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1 Introduction

The present study has been undertaken on behalf of the European Commission within the
framework of the PROGRESS programme for employment and social solidarity 2007-2013. It
seeks to provide a comparative knowledge assessment on international and internal
migration in Central and Eastern Europe and a policy-oriented analysis of the impacts of
migration on employment and the social and territorial cohesion of the migration source
countries in the region in the last two decades.

So far, analyses of the social impacts of migration have primarily focussed on migration
destination countries, in particular as regards the consequences of migration for the labour
markets and social protection systems of the receiving countries, without taking much into
account the point of view of migration source countries. One of the most researched topics in
relation to migrant source countries are remittances sent by migrants to their families and
relatives at home. Aspects relating to the development potential of the Diaspora and return
migration as well as to the impacts of migration on migrants’ skills have also attracted
growing attention in recent years. Besides this, trends and patterns of migration have been
relatively well studied so far - despite the lack of reliable data - and some research on
employment, poverty and social inclusion in the migrant-sending countries in the scope of
this study also exists. A linkage between migration and the situation of poverty and social
inclusion in the migration source countries, however, has not been made and a more
comprehensive analysis on the social impacts of migration has been missing to date.

The findings of the analysis help to bring the perspectives of the migration source countries
into the EU migration debate(s) and to identify the key challenges of migration relevant for
(the EU Common Objectives for) social protection and social inclusion, in particular in terms
of poverty eradication, participation in the labour market, accessible social protection and
social services, and social cohesion On the basis of identified challenges, the report provides
policy suggestions for addressing the impacts of migration which might be taken into account
by the national and regional authorities of migration source countries and by the EU in setting
priority policies for the forthcoming programming period and preparing investments within the
Multi-Annual Financial Framework for 2014-2020.

The results of the research are compiled into a Synthesis Report, which is based on 25
country reports elaborated by expert teams of the respective countries in the period from
November 2010 until April 2012. It encompasses the 10 countries of Central and Eastern
Europe which joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia)’, the candidate countries and
potential candidates of the Western Balkans (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
Kosovo*?, Montenegro, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Serbia) and the
countries of the Eastern Partnership region (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova, Ukraine) as well as Greece and Turkey.

The transition from state-planned to market economies, decreasing or low employment rates,
a shrinking agricultural sector and deteriorating socio-economic conditions during transition
as well as (mass) (e)migration of significant parts of the labour force are all shared
phenomena, not only in the countries which joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 but also in the
countries of the Western Balkans and the Eastern Partnership (EaP).

As regards the EU-8+2, the collapse of the Communist regime in Central and Eastern
Europe led to a reshaping of the geo-political map in Europe at the beginning of the 1990s,
when Slovenia, the Baltic countries, and finally the Czech and Slovak Republic became
independent. This caused population movements of an ethnicised nature between old and

' This country group will be referred to as EU-8+2 in the report.
2 *This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244/99 and the ICJ
Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of Independence. Further in the report we refer to Kosovo*.
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new states, as parts of the population becoming minorities in the new states decided to
relocate to their ethnic homelands. With the breakdown of the Soviet Union, the Baltic
countries suffered a significant loss in markets for goods and in subsidies from the Soviet
Union, while undergoing a transition from a one-party, centrally planned economy to a
market economy with a multi-party political system. All countries of the now EU-8+2 were
confronted with a deterioration of the economic activity and productivity and a retrenchment
of the former welfare state based on state and company services. After several decades of
restricted travel and movement across borders, travel liberalisation also generated
population movements towards Western Europe, which partly transformed into migration of
an irregular nature in many cases, particularly when migrants were able to realise better
employment than in their home countries. Some legal channels of labour migration were
introduced quickly in the context of organised seasonal and contract work schemes.
Recovery and growth in the region turned into positive trends in the second half of the 1990s
and accompanied the progressive path towards EU integration. As wages still remained low
compared to the neighbouring EU, migration persisted at a high level and partly increased in
the region, taking new directions, especially after EU accession in 2004 and the full opening
of labour markets in some of the old EU countries. While eight of the analysed Member
States have been enjoying free movement of persons since May 2011, Romania and
Bulgaria, who joined on 1 January 2007, are still subject to transition periods with restricted
intra-EU labour mobility.

Within the Western Balkans, the Yugoslav successor states had already experienced
important migration within the framework of guest worker programmes in the 1960s and
1970s, whereas Albania, on the contrary, faced total isolation during the decades preceding
transition. While Albania as an already independent state remained in the same borders
during the last 20 years, the process of dissolution of Yugoslavia was accompanied by
disputes about borders and the resurgence of ethnic tensions, leading to armed conflicts in
Croatia (1991-95), Bosnia and Herzegovina (1992-95) and between Kosovo and the
remainder of Yugoslavia (1999) and a destabilisation of the situation in the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (2001) and again in Kosovo before self-proclamation of
independence (2008). The building of new nation states induced waves of large-scale forced
migration, involving both migration across borders (refugees) and internal movements
(Internally Displaced Persons - IDPs) in the context of collapsing economies. In Albania, the
economic and financial crash after the fall of the Communist regime transformed the country
into a land dominated by agriculture, with soaring unemployment and poverty leading to
mass emigration. During the 2000s, the political and macro-economic situation stabilised
somewhat in the region, with the countries experiencing reforms and economic growth
induced partly by the perspective of EU accession, but migration remained at high levels. On
their way to the EU, the countries have taken an uneven pace, with Croatia being the first
country set to join in July 2013.

The Eastern Partnership countries (EaP), which all formed parts of the Soviet Union and
became independent in 1991, comprise the Eastern neighbours to the EU Belarus, Moldova
and Ukraine and the three states of the Southern Caucasus, Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia. The break-up of the Soviet Union severely affected the economies of these
countries, which in the initial post-Soviet years were characterised by a radical downsizing,
privatisation and restructuring of the industrial sector and price liberalisation, leading to
massive lay-offs, inflation and a sharp wage decline. The employment and living conditions
worsened at a tremendous pace, generating massive outflows of people abroad. At the same
time, the privatisation of land created the opportunity and the bad economic situation created
the incentive to move to rural areas and engage in (subsistence) agriculture. The transition
process was marked by civil unrest and the revival of conflicts about contested borders:
Moldova lost control over the region east of the Dniester river (Transnistria) in a struggle that
escalated to military engagement in 1992; between 1991 and 1994 Armenia and Azerbaijan
were trapped in an armed conflict over the Nagorno-Karabakh region, which fell under
Armenian control, while in Georgia simmering disputes within the regions of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia, erupted into violence and wars and a de facto independence from Georgia in

9
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2008. The regional conflicts have caused large scale displacement of persons within and
between the countries. Economic recovery and high GDP growth in the EaP countries came
along in the mid 1990s and stabilised during the 2000s, with on-going political and economic
reforms at quite different pace in the individual countries. With a view to strengthening
prosperity, stability and security in the neighbouring region, the EU started a process of
increased cooperation with the six countries within the framework of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) in 2004, which was even more tightened with the launch of the
Eastern Partnership in May 2009. Alongside the support to political, institutional and
economic reforms based on EU standards, the ENP aims to facilitate trade and increase
mobility of persons between the EU and the Partner States.

In addition to the aforementioned 23 countries, the study also covers Greece and Turkey.
These countries, unlike the States of Central and Eastern Europe, have not faced transition
from state-planned to market economies; however, similarly to them, they have been
confronted with high levels of emigration as well as internal rural-urban movements, which
took place in an earlier period, starting already in the 1960s and lasting throughout the
1970s. The big migration waves in both countries had been fuelled by structural problems in
particular in the agricultural sector, which accounted for high unemployment among the rural
population. Furthermore, Greece and Turkey both underwent a period of political turbulences
shaped by the installation of authoritarian regimes, followed by transition to multi-party
democracies and liberalisation, which went along with strong economic growth, rising political
stability and growing integration or orientation towards the EU. As from the 1970s already,
Greece and Turkey also became destination countries of immigration and experienced rising
flows of return migration. Greece finally joined the EU in 1981, while Turkey, which had
already been an associate member to the EU since 1963, was granted the status as
candidate country in 1999. For the purpose of the analysis, Greece and Turkey are studied
as ‘reference cases”, in order to facilitate the identification of causal effects, similar
experiences and policy examples. For this reason, these two countries will not be
systematically integrated into the analysis to the same extent as the other countries
throughout each chapter, but will be referred to occasionally, in order to illustrate specific
issues, highlight policies and practices and learn from experiences.

Labour mobility is considered as being one of the main drivers of growth and
competitiveness of the EU in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy. One of the priorities
set in the strategy is that of inclusive growth, fostering a high-employment economy that
delivers economic, social and territorial cohesion. For the assessment of its achievement the
EU has defined common headline targets for inclusive growth in the fields of employment,
educational attainment and poverty reduction and has put forward three flagship initiatives to
support achievement of these targets. Among the actions identified under the initiatives “An
Agenda for new Skills and Jobs” and the “European Platform against Poverty and Social
Exclusion”, two are of particular relevance for the present study, as they provide some
guidance in identifying key aspects for the present comparative analysis:

“To facilitate and promote intra-EU labour mobility and better match labour supply with
demand with appropriate financial support (...) and to promote a forward-looking and
comprehensive labour migration policy which would respond in a flexible way to the priorities
and needs of labour markets” (An Agenda for new Skills and Jobs)

“To design and implement programmes to promote social innovation for the most vulnerable,
in particular by providing innovative education, training, and employment opportunities for
deprived communities, (...) and to develop a new agenda for migrants' integration to enable
them to take full advantage of their potential’ (European Platform against Poverty and Social
Exclusion)

These two actions put migration within the EU at the core of employment and social policies,
suggesting that intra-EU labour mobility is one of the keys to a better functioning of the EU
labour market, while at the same time the promotion and use of the full potential of (labour)
migrants will support both their integration and their social advancement. At the same time,
however, it recognises that migration might be the source of new or increasing vulnerabilities

10
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(e.g. for families of migrants left behind) and that the fight against poverty and social
exclusion of the most vulnerable groups of society in the EU remains high on the agenda.

The study is also to be placed in the context of the evolving policy of the EU towards
migration towards third country nationals. Since the adoption of the first programme for
common (im)migration policy, based on the conclusions of the Tampere Council in 1999, the
EU has gradually taken a more holistic and comprehensive approach to migration, shifting it
from a mere security-centred view towards an approach increasingly taking into account the
development impact of migration in the migration source countries. The idea also emerged
that the challenges arising from demographic shifts needed to be addressed at a more
international level and called for the necessity to emphasise migration in the external
relations and policies with third countries, based on a partnership approach. This has shaped
the development of a Global Approach to Migration by the EU, which was explored in the
earlier Communication released in December 2002 (EC, 2002) and expanded in the
Communication “Migration and Development: Some concrete orientations” of September
2005 (EC, 2005). In the course of time, the approach to migration, first centred on African
countries, was extended to the Eastern regions neighbouring the EU. Within the Global
Approach to Migration, the Mobility Partnerships, reciprocal cooperation agreements
concluded between migration source countries and EU Member States, constitute one of the
main instruments of implementation of the EU policy. They are seen as commitments and
concrete steps to strengthen the link between migration and socio-economic development.
As stated in the 2008 Commission Communication “Strengthening the Global Approach to
Migration: Increasing Co-ordination, Coherence and Synergies” (EC, 2008), Mobility
Partnerships are expected to mark a paradigmatic "shift from a primarily security-centred
approach focused on reducing migratory pressures to a more transparent and balanced
approach”.

In its most recent Communication on a “Global Approach to Migration and Mobility” in
November 2011 (EC, 2011), the EU extends the scope of its policy framework to a broader
concept of migration, including the various forms of temporary short-term migration across
external EU borders. In its introduction the necessary linkage between migration and the
EU’s labour market needs is clearly expressed. The promotion and “maximising (of) the
development impact of migration and mobility” is pursued as one of the four priorities (pillars)
of the migration approach for the coming years, with Mobility Partnerships as one preferential
implementation tool to be upgraded, based on the experiences made with the pilot mobility
partnerships. The Communication broadens the agenda for migration development beyond
the topics of remittances and Diaspora development. A further focus of attention is turned on
combating the “downsides” of migration through a joint approach of destination and source
countries towards the promotion of migrants’ rights, of mobility options and circular migration,
of migration governance and the mainstreaming of migration into development and sectoral
policies. The emphasis on external relations and increased development cooperation, the
shift towards a focus on the needs of the EU labour market and the social costs of migration
in source countries suggest that migration is no longer a question of security policy alone but
an integral part of foreign, employment, development and social policy.

Finally, the present study is embedded in the context of European initiatives and policies to
modernise social protection schemes and promote social inclusion policies, not only in
the EU Member States, but also in the candidate countries and potential candidates and the
neighbouring countries. The EU process of mutual exchange and learning in the field of
social protection and social inclusion integrated into the Open Method of Coordination (OMC)
is not limited to the EU Member States, but should also help to improve cooperation with
other neighbouring countries of the European Union. The promotion of social protection and
social inclusion is also a priority of the Eastern Partnership, within whose framework the EU
more intensively provides support to the partners' individual reform efforts towards the
eradication of poverty and social exclusion. The studies on social protection and social
inclusion commissioned by the European Commission for the countries of the Western
Balkans and the EaP are to be placed in this context. The underlying understanding of this
enhanced cooperation is that economic, social and political stability in the Eastern

11
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neighbouring countries is of vital interest for the European Union and that support in this
respect will bring these countries closer to the EU.

The Country Reports are based on an analysis of available national and international data
and research on issues of international and internal migration, labour market and human
development, poverty, social inclusion and social protection, complemented by interviews
with experts and policy makers. The Synthesis Report draws on policy documents issued by
the EU and incorporates findings of various research efforts and studies carried out by
European and international organisations dealing with migration and development (such as
IOM, ETF, World Bank, OECD, United Nations, etc.) and the scientific community.

In order to allow for better comparability and taking into account both the geo-political
location and the different policy orientations and financial instruments available to the EU, the
25 countries in the scope of the study have been grouped into three different country
clusters. All Central and Eastern States which have joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 have
been grouped together in the EU-8+2 cluster. Greece is added to this cluster as a reference
case where appropriate. The countries of the Western Balkans, which all enjoy an accession
perspective, form the group of the candidate countries and potential candidates and are
grouped accordingly. The candidate country Turkey is added to this cluster as a reference
case where appropriate. Those countries at the verge of the EU borders which are
embedded within the regional cooperation framework of the Eastern Partnership make up the
third group. All chapters of the synthesis report are structured alongside these country
clusters. Chapter 2 describes the main migration trends among each country cluster
focusing on trends and characteristics of both migration abroad and internal migration.
Explanations about data are provided in the Annex. Chapter 3 presents and analyses the
effects of migration on the social development of the countries studied. After providing a
short overview on the socio-economic development in the context of transition, it
concentrates on the evolution of the labour markets under the influence of migration and the
potential role of migration and remittances for poverty and social inclusion. Further, it takes a
closer look at regional effects of migration and shows how migration has contributed to
exacerbating regional discrepancies and shaping geographical areas of deprivation. Chapter
4 addresses issues of social security coverage of migrants (and their families left behind).
Chapter 5 focuses on specific groups of the population (children, elderly, IDPs and refugees,
etc.) and presents to which extent they have been more affected by migration, creating or
aggravating existing vulnerabilities. The focus taken under each country cluster in this
respect might vary according to the groups identified as being particularly vulnerable to
migration. Chapter 6 presents the various policies and measures implemented at EU level
and in the sending countries to date in order to tackle the challenges resulting from migration
for the social development of the sending countries and discusses their impact. Chapter 7
identifies the key challenges of the social impacts of migration and presents some distinct
policy suggestions according to the three country clusters for addressing these challenges.
Where relevant and deemed useful, additional explanations, particularly topical issues and
examples of good (and bad) practice, are presented throughout the different chapters in text
boxes.

The analysis and understanding of the social impact of emigration and rural-urban migration
encounters some limitations, which partly form the main novelty of the present study. Indeed,
as suggested above, the existing literature has largely neglected the interconnection
between migration and its social impact(s) for the sending countries, thus making the
presentation of the state of the art in this respect a challenging task. Moreover, at the
empirical level, the identification and analysis of this linkage is complicated by existing gaps
as regards availability, comprehensiveness, reliability and comparability of statistical
information and data. Firstly, the armed conflicts and the building of nation states partly
based on new borders has both left an incomplete statistical picture of the situation over the
period studied in some cases and hampered the comparability of data due to manifold
modifications in definitions and concepts over time. Secondly, even where national official
statistical data is used, the concepts behind it still diverge widely between countries of the
same region and many indicators are not yet aligned with European standards. Thirdly, the
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level of disaggregation of data used, i.e. in the field of migration, is not necessarily the same
as for data used to analyse poverty and social inclusion, thus making it more difficult to draw
clear conclusions about causal effects. For the purpose of the study, data sets of Eurostat
and other key international organisations (incl. ILO, UNDP, World Bank, etc.) have been
utilised together with data from independent research institutes where necessary and
available.

2 Understanding Main Migration Trends

2.1 Introduction

The introduction has set the scene: This report seeks to identify examples of successful
policies and practices that promote the positive impact of migration for countries or regions
which have lost population because of out-migration, or that seek to heal negative side-
effects of such population declines. This chapter sketches main trends in international and
internal migration from 1990 to the present in the EU-8 and EU-2 Member States, in
candidate countries and potential candidates and in the Eastern Partnership countries. It
describes patterns that have to be recognised when seeking to identify promising policies
and practices.

The analysis of trends and patterns is hampered by the unavailability of reliable data,
particularly with regard to international migration. “Generally, international migrants are
difficult to count in their country of origin because of their absence”, as a UN Commission
bluntly states the key problem (UN Economic Commission for Europe-Eurostat, 2010: 12;
see textbox Data availability in the annex).

An additional complication has to be taken account of: Most states under analysis in this
study were not independent in the present form at the beginning of the 1990s, but belonged
to the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia or Czechoslovakia. While international migration means the
movement of people over borders, in the dissolution of states, borders moved over people.
As a consequence, movements that would have been internal migration in the old borders
became international migration in the new ones. To the best possible extent, the analysis
refers to the same geographical area, even if it had been part of a larger state in the past.

Definitions

Migration can be defined as the change of the usual place of residence — that is the place in which a
person normally spends the daily period of rest. Temporary travel for purposes such as recreation,
visits or business does not change a person's usual residence (UN 1998, 18). In the context of internal
migration, we speak of out-migration and in-migration, to differentiate it from international migration. If
migration involves taking up residence in another country, the migrants are called ‘emigrant’ from the
perspective of the country of origin and ‘immigrant’ from the perspective of the receiving country. In
some languages, emigration carries the notion of a long-term or permanent stay. Also in Eurostat
definitions, the change of residence is only called ‘emigration’ if undertaken with an expected length of
stay of at least 12 months. However, there is few data to follow up length of stay and expected length
of stay in the time frame of our analysis, so we use emigration as change of residence over
international borders.

Many categorisations of emigrants do not depend on their actual movement, but on their legal
situation. First of all and most importantly, emigrants may be differentiated according to their
citizenship into own citizens and foreign nationals. As this study takes a country of origin perspective,
the emigration of own citizens is the main focus of analysis. Nationality is often used as synonymous
with citizenship, but in the context of states of the former Soviet Union, nationality refers to the self-
declared and officially registered belonging to groups that would rather be called ‘ethnic group’ in
international debates on such issues.

Ethnicity refers to social constructions of (shared) descent and culture (Fenton 2010, 3). Two special
cases of ethnic minority migration are important for this study. Co-ethnic emigration means the
emigration of ethnic minorities to the countries where their ethnicity is in the majority, e.g. Romanians
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from the Hungarian minority to Hungary. Sometimes, such migration movements are considered as
‘return’, while returnees in the context of this study only means the return of own citizens who have
emigrated before in their own lifetime. Secondly, the migration of Roma concerns minority groups with
no ‘mother country’ to turn to. The term Roma is used for different groups who share a relation to the
Romani language, and also for other groups with a similar history of marginalisation in European
societies, such as the Sinti, Travellers, or Kalé (EC 2010c, Footnote 6).

Irregular migrants live in a state without the necessary documents or permits {for details see (Vogel et
al. 2011)}. If the receiving state establishes the identity of irregular migrants and removes them to their
country of origin, they are forced returnees from the point of view of the country of origin.

Temporary and permanent emigration refers mostly to the status as indicated by the legal documents
of the receiving country. Receiving states may allow a limited (temporary) stay or an unlimited or
extendable (permanent) stay. The duration of stay as indicated by status documentation does not fully
overlap with other notions. Migrants’ intended length of stay may differ from the duration foreseen in
their residence status, and their de-facto length of stay may differ from both. In this study, it is
indicated whether temporariness refers to the de jure, de facto or intended length of stay. The term
‘circular is used to describe repeated temporary movements, no matter under which legal
arrangements (de facto circular migration), but also for migration in legal frameworks that specifically
enable such forms of migration (EMN 2011, 20).

2.2 EU Member States (EU-8+2)°

At the turn of the 1980s to the 1990s, the communist rule in Central and Eastern Europe
broke down and new regimes emerged in the political and economic field. While Poland,
Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria continued to exist in the same borders as in communist
times, other Member States became independent states in the present shape only at the
beginning of the 1990s: Slovenia had been part of Yugoslavia (until 1991), the Baltic States
acquired independence from the former Soviet Union (1991) and Czechoslovakia split into
the Czech and Slovak Republic in the so called ‘velvet divorce’ (1993).

Table 2.1 gives an overview over the absolute size of the population of the countries and the
changes over the last two decades. While they include changes due to birth and death, most
of the difference is caused by international migration, return migration and — to a smaller
extent — by new immigration. The most affected states were the Baltic States and Bulgaria,
which have experienced considerable population losses between 12% (LT) and 16% (LV)*.
The population decline in Romania is also relatively high (8%) and of outstanding absolute
relevance (nearly 2 million people). For the other states, international population numbers
indicate a moderate decrease (Hungary 4%) or increase of 3% (Sl, SK). While there is
somewhat contradictory evidence on the size of net outflows of citizens from some
countries®, it is uncontested that there have been net outflows to EU-15 Member States for
all countries, which were accompanied in some countries (Sl, CZ) by inflows, mainly from
third countries.

% EU-15 refers to those Member States that formed the EU before 2004. EU-8 refers to those EU Member States
which joined the EU in 2004 and to which transitional arrangements applied (all states joining the EU in 2004
except Malta and Cyprus). EU-2 refers to those 2 Member States that joined the EU in 2007.

4 Country abbreviations follow the Eurostat country codes.

® For example, Holland et al. (2011b, 51) indicate a nearly 5% of population outflow of Czechs to EU-15 Member
states from 1998 to 2009, while the Czech country report points to low migration rates.
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Table 2.1: Population (in thousands) and population change (in %) in EU-8+2 countries

EU 1990 2001 2011 Change Change Change
1990/2001 | 2001/2011 | 1990/2011
Bulgaria 8,767 8,149 7,505 -7% -8% -14%
Czech R. 10,362 10,267 10,533 -1% 3% 2%
Estonia 1,571 1,367 1,340 -13% -2% -15%
Hungary 10,375 10,200 9,986 -2% -2% -4%
Latvia 2,668 2,364 2,230 -11% -6% -16%
Lithuania 3,694 3,487 3,245 -6% -7% -12%
Poland 38,038 38,254 38,200 1% 0% 0%
Romania 23,211 22,430 21,414 -3% -5% -8%
Slovak R. 5,288 5,379 5,435 2% 1% 3%
Slovenia 1,996 1,990 2,050 0% 3% 3%
Greece 10,121 10,931 11,310 8% 3% 12%

Source: Eurostat, http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=demo_pjan&lang=en, own calculation
of changes

The population decline may be even more pronounced than displayed by this data, as a
share of emigrants is still presented as resident of their country of origin, even during
prolonged stays abroad. Preliminary results from the Census 2011 imply that the decline in
population since the last Census in 2001 was even more severe in the Baltic States and
Romania (EE: - 6%; LT: - 12%; LV: - 13%, RO: - 7%; see Annex 2).

Figure 2.1 sets the population changes of the three country clusters into perspective, using
UN population data, showing that there are countries with considerable population declines
of more than 10% in all country groups (LV, BG, EE; BA; GE, MD, AM, UA). In contrast,
Greece, Turkey and Azerbaijan faced considerable population growth, in the case of Greece
and Turkey mainly due to inflows from other countries discussed in this study and in the case
of Azerbaijan mainly due to high birth rates.
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Figure 2.1: Population change from 1990 to 2010
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Source: United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2011). World Population
Prospects: The 2010 Revision, CD-ROM Edition, own calculation of changes

2.2.1 International Migration

The EU Member States have implemented a migration regime of free mobility of persons and
virtually free movement of labour among each other, except for Romanian and Bulgarian
citizens, who are still faced with restrictions during the transition period until 2014. People
may decide spontaneously to seek opportunities in other EU countries, or return to their
countries of origin after a period of migration, but there is no need to rush to migration
opportunities as they may also be realised in the future. The free movement regime allows
for migration with an open time perspective, so that temporary and permanent migration
cannot be distinguished by the entry status. All migrants follow a regular path to inclusion
and receive a permanent resident status after typically five years of residence.® The path
towards EU accession has led to an increasing concentration of emigration towards Member
States.

Four phases of migration may be distinguished in the new Member States, although with
considerable variations and overlaps. Generally, Romania and Bulgaria, which joined the EU
in 2007, followed with a time-lag the developments of the Member States joining in 2004.

Early 1990s: After decades of emigration and travel restrictions, travel became easy to
realise. Citizens of the now new Member States travelled in large numbers to Western
Europe, and a share of these travels turned into irregular stays. Support in the asylum
system was initially relevant for all ethnicities at the beginning of the 1990s, later mainly for
Roma.” Permanent emigration options were mainly accessible on the basis of ethnic or
family ties, while labour migration opportunities were limited to some newly designed
temporary workers programmes, such as the seasonal workers programme between Poland
and Germany, which was already signed in 1990 (CR PL).

® Directive 2004/38/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 29 April 2004, on the right of citizens of the
Union and their family members to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States amending
Regulation (EEC) No. 1612/68 and repealing Directives 64/221/EEC, 68/360/EEC, 72/194/EEC, 73/148/EEC,
75/34/EEC, 75/35/EEC, 90/364/EEC, 90/365/EEC and 93/96/EEC, OJ L 158/77, 30 April 2004.

" Estimates about Romania exemplify the dimensions: There were about 250,000 Romanian asylum seekers in
Germany from 1990 to 1993 (UNHCR, 2001, p.: IX, 61). According to official estimates, about 60% (150,000)
were Roma (Bade 2002, 424). However, for only few of the applicants the refugee status was granted and many
of the asylum seekers were repatriated to Romania (CR RO).
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State-building had transformed members of large population groups into ethnic minorities in
the newly formed states. This contributed to driving people to move to the country where
their ethnic group constituted the majority and where favourable conditions were offered.
There was population exchange particularly between Russia and the Baltics and the Czech
and the Slovak Republic. In addition, Jews emigrated to Israel, German minorities to
Germany, Hungarian minorities to Hungary, Ingrian Finns from Estonia to Finland and
Turkish Bulgarians to Turkey, while other regular and mostly permanent emigration was
enabled by family ties. Roma minorities® were even more severely affected by the
transformation than the majority population, but they had no majority country to turn to.

Mid 1990s to 2003: In the second phase, labour migration gained importance under the
conditions set by EU-15 Member States: As a rule, free travel opportunities preceded the
possibilities of free mobility. In connection with the economic restructuring in the EU-8+2 and
labour demands in the EU-15, this created strong incentives for irregular migration of a
mostly circular character with repeated returns to countries of origin.® Emigrants were able to
find work in the informal household sector and other expanding low-paid sectors in the West,
particularly in agriculture and construction. In addition, labour migrants continued to use
regular organised labour market opportunities such as seasonal and contract workers
programmes.'® There are indications that repeated migration increased the length of stay
(CR LT). Student migration multiplied several times for most countries."" There were also
increasingly favourable conditions for highly qualified persons in demand.

2004 to 2008: The third phase is characterised by an increase of emigration dominated by
intra-EU mobility'?, and shifts in main receiving countries and regularisations. The registered
stock of EU-8 and EU-2 nationals residing in the EU-15 countries tripled over the period
2003-2009, increasing from about 1.6 million in 2003 to about 4.8 million in 2009 (Holland et
al. 2011a: 49). However, population increases overestimate total emigration in this period, as
they also include regularisations. For most states, regularisation was an immediate side
effect of the EU accession, with particularly Romanian and Bulgarian citizens profiting from
regularisation programmes in Southern Europe. This may also explain the increase of inflows
of EU-2 migrants to Italy and Spain. However, legal residence did not necessarily lead to
legal work. The UK, Ireland and Sweden immediately opened their regular labour markets to
the EU-8 accession states, while other states limited labour mobility in the transition phase,
at least temporarily'®. Germany and Austria did not lift all restrictions until May 2011. For EU-
8 countries, a redirection of mobility streams from the restrictive to the more open countries
was observed, particularly from Germany to the UK and Ireland (Holland et al. 2011a: 15).
However, the strong increase in migration to the UK and Ireland even started before 2004
and can, therefore, also be partly attributed to strong labour demand, flexibility of the labour
market and language issues. This shift does not only concern labour migration. OECD-Data
also show a declining relevance of Germany (and partly France, but not Austria) and
increasing relevance of the UK for international students from EU-8 and EU-2. Figure 2.2
exemplifies this for Polish students.

& particularly in RO, BG, CZ, SK, HU.

In Lithuania, shares of undeclared migration were estimated with surveys. About 60% of all emigrations in the
period 1990-2000 were undeclared, and shortly before EU accession this share increased to up to 90% (CR LT).
1% At the peak of the movements of seasonal workers to Germany (2003-2004) as many as around 300,000
persons were involved; they represented around 90% of all foreign seasonal workers and around 3% of Polish
labour force (CR PO).

" Foreign student enrolled in tertiary education. OECD online education Database, data extracted on 18 January
2012.

"2 Due to the legal framework after accession of EU-8 in 2004 and EU-2 in 2007, the term ‘(intra-EU)
mobility’ is preferentially used where migration from EU-8+2 is directed only to EU-15.

13 Until 2006: EL, ES, PT, FI; until 2007: LX, NE; until 2008: F; until 2009: BE, DK; until 2011: DE, AT. Holland et
al. 2011a, 25.
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Figure 2.2: Polish international students — selected countries of study
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Source: OECD Database, Foreign/international students enrolled,
available at; http:/stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx. (retrieved on 18.01.2012)

End of 2008 up to the present’*: The fourth phase is marked by the economic crisis. The
global financial and economic crisis led to a decline in workers’ mobility in 2008-2009, due to
a sharp increase of unemployment rates among migrants from the EU-8+2 in the receiving
EU-15 countries, as migrants were overrepresented in those sectors which are more
sensitive to economic fluctuations such as construction and often had less secure contractual
arrangements. In particular Romanian and Bulgarian immigrants in the EU-15 have been hit
by increasing unemployment, although there is no evidence of massive return migration
(OECD, 2010: 97). Some country reports indicate increasing numbers of returning temporary
migrants (PL, SK), while others notice no increases in returns and even see intensified
mobility to EU-15 (LV, LT). The country report Romania found indications of a somewhat
lower movement to EU-15 but no signs of significantly increased returns. During the
recession, foreign citizen populations from EU-8 and EU-2 continued to increase in most EU-
15 receiving states, although at a slower pace than in previous years. However, the impact of
the crisis on mobility from specific sending states, particularly small sending states, is not
conclusive.™

Greece was mainly an emigration country until the 1980s. The number of Greek emigrants
between 1946 and 1977 reached approximately 1,300,000. Of the estimated 638,000
emigrants to European countries, the largest number — 83% — went to West Germany. The
majority of Greek emigrants were of young working age, resulting, in the 1960s, in a
reduction of the economically active age group of the Greek population by 11% (CR EL).
During the last two decades, Greece has become an immigration country, facing
considerable immigration, particularly from other countries discussed in this study
(particularly AL, BG, GE). Germany, as the most important immigration country in Europe,
registered a declining population of Greek citizens and negative migration saldos in the first

' Most of the analysed data was available until 2010. The publication was finalised in 2012.

'® Holland et al. (2011a,38) compiled full bilateral matrixes of population, using different data sources, cautioning
readers to be aware of a “high degree of uncertainty and a wide margin of error”. Particularly after 2004, results
are highly influenced by UK data, which are estimated from LFS-samples, which are not reliable for small sending
states. For example, it seems implausible that the Estonian population in the UK increased from about 4,000 to
14,000 from 2008 to 2009, while the Lithuanian population decreased from 91,000 to 81,000, the Bulgarian
population decreased from 48,000 to 26,000 while the Romanian increased from 53,000 to 80,000. We
recommend not to interpret such differences between sending countries for example using LFS based mobility
rates, even if cautiously framed as in the European Commission (2011d, 253).
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decade of this century, with a change in trend in 2011 in the face of the severe economic
crisis in Greece.

The combination of these recent developments with earlier emigration streams has led to
highly diverging patterns of emigrant populations. Table 2.2 identifies the most relevant
receiving countries worldwide in a long-term perspective, taking World Bank data about
foreign born as an indicator, and the most relevant EU receiving countries in the last two
decades, taking most recent Eurostat data on foreign nationals as an indicator. For some
countries, there are considerable deviations between both data sources. World Bank data
include older, naturalised and state-building related emigrants that had moved prior to the
1990s'® and indicate the relevance of Russia (particularly for the Baltic countries) and
overseas emigration countries as traditional destinations. The second column identifies the
four most important EU Member States, according to the most recently recorded number of
foreign nationals."” This data is more relevant for recent migration since the mid 1990s, as
large scale migration to EU Member States became only possible after the opening of the
border. In the case of the Czech Republic, for example, the US is among the four main
receiving countries measured in terms of foreign born, while Spain is among the four main
receiving countries measured in terms of foreign nationals, indicating a shift in migration
directions'®. Similarly, in the case of Latvia and Lithuania, Ireland is the most relevant
receiving country measured in foreign nationals, whereas it ranks only fourth among foreign
born, which include earlier migration waves.

Besides showing the high relevance of the respective neighbouring countries, the
overwhelming relevance of the four big migration attractors (DE, UK, ES, IT) is obvious. In
addition, specific Baltic patterns with the high relevance of Finland for Estonia and Ireland for
Latvia and Lithuania are visible.

Table 2.2: Main receiving countries of EU-8+2 Member States®

Country Four countries with most Four EU Member States
foreign born (2010) with most foreign
nationals®

Slovak Republic CZ, UK, DE, US CZ, DE, UK, AT
Slovenia DE, HR, AT, CA DE, AT, IT, ES

Poland DE, UK, US, BY DE, UK, IT, ES
Hungary DE, US, CA, AT DE, AT, ES, IT

Romania IT, ES, HU, IL IT, ES, DE, HU
Estonia RU, FI, SE, US FI, DE, IE, UK

Lithuania RU, PL, UK, IE IE, UK, DE, ES
Latvia RU, US, UK, IE IE, DE, UK, ES
Czech Republic SK, DE, AT, US DE, ES, AT, SK
Bulgaria TR, ES, DE, EL ES, DE, IT, EL

Greece DE, US, AU, CA DE, BE, UK, NL

a) Sorted by most relevant residence country of foreign born

b) World Bank (2011b): Bilateral Migration Matrix (November 2010). in:

http://go.worldbank.org/JITC7NYTTO (last access 31.05.2011)

'® According to own calculations with World Bank data, between 55% (CZ) and 77% (SK). While most emigration
that is recorded in the World Bank (estimates of foreign born) is due to recent emigrants, some is linked to much
earlier migrations, as particularly the Polish-born population in Belarus is mainly due to an outflow within the
framework of ethnic cleansing actions immediately after World War Il (CR PL).

"7 This includes older data, particularly from Greece (2001), the UK (2005) and France (2005).

'® As in the case of Greece, which had no relevant out-migration to other EU member states in the covered time
frame, population numbers in other EU member states are of minor importance (DE:297,668 (2010); BE (15,182).
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c) Most recent available data from Eurostat: Population by sex, age and citizenship
(migr_pop1ctz). in: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu (accessed 12.12.11)

Roma from EU countries originally often applied for asylum when migrating to Western
destinations. They also participated in regular and irregular labour migration, with a main
direction from Romania to Italy, Spain and France (OSCE, 2008: 30). There are no reliable
estimates on the total extent of emigration of citizens of Roma origin. In the Czech Republic
for example, estimates for total emigration in the last two decades range from 100,000 to
250,000, while total Roma emigration is estimated by the government to be 35,000 to 70,000
(CR CZ). Emigration of Roma minorities influenced international relations, particularly when
Canada withdrew visa-free entrance for citizens of some Eastern European states. Roma
migration was faced with resistance from the receiving countries when large groups without
adequate levels of subsistence lived in informal settlements or were associated with
increases in criminality, or when applying for asylum.'®

LFS data give an indication of the relevance of established versus recent and circular
migrants in the EU-15 Member States. As far as EU-10 nationals living in another Member
State are concerned, around two thirds arrived in the destination country after the 2004
enlargement, with this percentage rising to nearly 80% in Sweden and Belgium and to
around 90% in Ireland and the UK. EU-2 migration is on average more recent, with about
60% having immigrated after 2004, but also to a large extent prior to their accession in 2007.
In Italy and Spain, more than 80% arrived prior to EU accession (EC, 2011d: 254).

Cross-border commuting

In the case of favourable infrastructure, short- and long-distance commuting patterns developed
internally, but also particularly across international borders from new to old Member States, with
people responding to labour market opportunities without changing their residence (CZ, EE, HU, PL,
Sl, SK). Cross-border commuting programmes had been introduced in the 1990s in most regions
bordering old Member States. Today, support from EURES services encourage job search along EU
borders, informing about job opportunities and institutional conditions. While the majority of jobs
concerns daily cross-border commuting, there are also indications of double jobs and long distance-
patterns. The Hungarian country report gives the example of doctors with main positions in Hungary
and commuting for weekend services to Germany or the UK.

Table 2.3 below shows the share of males among citizens from the new Member States in
four recently relevant receiving states.”® The blue fields highlight countries in which there is a
high male dominance (60% and more males) and the pink fields highlight countries in which
there is a high female dominance from a specific citizenship (40% and less males). Two
things are immediately visible:

. Much of the recent migration is female led and dominated. The traditional pattern with
males leading migration and females staying behind or joining later (as in EL) has lost
relevance. Particularly ltaly draws mainly women from Central and Eastern European
Member States.

. While the generally higher importance of women in Italy and men in Ireland already point
to the influence of occupational demand structures, the high gender variation within one
receiving country indicates that bilateral patterns are shaped by other factors such as
family and ethnic networks and cultural affinities (e.g. 30% of Estonians in Germany are
male, but 60% of Hungarians; 19% of Czechs in ltaly are male, but 53% of Slovenians).

'9 Canada imposed visa-obligations after rising numbers of asylum applications in 1998, reintroduced visa-free
entrance in 2008 and reimposed visa obligations again after steep increases in 2009 and 2010 (CR CZ). Similar
developments were faced by HU.

Data is not available for all Member States, e.g. there is no data for the UK.
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Table 2.3: Share of males among foreign citizens from EU-8+2 in selected Member
States (2009)

Share of males among foreign citizens (in %)

Country Germany Ireland Spain ltaly

Bulgaria 46 43 54 40
Czech Republic 43 60 45 19
Estonia 30 40 41 10
Hungary 60 59 49 28
Latvia 35 43 42 16
Lithuania 30 46 43 21
Poland 49 60 53 30
Romania 45 50 53 47
Slovak Republic 42 59 48 34
Slovenia 49 64 52 53
Greece 54 61 62 54

Source: Eurostat (2011): Population by sex, age and citizenship (migr_pop1ctz). in:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu (accessed 12.12.11)
Note: highlighted in blue: male share 60% and more; highlighted in pink: male share 40% and less

Age-specific migration patterns are found all over the world with some variations and have
been extensively documented by migration research (see e.g. already Wagner, 1989). As a
rule, persons in the main education and employment age are more prone to migrate than
older people, and this is not different for persons from the new Member States.

Table 2.4 displays the educational attainments of citizens of EU-8+2 residing in their country
of citizenship or residing in EU-15 Member States on the basis of 2008 LFS data. While most
migrants have medium qualifications as most non-migrants, the share of persons with
medium qualifications is lower among migrants than among the non-migrant population.
Shares of migrants with lower qualifications are higher (except for HU, LV) as well as shares
of migrants with higher qualifications (except for EE, LT, Sl) — coloured grey in Table 2.4.
Aggregated data for 2010, however, indicate that only people with lower qualifications are
overrepresented among recent intra-EU migrants with 7 years of residence and less, leading
to the following conclusions (EC 2011d:271): “Therefore, as far as sending countries are
concerned, there does not seem to be a strong brain drain effect given that the share of the
high-skilled persons among the EU-10 recent movers is lower (22%) than the share in the
origin countries’ active population (25%). This is even more so where EU-2 recent movers
are concerned, with a highly educated share of 14%, much below the 19% in the origin
countries’ active population.” A more thorough data triangulation across years and sources
(including census 2011) is advisable before putting too much trust in the statement that
emigration of the highly skilled is really no issue.

This is a quite different situation to the emigration from Greece to the North-West in the
1950s and 1960s, when two thirds of those who migrated abroad were agricultural workers
and the owners of small and scattered pieces of farming land, mostly with low educational
qualifications (CR EL).
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Table 2.4: Educational attainment of the resident population of the EU-8+2 and migrant
population from the EU-8+2 to the EU-15, 2008

Resident population Migrant population
Low Medium High Low Medium High
Czech Rep. 0.16 0.71 0.13 0.19 0.51 0.29
Estonia 0.20 0.51 0.29 0.29 0.48 0.24
Hungary 0.26 0.58 0.17 0.20 0.47 0.33
Latvia 0.23 0.56 0.22 0.21 0.54 0.25
Lithuania 0.18 0.57 0.25 0.23 0.53 0.24
Poland 0.19 0.64 0.17 0.25 0.48 0.27
Slovak Rep. 0.17 0.71 0.13 0.19 0.57 0.23
Slovenia 0.21 0.59 0.20 0.28 0.58 0.14
Bulgaria 0.28 0.53 0.19 0.33 0.44 0.23
Romania 0.30 0.59 0.11 0.33 0.48 0.19

Source: Holland et al., 2011a. Derived from Eurostat LFS series
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2.2.2 Internal Migration

The transformation of the economies in the early 1990s led to an unusual period with regard
to internal migration. Internal migration levels are relatively low in Central and Eastern
European Member states?’. After an increase immediately after the beginning of the
transformation, internal migration levels mostly declined in the 1990s, but then increased
again in the 2000s, although on a low level. In some countries, the combination of high
ownership rates with not yet functioning housing markets led to a lock-in effect, reducing
internal migration (HU, C2).

In most countries, employment levels in agriculture had already declined to low levels, with
considerable variation in its absolute importance. Current levels of urbanisation were already
reached at the beginning of the 1990s, with little change afterwards. Table 2.5 shows that the
main decline of populations in rural areas took place before the 1990s. Country differences
are highly dependent on definitions, so they should not be over interpreted.?

Table 2.5: Rural population (as % of total population)

Country 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Bulgaria 47.7 37.9 33.6 31.1 28.3
Czech Republic 35.6 24.8 24.8 26.0 26.5
Estonia 35.1 30.3 28.9 30.6 30.5
Hungary 39.9 35.8 34.2 35.4 31.7
Latvia 39.3 32.9 30.7 31.9 31.8
Lithuania 50.4 38.8 32.4 33.0 32.8
Poland 47.9 41.9 38.7 38.3 38.8
Romania 59.7 53.9 46.8 46.5 45.4
Slovak Republic 58.9 48.4 43.5 43.7 43.2
Slovenia 63.0 52.0 49.6 49.2 52.0
Greece 47.5 42.3 41.2 40.3 38.6

Source: World Bank (2011a), 15 December 2011, World Development Indicators & Global Development Finance,
accessed 2.3.2012

In some countries, a short period of intensified urban to rural migration was observed (LV,
LT, HU, BG, RO). Subsistence agriculture helped to support families when employment
broke down and living costs in cities increased rapidly. This tendency was promoted by
agricultural reforms and laws offering favourable conditions for regaining ownership of
houses.

From the late 1990s, suburbanisation trends emerged, resumed or intensified. In nearly all
countries, the areas around big cities experienced the most intensive growth, notably from

21 For an analysis of EU-8 in 2004, see World Bank, 2007b.

22 For example, Romania and the Slovak Republic have similar shares of rural populations. However, the Slovak

country report notes that some 18% of Slovak settlements with less than 2,000 inhabitants had an urban structure
of inhabitants. About 10% of the Slovak population lived in these rural settlements which can be characterised as
suburban.
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the cities themselves that in turn attracted new inhabitants from abroad or less developed
regions.

As everywhere, young adults moved in response to educational opportunities, mainly to
cities. Educational mobility to cities is often the first step to a permanent change of residence
to cities or the surrounding areas or to later emigration. Some countries report that Roma
were forced to migrate to rural areas (near cities) in response to rising housing costs (HU,
CZ). In many countries, Roma live in the same major regions as majority populations, but in
segregated neighbourhoods within these regions.

In most states (with exception of Sl), most regions have experienced net population losses
due to migration, except for the regions around big cities. However, some regions are
severely affected. Peripheral rural regions are particularly concerned, where low intensity
agriculture, lack of commuting opportunities and no relevant touristic infrastructures limit the
participation in living standard increases. While high birth rates may initially encourage
migration from such regions, high out-migration rates lead to decreasing birth rates, which
accelerate population decline and ageing. In some countries, such regions cover substantial
parts of the whole territory (e.g. BG, LT, LV, RO). For these regions, migration impacts
considerably on regional development, which is discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

Results of the analysis of LFS data (2004) suggest that the probabilities of both commuting
and internal migration are highest among men, among younger workers, among single or
separated/ widowed workers and among workers that are relatively more educated (World
Bank, 2007b: Xlll). However, the age composition differs by migration flows. Young people
dominate in urban-ward moves, people in the family ages are most likely to suburbanise,
while bzosth people in family ages and older people are over-represented in counter-urban
moves.

For most countries, internal migration does not seem to be the main mechanism to cope with
increasing regional disparities. Commuting and temporary or permanent migration to other
Member States have been the favoured options over internal migration. Circular migration
patterns seem to directly connect regions in the Central and Eastern European countries with
specific regions in the receiving countries. There are some indications that a share of the
returnees prefers to resettle to cities rather than their rural origin municipalities, as has been
the case in Greece.

% This description in the Estonian country report seems to summarise neatly what happens in most countries.
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2.3 Candidate Countries and Potential Candidates

This chapter deals with the non-EU countries in the region known as the Western Balkans,
which includes the former Yugoslav states (except Slovenia) and Albania. Only Albania was
an independent state in the same borders as today during the last two decades. The other
states became independent in the process of the dissolution of Yugoslavia. The wars of the
Yugoslav succession involved complex struggles over the borders and nature of new nation
states, with the rise of ethnicised nationalism leading to many deaths and a number of waves
of large-scale forced migration, involving both refugees (who crossed internationally
recognised borders) and Internally Displaced Persons (who moved within these borders).

The new states introduced ethnicised citizenship regimes, with Bosnia and Herzegovina
divided into two entities after the Dayton Peace Agreement of 1995. The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, after internal conflict, was stabilised, in part, through the Ohrid
Agreement which gave increased autonomy to those areas where ethnic Albanians
constituted a majority.

The Thessaloniki European Council summit of 2003 made it clear that all the successor
states had prospects of joining the European Union. At the time of writing (March 2012),
Croatia has signed the accession treaty and should join on 1 July 2013. The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia are candidate countries while the other
states and territories are potential candidates for EU membership®.

Changing borders in the Western Balkans

The dissolution of Yugoslavia involved peaceful separations and violent wars. The most northern
republic Slovenia, declared independence on 25 June 1991. After a ten-day war, the country was
quickly on the path to EU integration (see above under EU Member States). Macedonia declared
independence after a referendum in September 1991, and was admitted into the UN in April 1993
under the provisional name of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. Croatia declared
independence at the same time as Slovenia but faced a long and protracted war with about a quarter
of the territory not under Croatian government control until military actions in 1995, and a peaceful
reintegration process in Eastern Slavonia which was completed in 1998. Bosnia and Herzegovina
declared independence in March 1992 but suffered from a long and bloody war which only ended after
the Dayton Peace Agreement in December 1995. The agreement created a weak central state,
vesting most powers in two entities, the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (further divided into
cantons) and Republika Srpska.

The war for the independence of Kosovo from the remainder of Yugoslavia began in 1998 and lead to
a de-facto separation after NATO-intervention in 1999 and a formal declaration of independence in
2008. However, Kosovo*’s status under international law is at the time of writing still formally governed
by the interim solution of the UN Security Council Resolution 1244 of June 1999. Part of Northern
Kosovo* remains de facto under Serbian control with intermittent skirmishes regarding movement of
goods and people.

Serbia and Montenegro, which had re-constituted themselves to be the State Union of Serbia and
Montenegro in 2003, peacefully separated in 2006.

These complex developments highly influenced migration streams and simultaneously
limited capacities to observe such streams in scientific data. Population numbers are
politically sensitive, and external and internal migration streams cannot be clearly
differentiated when borders are changing and contested.?® In parts of the region, there has
been no reliable and valid census data since 1981. In addition, in the context of the conflicts
and the creation of new states, a significant number of persons, mainly Roma, remained
stateless, while many others obtained citizenship of more than one of the successor states.

24 Serbia is the last country which has obtained EU candidate status on 1 March 2012.
% With changing borders, receiving country data are also only rough indicators, as residents may still be observed
as citizens of the former state.
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Total population changes in the Western Balkan states are shown in Table 2.6 below,
covering total changes from migration, birth and death, according to international data (which
are partly estimated). The comparison clearly shows that Bosnia and Herzegovina was most
severely affected. It lost nearly a quarter of the population between 1990 and 1995, regaining
it partially after the war from the neighbouring states who were net receiving regions of
forced migrants during war time and from states of refuge. Similarly, Kosovo* lost about 16%
of the population in the second half of the 1990s with return in the 2000s. For Albania, Table
2.6 shows population declines in spite of high fertility rates throughout the 1990s, while in the
2000s the population started to grow again.

Table 2.6: Population and population change in the Candidate Countries and Potential
Candidates (in thousands)

Change | Change | Change | Change
1990/ 1995/ 2000/ 1990/
1990 1995 2000 2010 1995 2000 2010 2010
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 4,308 3,332| 3,694| 3,760 -23% 11% 2% -13%
Serbia 7586 7738 7516 7293 2% -3% -3% -4%
Albania 3,289 3,141| 3,072| 3,204 -5% -2% 4% -3%
Croatia 4517 | 4,669| 4,506| 4,403 3% 4% -2% -3%
Kosovo* 1,862 2029 1,700 1815 9% -16% 7% -3%
Montenegro 609 643 633 631 6% -2% 0% 4%
Former
Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia 1,909| 1,963| 2,009| 2,061 3% 2% 3% 8%
Turkey 54,130 | 58;865| 63,628 | 72,752 9% 8% 14% 34%

Note: Population in 1990 refers to the former Yugoslav republics or regions.

Sources: United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2011). World
Population Prospects: The 2010 Revision, CD-ROM Edition, own calculation of changes for Serbia and Kosovo*:
World Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, accessed 10.3.2012
http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do

2.3.1 International Migration

In the 1960s and early 1970s, Yugoslavia sent large numbers of labour migrants to Northern
and Western Europe, particularly to Germany, Switzerland and Austria and particularly from
the Northern Republics of Slovenia and Croatia. During the 1970s and 1980s, the resulting
populations stabilised through family reunification, while return migration continued, creating
lasting links between sending and receiving regions which also influenced the direction of
refugee streams in the 1990s. Emigration from the former Yugoslav states can be structured
in three phases:

First half of 1990s: The early 1990s are characterised by mass population displacement and
population exchange between the former Yugoslav republics. The protracted war between
Croatia and Serbia from 1991 to 1995 lead to several waves of forced migration from the
contested regions. The Bosnian wars from 1992 to 1995 displaced about half of the entire
population of the country, which sought refuge internally, in the neighbouring states and
states where labour migrants from earlier periods resided. Croatia received large numbers of
forced migrants fleeing the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina, many of whom later received
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Croatian citizenship. In total, more than 2 million people were uprooted by the wars of the
early 1990s.

Second half of the 1990s: Repatriation from Northern and Western Europe started
immediately after the end of the wars in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia and resulted in
large scale returns. However, return to the areas of origin was often not possible and created
a new vulnerable group of internally displaced persons, particularly in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Meanwhile, a new war in Kosovo* in 1998/1999 displaced large numbers of
ethnic Albanians from Kosovo*, particularly to the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
and Albania. By August 1999, 850,000 ethnic Albanian refugees returned to Kosovo* and
around 100,000 ethnic Serbs, approximately half of the ethnic Serbian population, fled to
Serbia (CR XK), as well as significant numbers of Roma and Egyptians.

2000 to the present: The first decade of the new century was characterised by a
normalisation of migration movements. Labour migration gained importance in this decade,
and student migration to the European Union also increased considerably. At the same time,
return migration of long-term labour migrants from Western Europe resumed, although on a
low level. At the end of 2011, UNHCR welcomed regional efforts to find final solutions for the
remaining 74,000 persons which had been displaced in the early 1990s. Visa-free entrance
agreements with the European Union made travel to the EU easier for all except Kosovars®.
An increase of asylum applications was observed, mainly due to Roma (from RS and MK).

Major impacts of the economic crisis on the development of long-distance migration are not
reported. However, temporary labour migration within the region seems to be reduced,
mainly from Bosnia and Herzegovina to Croatia and Slovenia.

In contrast to the former Yugoslavian states, Albania had virtually no emigration until the
collapse of the socialist regime. The transition crisis in one of the poorest countries of Europe
resulted in large scale emigration in the early 1990s, mostly through irregular entries by boat
to Italy and by land to Greece. After a short period of stabilisation, the unsustainable ‘pyramid
saving schemes’ - promising unrealistically high returns on investments - lead to violent riots
and a second peak of emigration in 1996/1997. During the 2000s, emigration slowed down
and migration streams ‘normalised’ as in the former Yugoslav republics. The economic crisis
affected Italy and Greece massively and, thus, also Albanian migrants in these countries,
reducing emigration without considerably increasing return (CR AL).

Turkey has been subject to various forms of migratory and refugee flows, the latter
particularly from ethnic or religious minorities. Large numbers of its citizens migrated to
Western Europe, particularly Germany, since the 1960s. Europe’s oil recession in the 1970s
redirected the flow of the Turkish migrant labour force to the Middle East, and in the 1990s to
the Russian Federation and Commonwealth of Independent States. Turkey has recently
become a net-immigration country, being the destination of temporary migrants from Eastern
neighbours (ETF 2011), transit migrants, return migrants from earlier emigration waves and
transnational migrants changing residence regularly, for example aged migrants changing
twice a year between Turkey and the country to which they had emigrated (CR TR).

%6 From December 2009 (HR, RS, MK, ME) and from December 2010 (BA, AL).
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Table 2.7: Main receiving countries of emigrants from candidate countries and
potential candidates®

Country Four countries with most | Four EU Member States with
foreign born (2010)” most foreign nationals®
Albania EL, IT, MK, US” IT, EL, DE, UK
Bosnia and Herzegovina HR, DE, AT, US? DE, AT, SI, IT
Croatia DE, AU, AT, US” DE, AT, IT, SI
Kosovo* DE, CH, RS, IT? n/a
former Yugoslav Republic of | IT, DE, AU, CH” IT, DE, UK, AT
Macedonia
Serbia, Montenegro DE, AT, CH, US? AT, DE, IT, BE
Turkey DE, FR, NL, AT” DE, FR, AT, NL

a) Sorted by most relevant residence country of foreign born

b) World Bank (2011b): Bilateral Migration Matrix (November 2010). in: http:/go.worldbank.org/JITC7NYTTO (last
access 31.05.2011)

c) Country reports, own selection of most relevant countries

d) Most recent available data from Eurostat: Population by sex, age and citizenship (migr_pop1ictz). in:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu (accessed 12.12.11) Serbia, Montenegro: Total components of Serbia and
Montenegro, (accessed 19.04.2012)

Table 2.7 identifies the most relevant receiving countries worldwide in a long-term
perspective, taking World Bank data about foreign born as an indicator, and the most
relevant EU receiving countries in the last two decades, taking most recent Eurostat data on
foreign nationals as an indicator (see also explanations on Table 2.2). Albanian migration
abroad is highly concentrated in the two main receiving countries Italy and Greece, the latter
being particularly relevant for short-term temporary migration in addition to more long-term
permanent migration. While migration in the 1990s was mostly irregular and accompanied by
forced repatriations, regularisations enabled more regular family migration in the 2000s. The
originally mostly male-led migration became more balanced. Voluntary returns increased.

The main receiving countries of the other Western Balkan states were less influenced by
vicinity and more influenced by the links through earlier labour migration movements from
Yugoslavia. This is particularly the case for Germany, Austria and Switzerland, but also
France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Sweden. Croatia is relevant for Bosnia and
Herzegovina due to ethnically based emigration and recent labour migration.

According to estimates of the Council of Europe, former Yugoslav republics are among the
main residence countries of larger amounts of Roma (OSCE, 2008: 83). Roma mainly went
to the same destination countries as other emigrants from these countries, as labour
migrants and during the wars as refugees. However, their return was considerably more
difficult than the return of person belonging to other ethnicities, both internally and from
abroad, due a combination of factors including reluctance to return to a discriminatory
environment and lack of documents. As most temporarily protected refugees had returned in
the 1990s and early 2000s under the pressure and with assistance of the receiving countries,
particularly Germany, the remaining population has become increasingly dominated by
Roma (OSCE, 2008: 31).
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Table 2.8: Share of males among foreign citizens from candidate countries and
potential candidates in selected EU Member States (2009)

Share of males among foreign citizens
(in %)

Country Germany | Ireland Spain Italy
Albania 53 58 61 55
Bosnia and Herzegovina 51 48 54 57
Croatia 49 53 53 52
Kosovo* n/a n/a n/a n/a
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 53 54 51 57
Serbia, Montenegro (and former Serbia and 52 55 53 55
Montenegro or Yugoslavia)

Turkey 53 72 66 59

Note: highlighted in blue: male share 60% and more; highlighted in pink: male share 40% and less
Source: Eurostat (2011): Population by sex, age and citizenship (migr_pop1ctz). in:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu (accessed 12.12.11)

The gender distribution of foreign nationals in selected EU Member States is much more
balanced for foreign citizens from Western Balkan states than for citizens from EU-8+2,
being influenced by established minorities with male-led migration and accomplished family
reunification and refugee movements involving whole families. For Albanians and Turks,
there is still a considerable male dominance in some countries. As the large generations of
labour migrants are ageing in the receiving countries, emigrant populations of Western
Balkan states in the European Union are not always younger than the populations in the
countries of origin (e.g. CR HR).

Emigrant’s characteristics have changed over time. Legal labour emigrants in the 1960s
were mostly low-skilled young men, recruited from rural areas or the least developed urban
regions. The proportion of skilled migrants rose over time (e.g. CR XK). For Albania, which
had not experienced high migration waves before the 1990s, international migrants are
predominantly young and more educated than the overall population of Albania. 47% of long-
term migrants during the period 1990-2002 had completed high school or university studies,
compared to 31% of the non-migrating population (CR AL).

Looking at Turkey today may serve as a means to get an idea of some future developments.
Turkey has long-lasting close migration relations to the EU and an increasingly peaceful and
democratic development. With the Turkish economic boom, migration relations did not only
involve the return of labour migrants from the 1960s and 1970s, but also qualified migration
towards Turkey, often by the offspring of earlier emigrants.

2.3.2 Internal Migration

Before the 1990s, the Western Balkan states were characterised by rural-urban migration
which was, particularly in the case of Albania, limited by state efforts to control internal
migration. In the state-formation phase in the 1990s, formerly internal migration turned into
international migration and has been described above.
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Table 2.9: Rural population (in % of total population)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Albania 68.3 66.2 63.6 58.3 52.0
Bosnia and Herzegovina 72.8 64.5 60.8 56.8 51.4
Croatia 59.8 49.9 46.0 44 .4 42.2
E’;g‘:;omg°s'a" Republic of 52.9 46.5 42.2 37.1 32 1
Montenegro 73.1 63.2 52.0 41.5 40.5
Serbia (incl. Kosovo*) n/a n/a 49.6 48.9 47.6
Turkey 61.8 56.2 40.8 35.3 30.4

Source: World Bank (2011a) World Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, accessed 10.3.2012
http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do

In contrast to EU-8+2 countries, which had relatively stable rural-urban shares throughout the
last two decades (Table 2.9), rural shares continued to decline considerably in the countries
of the Western Balkan region and Turkey (with the exception of Croatia, where the decline
was low). The wars intensified rural-urban migration in the 1990s, as rural areas were more
affected by wars and the destruction of houses, and also in Turkey, internal migration to
cities included people moving away from conflict areas in the East. In the 2000s, rural-urban
migration was dominated by educational and occupational motives.

The Western Balkan states are characterised by large regional disparities. Some regions are
depopulating, particularly smaller villages in mountainous border regions. High emigration is
accompanied by low birth rates in such regions where young females are more likely to
migrate than young men (HR, BA, MK). In the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the
female share is considerably high, reaching 70% of overall internal migrants, which is
attributed to education, marriage and family reunification (CR MK). Thus, the profile of the
population in the high migration loss regions is characterised by rising shares of elderly,
declining shares of children and a male dominance.

Regions around major cities show the biggest growth in all of the countries, albeit taking
different forms. This growth seems to be mostly influenced by rural-urban migration rather
than suburbanisation tendencies?’. The surrounding areas of Albania’s capital Tirana and
Kosovo*’s capital Prishtina are growing fast and in an uncontrolled way, with poor informal
settlements appearing at the verges of the capitals. In Turkey, too, internal migrants mostly
moved into gecekondu (squatter) housing and are somehow involved in the informal sector.
Particularly in the 1990s, internal migrants included IDPs, generally accepted to number
around more than one million, who left their rural homes to move to the suburbs of the big
cities as a result of the armed conflict in south-eastern regions, either through state pressure
or out of fear of staying in the middle of the conflict (CR TR).

Internal migration is linked in several ways to international migration. Before the 1990s, rural
migrants often chose international instead of internal rural-urban migration, while currently
different patterns coincide, with internal migration to cities in the interior preceding
international migration, or temporary international migration serving to earn funds for internal
moves (CR AL). Returnees are often not returning to villages but to cities.

& Population changes around Zagreb are compatible with suburbanisation tendencies.
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2.4 Eastern Partnership Countries

The Eastern Partnership countries formerly belonged to the Soviet Union and became
independent in 1991. At the verges of the large Russian state, the Eastern Neighbours
Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova are bordering the European Union. The mountainous land
between the Black and Caspian Sea, bordering Turkey and Iran in the South, is subdivided
into the three Southern Caucasus states Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. As in the
Western Balkans, state-building increased the salience of ethnic divisions, particularly when
there were wars over contested border areas. Only Belarus and Ukraine remained in the
same borders which they had as Soviet republics and have not been involved in armed
territorial conflicts.

Contested borders in the Eastern Partnership countries

Moldova and Georgia lost control over regions in wars in the early 1990s (MD: Transnistria; GE:
Abkhazia and South Ossetia). The de-facto independence of these regions is backed up by Russia but
not internationally recognised. The conflict between Georgia and Russia over the separated regions
flared again into a war in August 2008. Armenia and Azerbaijan were involved in a war from 1991 to
the cease-fire in 1994 over the territory of Nagorno-Karabakh and adjacent regions. The internationally
non-recognised independence of the region is backed up by Armenian forces.

Ukraine is by far the largest state in the Eastern Partnership countries, with a population of
about 46 million, while the other states are much smaller with about 3 (AM) to 10 (BY) million
inhabitants. Before the migration movements of the 1990s, the Eastern Neighbours were
characterised by an ageing and declining population, while the Southern Caucasus had
relatively stable (GE, AM) or rapidly growing (AZ) populations (Abazov, 2009: 5-6).

Table 2.10: Population and population change in the Eastern Partnership countries

Country 1990 2000 2010 Change Change Change
1990 /2000 | 2000 /2010 | 1990 /2010

Georgia 5,460 4,746 4,352 -13% -8% -20%
Moldova 4,364 4,107 3,573 -6% -13% -18%
Armenia 3,545 3,076 3,092 -13% 1% -13%
Ukraine 51,645 48,892 45,448 -5% -7% -12%
Belarus 10,260 10,058 9,595 -2% -5% -6%
Azerbaijan 7,212 8,111 9,188 12% 13% 27%

Source: United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2011). World Population
Prospects: The 2010 Revision, CD-ROM Edition, own calculation of changes

From 1990 to 2010, only Azerbaijan showed a strong and continuous growth of the
population, influenced by high birth-rates and net gains from migration in some periods, co-
existing with considerable temporary and permanent emigration. The other states
experienced massive population declines, particularly in Armenia and Georgia in the last
decade of the 1990s and in Moldova in the first decade of the new century. Country reports
indicate that the decline according to international population estimates as in Table 2.10
understate the real scale of population decline. The population decline is mainly due to large-
scale emigration. The rates of population decline in Georgia, Moldova, Armenia and Ukraine
are comparable to those in Bulgaria and the Baltic countries and Bosnia-Herzegovina.
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2.4.1 International Migration

During the Soviet times, migration had been highly regulated. Local registration was
obligatory and a change of registration was subject to state permission. This registration was
the precondition for access to jobs, housing and services (Propiska-system). However, there
was also unregistered migration for labour and trade purposes from the Eastern Partnership
countries to Russia (Abazov, 2009: 9). The sudden transition to a market economy led to a
decade-long recession with reductions of the domestic products to less than half of the
earlier size and high unemployment, with considerable improvements starting earlier in the
oil-rich Azerbaijan and later in the other states. Some general trends can be tentatively
established (Abazov, 2009):

Early 1990s: Migration trends from Soviet times were reversed, mainly between Russia and
the EaP states. A large number of earlier migrants and their offspring returned to their titular
homeland states where their ethnic group constituted the majority, both in the newly
independent states and beyond. For the EaP countries, this involved a net loss of population,
particularly the educated population. These movements were triggered by wars and
discrimination of minorities in the residence countries on the one hand, and promoted by
liberal regulations on the acquisition of citizenship in the receiving states on the other hand.
Armenia received returnees who had been evacuated to other republics after an earthquake
in 1988. Ukraine experienced the return of Crimean Tatars, who had been deported under
Stalin, and their offspring.

Jews from all states moved to Israel, Georgians to Greece, Ukrainians to Germany, and
Moldovans to Romania. The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict led to a mutual eviction of the ethnic
minorities of the neighbouring state. By early 1991, the entire Azerbaijani community of
Armenia (estimated to be more than 200,000 people), and most of the Armenians living in
Azerbaijan, some 330,000 people, had fled violence from Armenia and Azerbaijan
respectively (CR AZ).

Beyond these permanent movements on the basis of ethnic ties, commercial shuttle
migration (Chelnoki) to Western states, Turkey and Russia emerged. Asylum applications in
Western states increased.

Mid to late 1990s: Beyond the immediate transition shock, economic development in the late
1990s was still slow and hampered by the Russian financial crisis at the end of the century.
Trade shuttle migration was followed by mostly irregular labour migration, both to Russia and
to the West. The new visa-free travel zone of the former Soviet republics as well as cheap
transport costs enabled temporary and circular migration patterns, even for the poorest
inhabitants of Eastern partnership countries (Abazov, 2009: 19). This includes Roma from
the Ukraine and Moldova.

Ukrainians and Belarusians also profited from cheap and easy travel opportunities to their
immediate neighbours in the West, until visa-free entrance was revoked on the eve of the EU
accession in 2003. Southern European countries attracted mainly females for work in the
informal economy. Student migration to EU countries increased. From 1998, asylum
applications increased again after declines in the mid 1990s.

2000s: While all countries experienced economic growth and increasing work opportunities in
the 2000s, this is particularly true for Azerbaijan. The oil-rich country developed fast, re-
attracting own citizens working irregularly abroad as well as foreign citizens, while
simultaneously (temporary) labour migration of own citizens persisted.

Political developments promoted the changing direction of migration flows, particularly for
Georgians. While Turkey allowed visa-free entrance in 2006, Russia introduced visa
requirements in 2001 and closed the border entirely after the 2008 war (CR GE).

Particularly females from the Eastern Neighbours profited from regularisations in ltaly,
Greece, Spain and Portugal. According to surveys, the share of labour emigrants without
proper registration dropped from the majority to about a quarter (CR UA, MD). While asylum
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applications rarely led to acceptance and permanent residence, they still offered temporary
perspectives for citizens from the Eastern partnership countries and remained significant with
changing levels.

The flourishing economy of neighbouring Turkey made it gain relevance as a receiving
country of regular and irregular migration, without offering perspectives of permanent stay,
particularly during the last years of the economic crisis. Apart from that, the crisis seems to
have slightly reduced emigration intensity, without inducing substantial return migration or
changing major trends. Thus, the crisis has more severe effects on remittances than on
migration numbers (see Chapter 3).

Table 2.11: Main receiving countries of emigrants from Eastern Partnership countries

Country Countries with most foreign Countries in the EU with
born? most foreign nationals®

Armenia RU, US, UA, AZ ES, DE, F, BE

Azerbaijan RU, AM, UA, KZ DE, F, SE, AT

Belarus RU, UA, PO, KZ DE, IT,LT,CZ

Georgia RU, AM, UA, EL EL, DE, ES, F

Moldova RU, UA, IT, RO IT,PT, ES, DE

Ukraine RU, PO, US, KZ IT, DE, CZES

Sources:

a) World Bank (2011b): Bilateral Migration Matrix (November 2010). in:
http://go.worldbank.org/JITC7NYTTO (last access 31.05.2011)

b) Most recent available data from Eurostat: Population by sex, age and citizenship (migr_pop1ctz). in:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu (accessed 12.12.11)

Table 2.11 identifies the most relevant receiving countries worldwide in a long-term
perspective, taking World Bank data about foreign born as an indicator, and the most
relevant EU receiving countries in the last two decades, taking most recent Eurostat data on
foreign nationals as an indicator (see also explanations on Table 2.2).

World Bank estimates of foreign born from Eastern partnership countries show the high
relevance of relations to other former Soviet republics, which is the most striking difference to
other groups discussed in this report (Table 2.11). Russia is the most important receiving
country in the Eastern partnership countries, while other significant foreign-born populations
result from population exchange immediately after the collapse of the Soviet Union and from
earlier times. Particularly, foreign-born populations in EU countries result from long-term
migration relations, as in the case of Belarus and Ukraine to Poland, Georgia to Greece and
Moldova to Romania. What is still not showing up in the data is the recently high relevance of
Turkey and Greece, particularly but not only, for Azerbaijanis and Georgians (see country
reports).

EU data on foreign nationals by citizenship give an impression of more current relevance for
the European Union. Ukraine sends large numbers of immigrants to Italy, Germany and the
Czech Republic. For the smaller states, migration patterns differ strongly, with Azerbaijanis
nearly exclusively and Belarusians and Georgians to a high proportion going to Germany,
while Moldovans and Armenians are mostly residing in the Southern EU Member States.

Table 2.12 shows the high relevance of women for migration into the EU Member States: In
many states, above all in Italy, women represent by far the majority, whereas in other states
the gender balance is approximately equal, while there is no strong male dominance
anywhere. In contrast, migration to Russia and other states in the region are strongly male-
dominated (see country reports).
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Table 2.12: Share of males among foreign citizens from the Eastern partnership
countries in selected Member States (2009)

Share of males among foreign citizens in %

Country Germany Ireland Spain Italy

Armenia 48 48 54 42
Azerbaijan 51 54 52 53
Belarus 31 47 37 20
Georgia 35 53 58 26
Moldova 43 51 52 34
Ukraine 39 52 47 20

Note: highlighted in blue: male share 60% and more; highlighted in pink: male share 40% and less
Source: Eurostat (2011): Population by sex, age and citizenship (migr_pop1ctz). in:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu (accessed 12.12.11)

As everywhere, outgoing migrants are younger than the resident population, with
considerable proportions in the early working age. With regard to the educational
attainments, country reports indicate a high relevance of educated emigration (see Chapter
3). Census data about international migrants with a permanent address in Belarus can
illustrate how the level of education depends on the country of destination (CR BY). The
average share of people with tertiary education working at the place of residence in Belarus
is 25%. People with tertiary education form just 16% of labour migrants to Russia and 15% of
those to Lithuania. In contrast, labour migrants to Western destinations are much more likely
to have a university education than the average Belarusian (CZ 38%, IT 40%, DE 55% and
US 72%). The educational level of Belarusian labour migrants also has a gender dimension:
the average educational level of female labour migrants is higher than the male one. There
are some indications that increasing educational levels stimulate return (CR UA).

The situation in the small country of Moldova, situated between Ukraine and Romania, is
comparatively well researched. Surveys in this high-emigration state have covered migration
intentions, returnees and information on absent household members. They show significant
differences in migrant characteristics, depending on the direction of migration. Migrants
leaving for CIS countries are younger, mostly men, less educated, from rural areas with
employment mostly in construction. Persons leaving for the EU are mainly women, of older
average age than men, with higher and often tertiary qualifications and employment mostly in
private households (CR MD).

With a highly negative migration saldo in almost all regions of the countries, both rural and
urban regions contribute to net emigration. While in already highly urbanised countries urban
regions make a stronger contribution to emigration (AM), in less urbanised countries rural
emigration feeds temporary and permanent international migration to a larger extent (MD).

2.4.2 Internal Migration

Large shares of the populations in the Eastern partnership countries have internally migrated
during their lifetime. This is largely due to internal displacement because of wars and
disasters. The catastrophe in the atomic plant of Chernobyl displaced hundreds of thousands
in the Ukraine and Belarus. Armenia suffered an earthquake in 1988, leading to the
temporary evacuation of entire regions. These disasters and the wars in Georgia, Azerbaijan
and Armenia accelerated net out-migration from the most concerned regions to internal and
external destinations and simultaneously contributed to the growth of capital regions.
According to the Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre of the Norwegian Refugee Council,
internal displacement declined in Armenia to at least 8,000 and remained high in Azerbaijan
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(up to 593,000) and Georgia (up to 258,000), where around 100,000 people are still living in
collective centres (IDMC, 2011).

Apart from internal displacement, work and education are the main reasons for internal
migration, and internal migrants are predominantly young.

At the beginning of the 1990s, the Eastern partnership countries were characterised by
highly diverging degrees of urbanisation. International data indicate that Azerbaijan, Georgia
and Moldova can be characterised as still largely rural, while Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine
had already reached high urbanisation rates in the 1990s.

In the early 1990s, all countries experienced a phase with returns to the rural areas. Land
restitution at the beginning of the 1990s was accompanied by strong fragmentation of land,
shifting ownership from large-scale former collective farms to households who engaged
themselves in (semi-) subsistence agriculture as a coping strategy against poverty (Macours
et al., 2008). After the transition, international data show a rapidly declining share of rural
populations for Belarus and a slowly declining share for Ukraine, whereas the rural share is
increasing in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Moldova (Table 2.13). However, official data
may overestimate the rural population share because migrants remain registered at their
original place of residence while working on a temporary or even permanent basis in the
capital or abroad (CR MD, UA).

Table 2.13: Rural population (in % of total population)

1970 1980 1990 1995 2000 2010
Armenia 40.1 34.0 32.5 33.7 34.9 36.3
Azerbaijan 50.0 47.2 46.3 47.8 48.8 47.8
Belarus 56.0 43.5 34.0 32.1 30.1 25.7
Georgia 525 48.4 44.9 46.1 47.3 47 1
Moldova 67.9 59.6 53.2 53.7 55.4 58.8
Ukraine 452 38.3 33.2 33.0 32.9 31.9

Source: World Bank (2011a) World Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, accessed 10.3.2012
http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do

While some cities lost nearly entire populations as soon as subsidisation in the planned
economy stopped, the capital regions and other industrial centres gained population. This
population growth in capital regions took highly different forms. In Belarus, the state actively
developed housing and encouraged industrial development around the capital Minsk (CR
BY), whereas the growth of the Azerbaijanian capital Baku is largely unregulated. It involves
the settlement of richer strata of the capital city, but also informal settlements without
infrastructure fed largely by rural-to-urban migration (CR AZ). Although there are some
indications of increasing numbers of commuters (CR UA), the relevance of commuting is low
compared to temporary and permanent migration. High net migration loss regions of the
Eastern Partnership countries are mostly located in border regions, either in mountain
regions with harsh climate conditions (GE, AM, AZ), in regions suffering dramatic declines in
industries (GE, BY, UA) or in predominantly agricultural areas (AZ, BY, UA, MD).
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3 Labour Market, Social and Regional Developments,
and Migration

3.1 Introduction

Migration trends in Central and Eastern Europe after 1991 are closely related to the socio-
economic developments in the context of transition from a central planning to a market
economy. In order to understand the complexity of the nexus between migration and
development, we start with a description of the economic, labour market and social
developments during the last two decades which — besides the removal of restrictions for
free movement (see Chapter 2) and other factors (family reunification, economic situation in
the receiving countries, etc.) - are among the main determinants of external and internal
migration.

After this, we look at the economic and labour market developments under the influence of
migration. Effects of outflows on the labour markets in the countries of origin can be
manifold, depending on the situation of the labour market at the moment of migration and
return, on the employment status of the migrants before their migratory period and on their
skill levels. Consequences of out-migration may include a decline in unemployment rates,
labour shortages in specific sectors and a corresponding pressure on wages, and, ultimately,
may result in immigration of foreign labour. Based on the country reports and other
publications and surveys, this chapter describes the main effects of emigration and internal
migration on the supply and demand side of the national, sectoral and regional labour
markets in the sending countries. It further looks at the impact of migration on the skill
development of the migrants themselves, although information is limited and often based
only on micro-surveys. The linkage between migration and poverty and social exclusion is
examined, both in terms of the way in which poverty levels may act as an incentive to
migration and, conversely, how migration impacts on the poverty and social exclusion of
those ‘left behind’.

Brain drain, brain gain and brain waste

We use the term “brain drain” to describe large-scale permanent or long-term emigration of the highly
skilled and educated people who represent an important element of the labour force of a country.
Brain drain can be detrimental for a country’s social and economic development by weakening the
human potential if it is not offset by welfare gains or feedback effects from remittances, technology
transfer, investments or trade. On the other hand, a “brain gain” occurs if the sending country
experiences net benefits from the emigration of the skilled (for example in terms of welfare or
increased investment in education). Referring to the migrants themselves, “downskilling” or “brain
waste” may occur when migrants’ qualifications are not adequately used in the receiving country and
the migrants are employed in occupations for which they are over-qualified. The effect of “brain
overflow” occurs when there is an oversupply of educated professionals in the sending country. In this
case, the brain drain effects are limited (for further discussion on the effects of out-migration of highly
educated and skilled people, please see European Integration Consortium, 2009b).

Further, this chapter will analyse the volume and the impact of remittances® which are sent
back by migrants to their families on the countries’ economies and the households’ living
standards. Even if remittances do not directly contribute to the sending countries’ economy
by increasing the national income or influencing investment rates, they might have an indirect
positive effect on the economy by raising households’ income, alleviating poverty and
boosting private consumption. However, remittances also have potential negative effects
such as inflationary pressure, growth in inequality between remittance receiving and non-

%8 The term ‘remittances’ covers workers’ remittances and compensation of employees and comprises current
transfers by migrant workers and wages and salaries earned by nonresident workers. This definition follows the
IMF and World Bank methodology.
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remittance receiving households or a decline in incentives to engage on the domestic labour
market (Kaczmarczyk and Okdlski, 2008).

Special attention will be drawn to the impact of out-migration in a regional perspective and
we will look at employment and social developments in those regions which are particularly
affected by above-average out- or inflows.

3.2 EU Member States (EU-8+2)

3.2.1 Economic, Labour Market and Social Developments in the Context
of Transition

The transition from central planning to a market economy after the collapse of the
Communist Regime was accompanied by a decline in economic activities and productivity
and, consequently, had dramatic labour market and welfare repercussions in the EU-8+2.
Firm closures, privatisation and restructuring led to a decline in activity and employment
rates, as people quit the labour market, and also to a considerable increase in
unemployment rates. Only starting from the mid 1990s, economic growth in most of these
countries turned positive and reached levels of 5% or even more. However, expectations that
the labour market situation would improve once GDP began to grow did not materialise. Low
income levels and high unemployment rates have persisted and have been key push factors
behind mobility from EU-8+2 before and after accession (see country reports). In 2000, GDP
per capita (PPS) in most of the EU-8+2 was still below 50% of the EU-27, although it
developed much more positively in the EU-8+2 than in the EU-15. It is to be highlighted that
those countries with the lowest GDP per capita, namely Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and
Romania were also those countries with highest population decrease (see Table 3.1 below).
Moreover, intraregional differences in GDP levels and growth dynamics remained significant
and even increased over time. Job creation and employment opportunities in the period of
economic recovery were clustered around capital cities and large urban conglomerations,
particularly those which are regional centres, whereas rural or remote areas and
deindustrialised regions tended to be left behind. These subnational differences were most
striking in Bulgaria and Romania but were also important in other countries of the EU-8+2
(UNICEF, 2009).
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Table 3.1: GDP per capita in PPS (EU-27=100) and GDP change (in %) 2008-2010

1995 2000 2005 2010 GDP change
2008-2010

Bulgaria 32 28 37° 44 1.1
Czech 77 71 79° 80 1.1
Republic
Estonia 36 45 62° 64 -15.7
Latvia 31 36 43° 51 -21.3
Lithuania 35 40 53° 57 -10.5
Hungary 51 54 63° 65 -4.6
Poland 43 48 51° 63 10.6
Romania 33 26 35° 46 -0.9
Slovenia 74 80 87° 85 -3.0
Slovak 47 50 60° 74 52
Republ