

series of estimated migrant arrivals and departures. The application of the 12–16-month rule could produce 

longitudinal data that enable more nuanced analysis of liquid migration flows, including circular, return and 

step-migration (Stats NZ 2017) and other patterns of post-accession migration to New Zealand. 

Immigration New Zealand records form another important source of data on migration to the country, in 

terms of the number of visas granted across all categories (Immigration New Zealand n.d. a). However, inter-

pretation of these data may be complicated because some people who were granted a visa or permit overseas 

may never actually arrive in New Zealand. Nevertheless, Immigration New Zealand collected and published 

data about whether an arrival has been recorded for a granted permit/visa, which does enable a more accurate 
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assessment of the composition of migrant flows (Immigration New Zealand n.d. a). Despite these limitations, 

the arrival/departure border information and Immigration New Zealand statistics mean that, as in Australia, 

important characteristics of both liquid and traditional migration forms can be examined and understood (Hugo 

2011: 2).  

Results: post-communist migration flows from Czechia to New Zealand, 1989–2017 

Bohemian history, identity, and tradition 

During the nineteenth century and until World War I, the United States and Canada were the major destinations 

of emigration from the now-Czech lands of Bohemia and Moravia (Dragostinova and Gerlach 2017; Kukral 

2004; Zeitlhofer 2011). The first Bohemians and Moravians to arrive in New Zealand did so in the 1860s via 

Australia and Tahiti (Lochore 1951: 69; McGill 1982: 73). On 27 June 1863, a group of 81 Bohemians arrived 

in New Zealand after a four-month journey from Staab (today Stod) about 25 km west of Pilsen (Plzen); they 

were offered land in the small town of Puhoi, north of what is now the country’s largest city, Auckland (Prochá-

zková 2010: 21). This Bohemian settlement in Puhoi has been studied as an enclave community aiming to 

preserve its Bohemian traditions.1 The original 81 migrants identified themselves as ‘Bohemians’, although 

their actual ethnicity – and whether they can be considered Czech migrants – remains unclear. The Puhoi 

village is a popular destination for visitors from Czechia and Germany, reflecting Bohemia’s long and complex 

historical ties with its neighbouring regions. Procházková (2010: 21, 28) discusses the history of nineteenth-century 

Bohemians in New Zealand and the state of their community today, noting a need to understand how the 

settlers identified themselves rather than how they were perceived by others: 

 

The Germans and the Czechs meet in Puhoi’s church, which often creates a paradoxical situation when 

both groups point to ‘their’ surnames on the walls and both think of Puhoi as ‘their’ village. None of them 

are fully right, as the category ‘Bohemians’ originally included people of both German and Czech descent, 

speaking a German dialect, who identified with a region where they came from, not with German or Czech 

nationality. 

 

As highlighted by Dragostinova and Gerlach (2017), issues of ethnic identity among CEE peoples have been 

complex since at least the nineteenth century. The situation has been shaped significantly by the ‘“mixing” of 

various ethno-linguistic and religious communities in the period of empires to “unmixing” after the triumph of 

the nation-state’ (Dragostinova and Gerlach 2017: 127). 

Temporary and permanent migrant flows from Czechia to New Zealand 

Since 1989, the number of Czech visitor arrivals has been steadily growing, from 42 arrivals in 1989 to nearly 

5 000 (4 944) in 2017, as shown in Figure 1. This flow exceeds that from any other EU-10 country in the last 

15 years, as Table 1 indicates. Czech migrants in this period make up 32.3 per cent of all CEE EU-10 visitor 

arrivals, followed by Poland (whose share of the flows is 25.7 per cent) and Hungary (11.2 per cent). Together, 

these three countries account for over two-thirds (69.2 per cent) of visitor arrivals from the CEE EU-10 coun-

tries. 
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Figure 1. Visitor arrivals in New Zealand from Czechia by purpose, 1989–2017 (March years) 

 

Note: Data for years 1989–1993 refer to Czechoslovakia. 

Source: INFOS database, Stats NZ, http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare.  

 

Table 1. Visitor arrivals by purpose, CEE EU-10 nationals, 2003–2018 

Source: Stats NZ (n.d. c). Author’s calculations; March years. 

 

Figure 1 highlights that the predominant purpose of visiting New Zealand among Czech migrants has been 

for a holiday/vacation followed by visiting friends/relatives, which is also the case for migrants from the other 

CEE EU-10 countries, as observed in Table 1. Visitor numbers from Czechia for business purposes have been 
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Business Education Holiday/Vacation Visit Friends/Relatives Other purposes

  Business Education 

Holiday/ 

Vacation 

Visit Friends/ 

Relatives Other 

Total,  

all purposes 

 Country No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Czechia 1 773 17.2 1 948 46.5 41 018 34.7 9 236 31.8 5 527 24.7 59 502 32.3 

Poland 4 387 42.4 535 12.8 30 934 26.2 5 574 19.2 5 900 26.3 47 330 25.7 

Hungary 1 150 11.1 512 12.2 12 419 10.5 4 309 14.8 2 246 10.0 20 636 11.2 

Romania 846 8.2 177 4.2 5254 4.4 3 471 12.0 2 718 12.1 12 466 6.8 

Slovakia 345 3.3 477 11.4 8 120 6.9 1 814 6.2 1 275 5.7 12 031 6.5 

Slovenia 296 2.9 84 2.0 7 541 6.4 1 365 4.7 1 246 5.6 10 897 5.9 

Bulgaria 821 7.9 85 2.0 2 719 2.3 1 388 4.8 1 287 5.7 6 300 3.4 

Estonia 206 2.0 148 3.5 4 302 3.6 756 2.6 809 3.6 6 221 3.4 

Latvia 194 1.9 138 3.3 2 853 2.4 725 2.5 705 3.1 4 615 2.5 

Lithuania 318 3.1 86 2.0 2 909 2.5 377 1.3 689 3.1 4 379 2.3 

Total 10 336 100.0 4 190 100.0 118 069 100.0 29 015 100.0 22 402 100.0 184 377 100.0 
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increasing but remain small. The number visiting for education has also been extremely limited from all the 

CEE EU-10 countries: 1 948 Czech visitors arrived for education in the observed period, contributing the 

largest share (46.5 per cent) of the total flow for education. Czechia contributes the largest flow across all 

categories except business, for which the largest number of arrivals over the observed period was from Poland 

at 4 837 arrivals, representing 42 per cent of the overall CEE EU-10 visitor flow for business. 

Permanent and long-term (PLT) arrival data reflect the number of people who arrive with the intention to 

stay in New Zealand for at least 12 months. Overall, PLT arrivals and net migration from Czechia have been 

lower than visitor arrivals. As the data in Figure 2 indicate, during the 1990s, annual PLT net migration was 

below 100 and, between 2002 and 2005, was negative, reaching –40 in 2005. Following Czechia’s accession 

to the EU, and after a moderate decrease in PLT arrivals and PLT net migration in 2008–2009, PLT migration 

began steadily increasing, reaching 694 arrivals in 2015 and 746 in 2017. Some Czech migrants may have 

returned home in anticipation of the country’s EU accession but PLT arrivals and PLT net migration also 

started to increase in 2007, when Czechia joined the EU’s Schengen agreement and Czech nationals obtained 

full freedom of intra-EU travel. The decrease of Czech PLT arrivals during 2008–2009 was most probably due 

to the global financial crisis. Table 2 indicates that, overall, PLT migration from the CEE EU-10 countries has 

increased over the last 15 years and that Czechia contributes the largest share (53.8 per cent) while from most 

other CEE countries, the annual PLT flow has been below 100. The PLT flow of Romanians has been high 

(15.0 per cent); however, this flow reached its peak in the period 2002–2007 with annual arrivals of, on aver-

age, 179 people and has declined steadily since Romania’s accession to the EU in 2007. 

 

Figure 2. PLT migration to New Zealand from Czechia 1989–2017 (March years) 

 

Note: Data for years 1989–1993 refer to Czechoslovakia. 

Source: INFOS database, Stats NZ, http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare. 
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Table 2. PLT arrivals, departures and net PLT migration of the CEE countries’ nationals to New Zea-

land, 2003–2018 

Nationality  Arrivals In % Departures In % Net PLT migration In % 

Czechia 6 619 53.2 2 578 52.4                   4 041 53.8 

Romania 1 515 12.2 389 7.9                   1 126 15.0 

Poland 948 7.6 451 9.2 497 6.6 

Hungary 942 7.6 621 12.6 321 4.3 

Bulgaria 457 3.7 137 2.9 320 4.3 

Slovenia 454 3.7 158 3.2 296 3.9 

Estonia 401 3.2 127 2.6 274 3.6 

Lithuania 397 3.2 139 2.8 258 3.4 

Slovakia 525 4.2 278 5.6 247 3.3 

Latvia 176 1.4 38 0.8 138 1.8 

Total 12 434            100.0 4 916          100.0                   7 518 100.0 

Notes: Sorted descending by net migration. 

Source: Stats NZ (n.d. c). Author’s calculations; March years. 

Temporary working visa and residency visa approvals 

Immigration New Zealand data on the number of applications approved for temporary working visas and res-

idency visas are presented in Table 3. In the last two decades, the number of temporary working visas approved 

for CEE EU-10 migrants in New Zealand has increased more than five-fold – from 741 in 1998 to 4 042 in 

2018 – and by 2.4 times for residency visa approvals in the same period. Of the 69 537 visas approved, 86.4 

per cent have been in the temporary work category. 

Most Czech migrants appear to obtain temporary working visas rather than residency visas. Of the 30 469 

visas approved for Czechs in the last 20 years, 94.7 per cent – 28 848 in total – were for temporary work, 

constituting 48 per cent of all approvals for CEE EU-10 migrants in the observed period. Between 1998 and 

2004, the flow of temporary working migrants from the CEE EU-10 countries was dominated by Polish mi-

grants, fluctuating between 500 and 600 approvals per year, followed by Czechia, Romania and Hungary. Of 

the total 28 848 Czech approvals, 96 per cent had their temporary working visas approved during the 2004–2018 

period. 

Considering residency visas, the largest number was for migrants from Romania, who make up 30.6 per 

cent of the total residency visas approved for CEE EU-10 migrants in the 1998–2018 period and 24.5 per cent 

of approvals during 2004–2018. Czech migrants’ approvals have accelerated since 1997, representing 20.4 per 

cent of approvals since 2004 and 17.1 per cent of approvals for the whole period. More than half (50.2 per 

cent) of residency visas approved in the period were for nationals of the Visegrad group countries: Czechia, 

Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. 

The smallest share of temporary working visas in the same period was awarded to migrants from the Baltic 

States (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and Bulgaria, who gained 10 per cent of total CEE EU-10 approvals. 

The Baltic States and Slovenia had the lowest share of the residency visas granted at 8.7 per cent of the total. 

As shown in Table 4, Czech migration flows to New Zealand are mostly labour driven, with the number of 

applications for temporary working visas exceeding those for residency over the last ten years by more than 

19 times. Migrants can apply for diverse temporary working visa categories but most migrants, including those 
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from the CEE EU-10 countries, acquire visas in the Working Holiday Scheme (WHS), skilled work and rela-

tionship categories. For example, almost two-thirds (62.3 per cent) of temporary work visas approved for 

Czech migrants in the last ten years have been through the WHS, followed by the categories ‘other’, skilled 

work and relationship. The WHS is by far the largest category of temporary labour migration in New Zealand. 

It was established via a bilateral agreement between New Zealand and Japan in 1985 and now includes 45 

countries following more recent expansion. The scheme allows young adults to holiday as well as to work and 

study in the country while honouring a reciprocal agreement between their home country and New Zealand. 

The total number of migrants who can participate in the WHS is unlimited for OECD countries such as Ger-

many, the United Kingdom, France and the United States, which constituted the main share (80 per cent) of 

the 500 798 total WHS participants in 2008–2018 (Opara 2018). A WHS agreement was established with 

Czechia in 2004 allowing a limited number of participants – which increased from an initial limit of 100 to  

1 200 and was even exceeded in some years (Immigration New Zealand 2017a). OECD countries with limited 

agreements include all the CEE EU-10 member-states except Romania and Bulgaria, and include other non-EU 

countries such as Chile, Spain, Israel and South Korea. Czechia had 12 618 participants in the period 2008–2018, 

second only to South Korea’s 20 627 participants in 2007–2017 (Opara 2018: 39).  

Residency visas granted in the last ten years to CEE EU-10 migrants have mostly been through the skilled 

migrant and partnership categories – for example, 89 per cent of Czech residency visa approvals in 2008–2018 

were under these categories. Data on residence visa approvals for the period July 2006–July 2017 indicate that, 

of 417 residency visas granted to principal Czech applicants in the partnership category, 77.7 per cent (324) 

were to females, while 80.4 per cent of the 332 visas in the skilled migrant category went to males (Immigration 

New Zealand n.d. a). From 2008 to 2018, the partnership and skilled migrant categories made up 85.6 per cent 

and 76.9 per cent of residency visa approvals for Hungary and Romania respectively. Only Estonia’s residency 

visa approvals were dominated by the partnership category rather than skilled migrants and, of the three Baltic 

states, Latvia had the highest overall number of residency approvals.  

Of the 4 549 residency visas approved for CEE EU-10 nationals since 2008, just 20 migrants from Czechia 

have been granted residency in the refugee category. Total approvals in the child, sibling and parent categories 

have been very low. In 2015/2016, the median age of Czech nationals granted residency as skilled migrants 

was 29 – with over half (57 per cent) aged 20–29 – and 36 per cent constituted the age group 30–39 years 

(Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 2016). The average size of resident applications measured 

as people per application varied between 1.0 and 1.9 in the period 1997/98 to 2015/16 for Czechia and was 1.3 

in 2015/2016. Most applicants were, therefore, likely to be either young adult individuals without partners or 

young adult couples without children. 

  



Table 3. Temporary work and residency visas approved by nationality, CEE EU-10 countries, 1998–2018 (end of June years) 

Nationality 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Total % 

Temporary work visas                        

Czechia 22 55 145 290 325 329 1 023 685 1 693 2 159 867 1 675 1 674 1 660 2 131 2 351 2 080 2 155 2 227 2 131 2 171 28 848 48.0 

Poland 511 579 606 576 550 579 575 595 499 661 516 349 343 301 303 312 355 359 403 410 429 9 811 16.3 

Hungary 36 49 30 55 149 329 444 373 422 589 502 440 292 290 197 327 382 325 308 329 327 6 195 10.3 

Romania 17 18 38 92 294 384 360 404 383 316 293 287 219 202 175 181 169 170 156 116 109 4 383 7.3 

Slovakia 12 28 23 73 56 56 99 85 172 240 184 137 119 96 161 184 212 233 244 228 214 2 856 4.8 

Slovenia 10 14 26 11 16 28 50 49 51 67 60 58 110 155 155 153 185 179 186 177 205 1 945 3.2 

Estonia 71  2 2 3 6 29 14 27 32 61 78 91 125 143 210 176 165 187 203 182 1 807 3.0 

Latvia 6 8 13 20 23 23 43 31 66 59 58 63 118 95 94 96 124 190 189 174 185 1 678 2.8 

Bulgaria 53 38 37 58 59 66 80 108 109 119 121 109 76 78 76 75 82 98 75 71 52 1 640 2.7 

Lithuania 3 10 11 18 28 20 20 28 30 36 44 34 28 48 36 41 55 54 36 151 168 899 1.5 

Total EU-10 741 799 931 1 195 1 503 1 820 2 723 2 372 3 452 4 278 2 706 3 230 3 070 3 050 3471 3 930 3 820 3 928 4 011 3 990 4 042 60 062 99.9 

                        

Residency visas approved 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Total % 

Romania 22 48 114 135 313 394 201 207 219 261 159 96 125 106 65 96 88 64 84 65 34 2 896 30.6 

Czechia 3 12 27 38 55 38 59 78 85 79 95 75 89 86 76 97 112 115 130 173 99 1 621 17.1 

Poland 36 23 46 65 42 65 52 57 64 52 70 74 76 66 82 59 75 87 89 114 73 1 367 14.4 

Hungary 11 31 7 24 31 23 57 81 87 64 54 79 138 99 105 61 74 87 80 71 55 1 319 13.9 

Bulgaria 63 50 56 66 117 64 40 52 54 61 48 38 28 35 35 32 38 29 39 33 16 994 10.5 

Slovakia 6 8 5 21 26 25 19 28 28 18 30 16 16 29 25 13 22 24 34 31 33 457 4.8 

Latvia 7 11 4 9 9 8 8 5 19 17 6 9 15 20 14 7 20 10 31 14 9 252 2.7 

Slovenia 1 4 6 2 5 5 9 11 10 6 3 11 21 8 15 7 31 12 28 26 14 235 2.5 

Lithuania  2 2 1 11 12 11 15 14 9 10 13 9 10 17 8 16 15 20 5 12 212 2.2 

Estonia 1 2  4   2 1 6 3 4 0 11 4 8 8 13 9 14 16 16 122 1.3 

Total EU-10 150 191 267 365 609 634 458 535 586 570 479 411 528 463 442 388 489 452 549 548 361 9 475 100.0 

Source: Department of Labour (2011); Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment  (2018). 

 



Table 4. Temporary work and residency visas approved by category and nationality, CEE EU-10, 2008–2018 (end of June years) in total 

  Czechia Poland Hungary Slovakia Romania Estonia Slovenia Latvia Bulgaria Lithuania Total 

Temporary Work Visa            

WHS 12 618 909 604 702 0 1 087 901 756 2 199 17 778 

Skilled work 2 608 697 954 355 681 196 254 177 303 105 6 330 

Relationship 1 608 882 771 335 638 182 180 203 219 132 5 150 

Work RSE 183 32 44 84 5 2 24 12 5 0 391 

Work to residence 138 118 87 46 72 13 18 16 25 19 552 

LTBV/Investor* 5 3 12 4 2 0 0 2 0 2 30 

Other 3 090 923 742 302 385 161 186 161 238 195 6 383 

Total 20 250 3 564 3 214 1 828 1 783 1 641 1 563 1 327 792 652 36 614 

Country % of the total  55.3 9.7 8.8 5 4.9 4.5 4.3 3.6 2.2 1.8 100.0 

  Czechia Hungary Romania Poland Bulgaria Slovakia Slovenia Latvia Lithuania Estonia Total 

Residency Visa            

Skilled/Business Stream            

Skilled Migrant 522 582 497 433 215 105 119 80 30 16 2 599 

Residence from Work 48 62 62 53 18 22 11 6 4 3 289 

Investor/Entrepreneur  8 6 4  6 4    28 

Family-sponsored Stream            

Partnership 396 145 136 268 73 97 34 54 37 48 1 288 

Total Child, Sibling and F1 & 2 18 19 50 15 8 6 5 3 3  127 

Parent 3 8 68 12 6 2  3 3  105 

International/Humanitarian Stream            

Refugee 20          20 

Other 25 25 4 10 2 5  1  1 73 

Total  1 032 849 823 795 322 243 173 147 77 68 4 529 

Country % of the total  22.8 18.7 18.2 17.5 7.1 5.4 3.8 3.2 1.7 1.5 100.0 

Note: * The Recognised Seasonal Employer (RSE) scheme came into effect in April 2007. The policy allows the horticulture and viticulture industries to recruit workers from overseas for 

seasonal work when there are not enough New Zealand workers. People employed under the RSE policy may stay in New Zealand for up to 7 months during any 11-month period. LTBV stands 

for long-term business visa. 

Source: Department of Labour (2011), Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (2018). 
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Migrant transitions: from temporary work and from residency applications 

Data presented in Table 5 indicate that only 3 per cent of first-time temporary working visa holders from 

Czechia gained New Zealand residency within three years of obtaining their initial work visas in the period 

between 2009/2010 and 2012/2013. A relatively high portion of temporary working Czech migrants in the 

essential skills category – 26, 24 and 29 per cent in three consecutive three-year periods from 2010/2011, 

respectively – did transition to residency within three years (Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 

2016). However, according to the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (2018) data, 91 per cent 

of essential skills Czech migrants leave New Zealand immediately upon the conclusion of their visa and 95 

per cent leave within five years while, for Polish essential skills migrants, these exit rates are 77 per cent and 

84 per cent respectively. As presented in Table 5, the highest proportion (18–48 per cent) of migrants gaining 

residency from first-time temporary work was from Romania, followed by Hungary and Poland, although 

temporary work visa holders from these countries are far outnumbered by those from Czechia. 

Most migrants who gain residency remain in New Zealand for at least five years (Ministry of Business, 

Innovation and Employment 2016). Data presented in Table 6 show that, of the 650 Czech migrants who 

applied offshore and were granted residency between 2008/2009 and 2014/2015, nearly all (643) successfully 

arrived in New Zealand to take up residency, with 87 per cent still being resident in New Zealand as of June 

2016. Similar retention rates are observed in Table 6 for migrants from other CEE countries. 

 

Table 5. Proportion of first-time temporary workers gaining residence within three years, top 7 CEE 

EU-10 countries, 2009/10–2012/13 

Nationality 

Number 

approved 

2010/11 

% granted  

residence by  

30 June 2014 

Number ap-

proved 

2011/12 

% granted  

residence by  

30 June 2015 

Number  

approved 

2012/13 

% granted  

residence by  

30 June 2016 

Romania 66 48 71 48 91 47 

Hungary 117 30 83 45 229 24 

Poland 194 18 223 24 204 20 

Slovakia 42 31 121 16 138 9 

Slovenia 132 12 124 7 112 11 

Estonia 101 8 106 0 163 3 

Czechia 1 202 3 1 633 3 1 664 3 

Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employemnt (2016). Transitions and retention dataset. 

 

Table 6. Proportion of migrants in New Zealand as of 30 June 2016, top 5 CEE EU-10 countries, 

2008/09–2014/15 

Nationality 

Total 

approvals 

2008/09–

2014/15 

Number 

approved 

who arrived 

Arrived to take up 

residence and still in 

New Zealand 

Arrived to take up 

residence but  

long-term absent 

% in NZ as 

of 30 June 

2016 

%  

long-term  

absent 

Czechia 650 643 562 81 87 13 

Hungary 643 622 544 78 87 13 

Romania 640 615 531 84 86 14 

Poland 519 497 427 70 86 14 

Bulgaria 235 228 192 36 84 16 

Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (2016). Transitions and retention dataset. 
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Czechs in New Zealand today: migrant stocks 

The number of Czechia-born people in New Zealand remains small, although the 2001 New Zealand census 

shows a significant increase in the population usually resident in New Zealand, which more than doubled 

between 2001 and 2013, reaching 1 287 as indicated in Table 7. There were 1 659 people present in New 

Zealand on the day the census was carried out who reported identifying as belonging to the Czech ethnic group. 

Czechoslovakia-born migrants numbered 118 in 1921, decreasing to 72 in 1936. ‘Czechoslovakia’ refers to 

the sovereign state that gained independence from the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918, while Czechia and 

Slovakia are the republics into which Czechoslovakia dissolved in 1993. Limited arrivals, between 300 and 

400, followed the 1948 Communist coup in Czechoslovakia. One hundred refugees from Czechoslovakia were 

also accepted and assisted by the government with accommodation and employment in 1968–1969, after the 

suppression of the 1968 Prague Spring by Warsaw Pact forces (McGill 1982; Wilson 2015). The 2013 census 

population count of Czechia-born people, including visitors from overseas, reached 1 953 people (of whom  

1 287 reported being ‘usually resident’ in New Zealand), reflecting a high proportion of temporary migrants. 

Following the 2004/2007 accession of CEE countries to the EU, 2006 and 2013 census data show that the 

population of migrants from these countries, including Czechia as well as Russia, Ukraine and Belarus, has 

increased significantly – by 16.3 per cent (Stats NZ n.d. a). Meanwhile, the stock of migrants from the former 

Yugoslavia/South Eastern Europe (SEE) has declined by 8.9 per cent, the most prominent decreases being 

among migrants from Croatia and Macedonia. As Table 7 shows, when considering only the CEE EU-10 

countries, the growth of the CEE migrant stock in New Zealand is more moderate (8.1 per cent). Nevertheless, 

in this period, the only migrant stock decreases were for Poland (–2.9 per cent) and Romania (–2.0 per cent). 

The Czech migrant stock was, as of 2013, the fourth largest among the EU-10 countries, behind Poland (1 947) 

and Hungary (1 371), and the seventh largest when compared to both the EU-10 and the above-mentioned 

SEE/non-EU migrant stocks. Russians numbered the highest in 2013 at 5 469. However, the stock of migrants 

born in Czechia has had the highest growth at 44 per cent, up from 894 to 1 287 people – disregarding the 59 

per cent increase in the Lithuanian migrant stock due to its much smaller increase in absolute terms (from 117 

to 186 people).  

The Czechia-born stock of migrants usually resident in New Zealand in 2013 arrived recently; in other 

words, the stock is relatively new. Compared to the Russian, Hungarian, and Polish ethnic groups of overseas-born 

migrants, Czechs had the largest proportion – nearly half (46.6 per cent) – of their usually resident population 

arrive in the last four years, while only 22.8 per cent of all overseas-born migrants arrived in the same period, 

at the time of the census (see Table 8). On average, 79.9 per cent of the CEE and Russian populations arrived 

in the post-communist era (after 1993) and very few Russians arrived before this, as would be expected. Fur-

thermore, only 11.8 per cent of Czechs arrived 20 or more years ago but over one third (37.8 per cent) of Polish 

migrants and over a quarter (26.5 per cent) of Hungarians arrived in New Zealand 20 or more years ago. The 

2011 Australian census recorded 7 437 Czechia-born people present in Australia, of whom 75.1 per cent ar-

rived prior to 2001 (Department of Immigration and Citizenship 2011). 

 

 

  



Table 7. Birthplace for the census usually resident population count, CEE EU-10 countries, selected census years, 1921–2013 

 Census year  % Change 

2006–2013 

% Female, 

2013  Birthplace 1906 1916 1921 1936 1945 1951 1976 1991 1996 2001 2006 2013 

Romania   24   58 647   918 2 280 2 235 -2.0 53.1 

Poland 131   366 1 307 2 003 2 034 2 043 1 995 1 938  2 004 1 947 -2.9  59.9 

Hungary   44 34 112 251 1 371   987 1 254 1 371 9.3 50.5 

Czechia   118 72 166 357 663   663 894 1 287 44.0 54.5 

Bulgaria   5   8 161   504 741 771 4.0 52.9 

Slovakia          141 264 333 26.1 62.2 

Latvia   14 64 65 423 400   246 261 303 16.0 61.4 

Slovenia           159 204 28.3 47.1 

Lithuania   8 20 24 184 174   111 117 186 59.0 56.4 

Estonia   8 28 45 212 191   99 102 144 41.0 64.6 

Total CEE EU-10                   5 607 8 076 8 781 8.7 55.2 

Sources: Lochore (1951), Stats NZ (n.d. a), Wilson (2015: 5). 
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Table 8. Ethnic groups (detailed total responses) by years since arrival in New Zealand, overseas-born 

usually resident population count, 2013 census 

Ethnic group 

Years since arrival in New Zealand %   

< 1 

year 

1 

year 

2  

years 

3 

years 

4 

years 

0-4 years 

total 

5–9 

years 

10–19 

years 

0-19 years total 

(after 1993) 

20+ 

years 

Czech 16.5 12.2 7.2 4.6 6.1 46.6 25.4 16.1 88.1 11.8 

Russian    6.8   6.8 6.0 5.5 5.7 30.4 25.8 40.6 96.8   3.2 

Hungarian   6.5   6.8 4.0 2.2 7.4 26.9 28.7 17.3 72.9 26.5 

Polish   4.9   7.4 4.2 4.7 3.8 25.0 19.2 17.7 61.9 37.8 

Total overseas-born 
people stated 

  5.1   4.5 4.0 4.1 5.1 22.8 19.9 25.1 67.8 32.1 

Note: Ethnic groups (detailed total responses) include all people who reported belonging to each ethnic group, whether as their only 

ethnic group or as one of several. Where a person reported belonging to more than one ethnic group, they were counted in each appli-

cable group. Selected ethnic groups presented in this table are for those in which 1 000 or more responses were recorded for the 2013 

census usually resident population.  

Source: Author’s calculations based on Statistics New Zealand 2013 census data. 

Czechs in New Zealand today: socio-demographic characteristics 

Sex and age 

The 2013 census data presented in Figure 3 indicate that Czechia-born usually resident people in that year were 

a mostly young adult population, with its largest shares in the 30–39-year age group (42 per cent of all usually 

resident Czech nationals) and the 15–29-year group (30 per cent). The usually resident migrant population 

from Latvia, Poland, Hungary and Estonia had by far the highest shares of their usually resident populations 

represented by the 65 years and older age group. Census data from the same year indicate that 54.5 per cent of 

the Czechia-born population were female, and that only Slovakia had a larger female share of its population in 

the 30–39 age group, at 44 per cent. Slightly lower female proportions in the 15–29 and 30–39 groups are 

observed for Romania, Slovenia, Lithuania and Estonia. 

Education 

The 2013 Census data presented in Figure 4 suggest that, generally, the educational profile of Czech migrants 

usually resident in New Zealand is more heavily skewed towards Bachelor’s and higher degrees (such as Bach-

elor’s honours, Master’s and PhD degrees) than the New Zealand-born population. For example, in 2013, 5.4 

per cent of Czechs reported having no qualification, while the share of New Zealand-born residents with no 

qualification was 22.3 per cent. In 2013, Bachelor’s degree rates were comparable across the two nationalities 

though Czechs far outnumbered New Zealanders in the higher degree category, which represented 13.7 and 

4.4 per cent for each country respectively. The data in Figure 4 also suggest a strongly gendered pattern in the 

educational profile of Czech migrants in New Zealand. In 2013 there were more Czech females than males 

who held either a Bachelor’s or higher degree, while the New Zealand-born population’s educational profile 

was slightly female-dominant in 2013. 
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Figure 3. CEE EU-10 migrants usually resident in New Zealand by age group (%), 2013 census 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on Statistics New Zealand 2013 census data. 

 

Figure 4. Highest educational qualification of the population aged 15+ years by birthplace (%), 2013 

census 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on Statistics New Zealand 2013 census data. 
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Employment 

The labour market position of Czechia-born migrants, compared with that of the New Zealand-born population, 

according to the 2013 census, is presented in Figure 5. In general, across both countries, males have higher 

rates of full-time employment and labour-force participation. However, the Czechia-born population’s em-

ployment profile is, on average, more gender-balanced than that of New Zealanders. For example, in 2013, 82 

per cent of New Zealand-born males and 59.7 per cent of New Zealand-born females were in full-time em-

ployment, while 86.1 per cent and 71.5 per cent of Czechia-born males and females had full-time employment 

respectively. A similar trend for Czechia- and New Zealand-born rates of self-employment without employees 

is also evident. Czech migrants have a more gender-balanced though slightly lower self-employment rate than 

the New Zealand-born population (see Figure 6). 

 

Figure 5. Labour force status of the population aged 15+ years by birthplace and gender (%), 2013 

census 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on Statistics New Zealand 2013 census data. 
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Figure 6. Status in employment by birthplace and gender for employed population resident in New 

Zealand aged 15+ (%), 2013 census 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on Statistics New Zealand 2013 census data. 

Occupational status 

The data presented in Figure 7 suggest that, in the occupational profile of Czech migrants in New Zealand, the 

top 5 categories are ‘Managers’, ‘Professionals’, ‘Technicians and trades workers’, ‘Labourers’ and ‘Clerical 

and administrative workers’. This reflects closely the occupational profile of the 2013 New Zealand-born pop-

ulation, for whom the fifth-largest category was ‘Machinery operators and drivers’ rather than ‘Clerical and 

administrative workers’. Again, a potential gendered pattern in the labour market outcomes of Czech migrants 

is observable due to the significant gender-ratio imbalances present here (as there is for the New Zealand-born 

population). For example, in 2013, 22.4 per cent of Czech females were employed as ‘Community and personal 

service workers’ while only 8.1 per cent of Czech males held employment in the same category. For the New 

Zealand-born population in 2013, these rates were 12.3 and 4.9 for females and males respectively. As ex-

pected, in both groups, males heavily outnumbered females in ‘Construction’ work while females dominated 

over males in ‘Accommodation and food services’ roles (see Table 9). 

 

  

77,2

2,9

10,3

0,0

82,5

2,8

9,8

1,4

72,6

9,3

14,6

1,7

82,6

4,5

8,9

2,3

0 20 40 60 80 100

Paid employee

Employer

Self-employed and without employees

Unpaid family worker

New Zealand Female New Zealand Male Czechia Female Czechia Male



Central and Eastern European Migration Review  25 

Figure 7. Occupation by birthplace and gender for employed population resident in New Zealand aged 

15+ (%), 2006, 2013 census 

 

Source: Author’s calculations based on Statistics New Zealand 2013 census data. 
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Table 9. Employment in industries by birthplace and gender for employed population resident in New 

Zealand aged 15 and over (%), 2006 and 2013 censuses 

 2006 2013 

 Birthplace Birthplace 

 Czechia New Zealand Czechia New Zealand 

  M F M F M F M F 

Agriculture, forestry and  

fishing 
11.2 9.3 10.1 5.5 6.5 10.4 9.9 4.9 

Mining 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.1 

Manufacturing 12.4 5.8 14.5 6.6 10.9 5.6 12.9 5.3 

Electricity, gas, water and 
waste services 

0.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.0 1.0 0.4 

Construction 16.9 2.3 13.5 2.3 17.4 2.1 14.1 2.4 

Wholesale trade 4.5 2.3 6.1 3.8 2.9 3.5 6.1 3.5 

Retail trade 3.4 7.0 8.1 12.0 5.8 6.9 7.6 10.9 

Accommodation and food  
services 

6.7 14.0 3.2 7.0 8.7 18.1 3.1 6.1 

Transport, postal and  
warehousing 

1.1 2.3 5.8 2.7 2.9 2.8 5.9 2.5 

Information media and  
telecommunications 

0.0 0.0 1.7 2.0 2.2 1.4 1.6 1.7 

Financial and insurance  

services 
1.1 1.2 2.6 3.8 2.2 2.1 2.9 3.6 

Rental, hiring and real-estate 
services 

1.1 2.3 2.8 2.9 2.2 1.4 2.6 2.5 

Professional, scientific and 
technical services 

6.7 10.5 7.2 7.7 12.3 6.9 7.9 7.7 

Administrative and support  
services 

4.5 4.7 2.8 3.6 1.4 6.3 2.9 3.2 

Public administration and  
safety 

1.1 1.2 4.4 4.2 1.4 1.4 5.1 4.9 

Education and training 3.4 4.7 3.4 11.1 2.9 6.3 3.8 12.3 

Health care and social  
assistance 

2.2 12.8 2.2 13.9 3.6 12.5 2.7 15.2 

Arts and recreation services 2.2 3.5 1.6 1.8 2.2 2.1 1.8 1.9 

Other services 3.4 5.8 3.9 4.1 2.9 4.9 3.8 8.0 

Not elsewhere included 18.0 10.5 5.1 4.6 10.1 5.6 3.8 3.0 

Total (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total number 258 261 788 559 707 337 408 429 746 046 686 415 

Source: Author’s calculations based on New Zealand Census of Population and Dwellings 2006 and 2013. 

Language     

In general, most Czechia-born migrants usually resident in New Zealand report being able to speak English, 

as indicated by the 2006–2013 census data presented in Table 10. In 2013, no age group had an average Eng-

lish-speaking rate lower than 84.6 per cent. On average, female Czechia-born migrants in New Zealand appear 

to have a slightly higher rate of English-speaking ability than Czechia-born males, across the 2006–2013 cen-

sus years. 
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Table 10. English language spoken by Czech-born people by sex and age group (%), 2006 and 2013 

censuses 

  2006  2013 

Age group Males Females Both sexes Males Females Both sexes 

0–14 years 66.7 77.8 72.2 80.0 87.5 84.6 

15–19 years 60.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 85.7 90.9 

20–49 years 82.0 84.6 83.3 84.6 90.9 87.5 

50+ years 86.7 89.5 87.9 89.2 85.7 90.1 

Total 81.7 85.7 83.7 85.6 89.8 87.9 

Source: Author’s calculations based on New Zealand census data for 2006 and 2013. 

Discussion and concluding remarks: Czech–NZ liquid migration  

The results of this study confirm that, despite emigration from Czechia being the lowest among the 10 CEE 

countries since the 1990s, migration from Czechia to New Zealand is: (1) increasing, especially since the 2004 

eastward enlargement of the EU; (2) the largest, youngest and most recently arrived migrant group from the 

CEE EU-10 countries; (3) a considerable portion of overall Czech emigration; and (4) mostly for temporary 

work via the WHS, or travel/tourism, seeing friends/relatives and business rather than long-term education or 

permanent settlement (gaining residence). Furthermore, nearly all temporary work visa holders from Czechia 

apparently leave New Zealand at the end of their visa either immediately or within five years. The evidence 

presented in this article supports the hypothesis that Czechia-New Zealand migration can be understood as an 

example of twenty-first-century liquid migration that extends beyond the EU: it is temporary, labour-driven 

and open-ended, with unpredictable patterns of onward migration. Czechs staying transiently in New Zealand 

may be characterised as ‘young migrants (…) without family obligations and without clear plans concerning 

their future life’ (Glorius et al. 2013: 8), who leave their homeland for a faraway destination under no certainty 

that they will stay long term or even successfully gain residency or work should they apply for a visa. Many 

Czechs appear to be arriving in New Zealand initially as tourists but with sufficient skills and work experience 

to become socially and economically anchored, capitalise on New Zealand’s diverse labour opportunities and 

Working Holiday Scheme, and eventually transition to a different migrant status or become temporary migrants 

elsewhere – such as Australia, where there are similar economic and social opportunities. It is yet to be seen 

whether there will be a similar uptake of working holiday visas with the newly established (in March 2018) 

Working Holiday Visa programme between Australia and Czechia (The Australian Trade and Investment 

Commission n.d.). 

The number of Czechs gaining residence and settling long term remains dwarfed by the temporary flow of 

Czech migrants, which could be partly explained by the social marginalisation of some migrants in New Zea-

land (for example due to their foreign accent), including Czechs (Nadkarni 2017; Tan 2018). Nevertheless, the 

community of Czechia-born people usually resident in the country has been growing faster than the stocks of 

migrants from other CEE EU-10 countries. The Czech migrant stock appears to be well-educated, with high 

rates of English-language ability and participation in the labour force, taking up similar professions to the New 

Zealand-born population. The relatively highly skilled and educated character of the Czech migrant stock in 

New Zealand can be linked to concerns expressed by International Monetary Fund (IMF) researchers about  

a potential ‘brain drain’ and ‘skills drain’ in Europe (Atoyan, Christiansen, Dizioli, Ebeke, Ilahi, Ilyina, 

Mehrez, Qu, Raei, Rhee and Zakharova 2016: 5). The IMF drew attention to the unusually large emigration 

from CEE and Southern Europe being made up of mostly the young and educated, suggesting that, although 

this emigration may lead to positive outcomes for the migrants themselves, the large-scale outflows of skilled 



28 O. Opara 

workers could adversely affect sending countries’ labour forces and productivity, in turn slowing economic 

growth (Nadeem, Ilyina and Zakharova 2016). 

Survey data from 2005–2007 suggest that Czech information technology (IT) specialists favour New Zea-

land and Australia, alongside other Anglo-Saxon countries, including the United States, Canada and England, 

as a place to live and work (Vavrečková and Baštýř 2009: 22). The standardisation of technology and the 

transferable nature of skills in the IT industry are well suited to deliberately open-ended, liquid migration and 

it is therefore possible that Czech IT specialists move between New Zealand and Australia and on to other 

destinations frequently and temporarily, taking advantage of flexible immigration frameworks and diverse 

employment opportunities. As Hugo (2011: 70) notes in the context of temporary migration to Australia, ‘pat-

terns of onward migration are greatest for skilled persons and least for unskilled’. Thus, even those Czech 

migrants who settle in New Zealand as residents and work in skilled industries such as IT may not necessarily 

all be settling ‘for good’ but, rather, ‘anchoring’ here for ‘relative stability rather than putting down roots’ 

(Grzymała-Kazłowska and Brzozowska 2017: 1) at a final destination. There is already some evidence to sug-

gest that Czech nurses engage in this kind of liquid anchoring when working in unusual overseas destinations 

such as Saudi Arabia, where ‘Due to accessible transport, communication and information technologies’ and 

their internationally transferable skills they ‘have many more opportunities for migration, including country 

hopping, commuting or circular migration to many countries around the globe’ along ‘very individual and 

dynamically evolving’ paths (Di Cara 2016: 202). 

The Czech community in New Zealand is more female than male, reflecting the quantitative dominance of 

women in migrant populations from other CEE EU-10 countries since the beginning of the post-communist 

era (Fassman et al. 2014: 50; Morokvasic 2004). Female Czech migrants in New Zealand also appear to arrive 

with higher educational levels and rates of spoken English and they gain residence through partnership more 

frequently than their male counterparts. Nearly twice as many Czech women also appear to work in ‘Commu-

nity and personal service’ jobs than do New Zealand women. However, the gendered implications of these 

observations – while undoubtedly important – require further investigation that is beyond the scope of this 

article. 

So why is New Zealand an attractive destination for young adult Czech migrants seeking temporary work 

and travel, especially when all CEE EU-10 migrants have the same opportunity to visit New Zealand and stay 

for up to nine months without a visa, as well as move freely for work, tourism and study closer to home within 

the EU? While detailed qualitative research is needed to answer the question robustly, it can be suggested that 

Czechia’s relatively high standard of living among the CEE EU-10 countries means that Czech migrants may 

be more likely to afford the long-distance travel and risky journey to New Zealand to take advantage of its 

flexible migration pathways such as the WHS, whereas migrants from lower-income-level countries such as 

Poland, Romania and Bulgaria move more predominantly East-to-West within the EU, attracted by the geo-

graphic proximity of different labour market opportunities and low wage differentials in neighbouring states 

(Fassman et al. 2014: 45). The average proportion of time a WHS participant spends earning wages/salaries in 

New Zealand under the WHS and the gross national income per capita of their country of origin are strongly 

negatively correlated (OECD 2014: 70). Data from 2009 indicated that Czech WHS participants spent approx-

imately 65 per cent of their visa duration working, while migrants from Latvia spent almost 75 per cent of their 

time earning wages/salaries and participants from higher-income countries such as Norway, Denmark and 

Germany worked for only around one third of their visa duration (OECD 2014: 70). This evidence supports 

the suggestion that temporary labour migrants from Czechia to New Zealand are economically motivated in-

dividuals attracted by a positive wage differential and flexible options for tourism, improving language skills 

and onward migration. This evidence also points to a problematic tension in the WHS whereby some privileged 

young migrants from OECD countries seem to be harnessing the benefits of liquid ‘lifestyle’ migration in New 
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Zealand, spending on average less than half of their visa duration working, while migrants from relatively 

lower-income countries such as Czechia and other non-OECD states such as Argentina typically spend over 

half of their time working – and may, in rare cases, be reliant on temporary work for survival or for supporting 

their families back home (Opara 2018). 

Qualitative – albeit limited – academic research and New Zealand media sources can lend a human face to 

the discussion of liquid Czech migration. For example, in a video interview conducted by New Zealand Immi-

gration, Czech migrant Lukas Pohl explained how he ‘wasn’t really planning to settle’ in the country when he 

arrived in Auckland in December 2011, initially via the WHS (Immigration New Zealand n.d. b). Transitioning 

through several jobs related to his experience in outdoor activities and software engineering, Pohl took ad-

vantage of different opportunities as they arose and eventually gained permanent residence although he em-

phasised that his future remains ‘wide open’ given his status as a skilled, young adult worker with no mortgage, 

children or partner and overall high satisfaction with an open-ended New Zealand lifestyle (Immigration New 

Zealand n.d. b). In 2016, The New Zealand Herald highlighted a similar story about Ondra Geryk, a Czech 

migrant who also cited New Zealand’s ample work opportunities and low corruption rates as motivating factors 

for his decision to move to the country (Small 2016). Like Pohl, Geryk initially travelled alone around the 

North Island, New Zealand’s most populous and economically active region, before developing a friendship 

network and securing stable employment in Christchurch, a burgeoning, formerly earthquake-damaged city in 

the South Island (Small 2016). 

Procházková (2012) investigated seasonal migrant work in horticulture (orchards) in rural New Zealand, 

discussing how some young Czech migrants arrived as short-term tourists, lacked the necessary funds to qual-

ify for the WHS and engaged in irregular work in order to afford a different visa type. Only a few of the study 

participants made the full transition from a tourist visa to a temporary working visa and eventually took up 

residency. These findings show how Czech migrants’ behaviour and motivations in New Zealand align with 

characteristics of liquid migration: temporariness, unpredictability and a readiness to move elsewhere when 

things do not go as planned or other labour opportunities arise. Procházková, a Czech national herself, worked 

in orchards as a temporary labour migrant before transitioning to postgraduate university study. 

In conclusion, it is difficult to predict how Czech migration to New Zealand will evolve. However, this 

flow stands out among the diverse movements of CEE EU-10 people to the country and it may be the most 

productively understood within the theoretical framework of liquid migration. The trends and patterns high-

lighted in this article deserve further, detailed qualitative investigation, particularly at an individual personal 

level, in order to develop a clearer understanding of the lived experiences of Czech migrants in New Zealand 

and the different choices they make to become socially and economically anchored there – often, but not al-

ways, on a temporary basis, with unpredictable onward movements to other parts of the world.  

Notes 

1 Puhoi is one of only two ethnic villages in New Zealand, the other being Akaroa, a French settlement in 

the South Island. For further information about Puhoi and the contribution of Czech migrants to New Zea-

land culture and society, see Silk (1923); Thompson (2013); Wilson (2015); Wood (2012). For information 

about the Bohemian Association of New Zealand, see https://bohemianassociation.wordpress.com.  
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