RESEARCH PAPERS

EU Enlargement to the East and
Labour Migration to the West

Lessons from previous enlargements for the
introduction of the free movement of workers
for Central and East European Countries

Simone Goedings

Cruquiusweg 31 1019 AT Amsterdam The Netherlands Tel. + 31 20 6685866 Fax + 31 20 6654181



[ISG Research Paper36

For a list of 11SG Research Papers, see page 64.

ISSN 0927-4618
© Copyright 1999, Simone Goedings

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or
transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission of the publisher.

[ISG Research Papdssa prepublication series inaugurated in 1989 by the International Institute of
Social History (I1ISG) to highlight and promote socio-historical research and scholarship. Through
distribution of these works the 11ISG hopes to encourage international discussion and exchange.
This vehicle of publicizing works in progress or in a prepublication stage is open to all labour and
social historians. In this context, research by scholars from outside the 11SG can also be disseminated
as a_Research Papdihose interested should write to Marcel van der Linden, IISG, Cruquiusweg
31, 1019 AT, The Netherlands. Telephone 31-20-6685866, Telefax 31-20-6654181, e-malil
mvl@iisg.nl.




EU Enlargement to the East and
Labour Migration to the West

Lessons from previous enlargements for the introduction of the free
movement of workers for Central and East European Countries

Simone Goedings

International Institute of Social History
Amsterdam






Contents

List Of @bbreviations . . . ... ..o 4
Listof Figures and tables. . . ... ... i e e 4
INErOAUCTION. . . . e 5
1. Lessons from the past . . ... . i e e 7
1.1 Scope and limitations of the system of free movementofworkers ................... 7
1.2 The right of free movement of workers and the rise of international
1o =11 0 o 10
1.3 The importance of the circumstances prevailing upon the
introduction of the free movementof workers. . ...... ... .. ... .. . .. . L. 13
1.4 CONCIUSION . ... e 15
2. East-West Migration and the introduction of the free movement
of workers between the present EU member states and
the applying CEECS. ... ..ot e e e e e e e e e 16
2.1 East-West Migration: old patterns and currentflows. .. .......... .. ... ... ... ... ... 16
2.2 East-West migration: an emerging development,
or have the flows already peaked? . ........ ... . i e e 19
2.3 The emigration potential of Central and Eastern Eutope. ........... ..., 21
2.4 Motives for emigration from CEECS. .. ... ... i 23
2.5 Preferred destination countries among Central and
East EUropean migrants. . .. ...ttt i e e 27
2.6 Employment opportunities in EU member states. .. .......... ... ... .. . oo 31
2.7 CONCIUSION . . 34
3. The future accession of CEEcs to the EU and mainly non-European
transit migration flows in Central and Eastern Europe. .. .......... ..., 36
4, EU enlargement to the East and migratory movements within and to
Central and Eastern EUMORE . . .. ...ttt e e e e e e e 40
SUMIMIAIY .« ottt et et e e e e e e e e e 44
R EIENCES . . o 48
APPENAICES . . ..ttt e e e e 54
l. Central and East European immigrant population in Western Europe. ............... 54
Il. Central and East European immigrant labour in Austria and the
Federal Republic of Germany. ........... . i e e e e 57
1"l. Central and East European migration to Australia, Canada,
and the United States. . ... .. .. 58
V. Regional labour market trends: the regions at the EU frontier. . ..................... 60
V. The major routes of transit migrants in Central and Eastern Eutope. ................ 62
VI. Immigration in the Czech Republic, Poland and, Hungary.......................... 63



CEE
CEc
CEEc
CIS
CSFR
EC
ECSC
EU
EURES

IOM

Figure 1.
Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table 5.

Table 6.

List of abbreviations

Central and Eastern Europe

Central European country

Central and East European country
Commonwealth of Independent States
Former Czechoslovakia

European Community

European Coal and Steel Community
European Union

European Employment Services

International Organization for Migration

Figures and tables

Linkages in international migration systems. .. .......... .. i i i i e 12
East-West, East-East and West-East Migration 1945-195Q . .................... 17
The Main Flows of Central and East European Ethnic and

Political Emigration 1950-1993. . . ... ... i e 18
Emigration potential of CSFR, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland

and RUsSiain 199 .. ... . e 21
General, probable, and "actual" migration potential in Hungary,

Poland, and the Czech and Slovak Republics. .......... ... ... ... i i, 22
Motivations in choosing a destinationcountry .. .......... ... . ... 28
Preferred destination countries of potential migrants. ... ....................... 30



Introductiort

When the Council of Ministers agged to onsider enlargment of the European Union to include Central
and East European countries (CEEcs) at the Amsterdam summit in 1997, it opened the door to the
extension of all EU provisions to the applying CEEcs, includingftbe movement of workers. The
prospect raised questions especially with respect to this EU provision, which would enable the citizens of
the CEEcs to enter the territory and the labmarkets of the present members to seek and accept
employment. Economic and social conditions in many CEEcs and the rise of East-West migration after the
fall of the Berlin Wall raises théear that opeing the EU laboumarkets, as prescribed by the free
movement of workers, will lead to massive migratory movements from Eastern to Western Europe.

The upconng enlargment, however, will not be the first introductionfiefe movement of workers in
new member states, nor is it the first time that these concerns are expressed. tbeirgradual
introduction of the free movement of workérs at the Common Market slestment, diplomats also
worried about massive flows from Italy to the other five founding countries. The sentgnanked at the
respective admissions off€ce in1981 and of Portugal and Spain in 1986, when the introduction of free
movement with these labour-sending countries was expected to instigate large migration flows. In none of
those caseslid thesefears materialize after free movement wasoduced, since this particular EU
provision has never stimulated nor supported large-scale labour migtation. The EU’s extensive experience
with theintroduction of free movement indicates complementing the many political and economic research
publications addressing the issue with a historical approach.
This study discusses the possieffect of enlaging the European Union to include the CEEcs on the free
movement of workers from the perspective of past EC esmtaegts.Previous experiences with the
introduction of free movement of workers and the theorintdrnational migration provide a basis for
devising a set of variables Part |. These variables are projectgmbn the actual migration flows from
Central and Eastern Europe to anticipate the influence of the introductii@e shovement on migratory
flows. In addition to examining East-West flows, the analysis will cover the possible impact of the
expansion of free movemenittv CEEcs upon migratory movements towards CEEcs and transit migration
in CEE. The approach is indicative rather than definitive, first of edhbse free movement of workers
concerns only legal mewments, whreas present East-West migpa is often illegal due to restrictive
West European immigration policies. Moreover, the accession of the CEEcs will take some time and, more
importantly, thepattern of labour migration from and within Central and Eastern Europe has been changing
in recent years. fis study examines, ¢hefore, the migtéion flows that would actually arise if free
movement were introduced today.
The overview of the migteion flows is derived from secondary soes, publications and published
statistical data. Migration literature generally agrees that statistical data concerning international migration
movements are venyoor and - if available areusually incomplete, dated, and lacking in detail. In many
cases they are incomjiae, since the concepts and definitions used for collecting statisticainafion
vary greatly between countries, both in the CEEcs and throughout Western Europe erfibegéie most

1. The author is grateful to Annette Bosscher and Lambert Schmidt for their support and advice during the research
leading to this study. | am also indebted to Jan Lucassen and Richard Griffiths, who enabled me to conduct research
at the International Institute of Social History and the History Department of Leiden University. Rinus Penninx and
Jeroen Doomerink contributed helpful ideas and comments about the study. Finally, thanks are due to Corso Boccia,
Peter Wells, and Giep van Werven for all their comments and support.

2. The free movement of workers provision of the Treaty of Rome, Art 48/49, was devised between 1959 and 1968 by
three successive regulations: Regulation 15981, Regulation 48 of 1964, and Regulation 1612 of 1968, which
established the system.

3. Greece joined the EC in89, and free movement was introduced for this country in 1988. Portugal and Spain joined
in 1986 and were originally scheduled to have free movement of workers throughout the EU in 1993 but actually
received it in 1991.

4. See e.g.: R.W. Bohning (1972), W. Mole & A. van Mourik (1988), T. Straubhaar (1988), R. Penninx & P.J. Muus
(1989), H. Werner (1976 and 1977), G. N. Yannopoulos (1969).

5. As stated by: J. Salt & J.A. Clarke (1996); OECD SOPEMI and the IOM reports about transit migration.
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comprehensive possible depiction of migratory movements in Central and Eastern Europe, the study draws
upon both official statistics and emch projects based on inforiea from border guards, airport
officials, refugee camps and hunii@rian centres, non-governmental organizations and embassies, and
interviews with immigrants and asylum seekers. This strategy enables us to understand the plans and
motivations of migrants (which would exceed the scope of a purely statistical analysis) and, since many of
the migrantsareillegal, renders a more infimed represent@mn of the situation than official statistics

would provide.

My idea for this study arose during my traineeship at the European Commission in 1996. During this
traineeship | was closely involved in the Commission's work regardingcttesion of CEEcs in the area

of the free movement of workers. In addition to gaining a solid grasp on the enlargement issue, | found the
lessons of past enlaaments useful for understanding the possible impact of the introduction of free
movement in the applying CEEcs upon migratory flows. The discussion about the EU's historical
experiences is rather brief and concret¢his study and draws upon my forthcoming dissertation at the
European University Institute in Florence. | conducted thearet forthis study at the International
Institute of Social History and at the History Department of Leiden University.

Amsterdam, August 1998

6. The following publications use these kindslafa: H. Fassmann (1997); H. Fassmann & C. Hintermann (1997); C.
Wallance & O. Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko (1996) and the IOM reports about transit migration.
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1. Lessons from the past

During the1950s and 1960s seral international European organizations besides the EC - such as the
Organization for European Economic Ceagtion, the European Coal and Steel Communi§SE), the
Benelux and the Nordicdincil’ - took steps to abolish legarbiers tointernational labour maments.

This gudy concentrates on tledfect of theintroduction offree movement omtra-European Comunity
migration flows and substantiates this discussion by reviewing the experiences of other European
organizations in this field. The EC case studynnwences \th the gradual introduction of the right of
freedom of moement for workers during the Commbtarket’s transition period After the system was
completed in 1968 by the emé@ment of rgulation 1612 free movement was eslished between the
Community and new member statesidgrtheaccession of Denmark, Ireland, and the United Kingdom in
1973, Greece in 1981, and Portugal and Spain in 1986.

Many studies have addressed #fect of theintroduction offree movement orntra-Comnunity
labourmigration. All have demonstrated that such changes have very little impact on the size and direction
of international labour movements. Intra-Community migration regulated by free movement was generally
limited to the movement of highly skilled workers, frontier migration, and short-term circular migration. In
no case did large-scale naments occur. Understanding the EC's past experiences in this field and using
them to estimate the possildéfects of thentroduction offree movement after theiture accssion of
Central and East European countries requires examwiitygorevious introductions dfree movement
never serioushaffectedintra-Comnunity migration flows. Was this limite@ffect attibutable to the
sysem'’s structure, or did it result from the particular circumstances surrounding the introduction of free
movement? In case the system was the medasgon for the limited outcome, future introductions might
also be expected to have talaly little impact on labour migration. If, however, the particular
circumstances at the time of the introductioerevresponsible, then future introductions unddifetient
circumstances might very wedlffect intra-Comnunity labour moements. In this case, predicting the
course of events will be far more difficult.

1.1 Scope and limitations of the system of free movement of workers

The establishment and progression offtiee movement of workers dag the 1950s and 1960s aroused

little public interest but often elicited strong objections among national governments and social partners.
Tradeunions and employers’ organizations eitheacted negiavely or showed little irgrest in the matter

(B. Barnouin, 1986; R.(Beever,1969, and M. Bouvard, 1972). The result was that the lobby for the free
movement of workers was minimal (G. Rosenthal, 1975). Only the supranational institutions, the High
Authority in the case of the ECSC and the European Uesiom, and the Italian government advocated
establishing such legislation (K.A. Dahlberg, 1968). Italy strongly supported #ralldation of intra-
Communitylabour movements, because it saw free movement as a method to increase Italian emigration to
North-western Europe and thus as a European solution to the country’s unemployment problem (F.
Romero, 1993), which had previously been dealt with through emigration tontleeiods. Theother
member statewere not in favour of free movement and strongly objected to its introduction. They feared it
would lead to large and uncontrolled migration flows, which wouldetmihe domestic laboumarket
policies of full employment (F. Roero,1993). Moreover, the leftist sympathies of the Italian working
class were ensicered extremely dangaus during the Cold War period (K.A. Dahlberg, 1968). The

7. The Organization for European Economic Cooperation, founded in 1948, began liberalizing international labour
movements il953. The Benelux Labour Treaaynd the Common Nordic Labour Market were introduced in 1956
and 1954, respectively. The firstangement for free movement of workers between the Six originates from an ECSC
decision in 1954 regarding the liberalization of the movement of miners and steelworkers within the ECSC area.
See Note 2.

9. See Note 3.
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concern expressed by national governments at the time regarding uncontrolled migration flows proved
unjustified, sincdree movement hahusfar nevergiven rise to large-scale and uncontrolled sroents.
Nevertheless, the virtual absence of any lobby fofrd® movement of workers affected the scope of the
system, in that the deftion of free movement was left to tlopposition’s disretion and threfore had a

limited outcome.

Free movement of workers within the European Union comprises the abolition of legal frontiers against
intra-Community labour migration. It is dicted at ndonal practices that hamper immigration by
restricting the entry and mewent of foreigners into the laboararket, vhile granting peference to
employment from the timnal labour foce. Theintroduction offree movement for the ppose of
employment entitles Community citizens to beated the same astimaal workers. Abolition of national
legislation and practices favouring citizens over their colleagues from within the Union allows Community
citizens to seek and accept employment in any member state. This definition reveals that the system of free
movement is subject to four general limitations, which have prevented its introduction from increasing the
number of migrants substantially.

The first limitation in the system is that it targets a limited group of persons. The rifjpeddém of
movement for workers is granted only to the citizens ofnieenber states.itizens of third countries,
refugees, and stateless persarsextuded from the system amdmainsubject to national restrictions in
their movemats within the Communities. The group fofe movement beneficiaries itsa limited to
employees,since the free movement of workers concentrates on pajogment with rights and
obligationsstemming from each member state's system of industrial relations. The economic sector and the
type of employment are irrelevant as long as the person is an employee (H. Verschueren, 1990). Therefore,
other types of migrants (e.amily members, the self guioyed, comtact workers,students, trainees,
pensioners, and people living from privateans) do not qualify as paid employees and thus cannot be
identified as workers in the strict sense of the free movemgrdidéon. Such persons fall outside the
scope of the free movement of workers. Their ntigrawithin the Union - with the exception &mily
members whose mewment is included in Regulation 1612 of 1968 - is governed by other Community
provisions or by national legislation (H. Versehnen,1990). When théree movement of workersithin
the Communities was established during the 1960s, as well as after its enactment, however, the largest
migration flows in Western Europe consisted not of EC citizens but of third country nationals who were
not granted the right ofree movement. Furthermore, after tbi crisis reralded the first halt to the
economic expansion of the 1960gnthnd for foreign workers fell considhbly. During the 1980s and
1990s growth in lour migration was surpassed by the rise in migratidarafly members and refugees
(R. Penninx & P.J. Mus, 1989). In sunfree movement of workerdid not coincide with the largest
migration flows. Since the largestayps of migrants did naheet the povision’s criteria(among other
reasons) - either by virtue of theirtimanality or kecause they could not be identified as workers in the
sense of free movement of workers — the introduction of free movement hardly altered existing flows.

The second limitgon of the scope ofree movement was that it féitated only inta-Comnunity
migration. It neither took takeare of migréion to the Communities nor dealt with mewents from the
integrated area tothird destination. The EEC case shows, however, that the largest migration flows were
not within but into the Communities. During the 1960enthnd for foreign workers boomed, while the
supply on the Italian lzour market decreased as the delayedneenic upswing finally ioreased the
number of employment opportunities within the country. The Italian lalmoanket was ndonger
sufficient to match the demand in the five other member states, which therefore haditarnrebird
countries. Consequently, mtComnunity migration was surpassed by the number of immigrants arriving
from third countries (H. Werner, 1976 and 1977).

The system ofree movement'shird limitation resulted from its failure to establish or at least support
strong and dtve linkages between the laboomarkets ofits member states. Ralation 15 from 1961
established the European Office for Co-ordinatiragadhcy Clearance.his office was supposed to have
functioned as amtermediary between national employment offices. Mediation between these officials was
to establish the contacts betweasnnd and supply on the labauarkets of different member states
necessary for supporting and stimulating international labour migration. However, the system never came
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into fruition and hardly functioned (R.W. Béhning, 1972). Until theent estalishment of EURES® no
significantarrangementyxasted to balance supply andrdand on the labounarkets of different member
states. Nor did the systemfoée movemensupport migration like the organized labaacuitment with
state support under the biaal lebour reaties, which provided for financial and practical arrangements to
simplify and reduce theost of therecuitment procedure and for occupational and language training
programmes for migrant workers (G.N. Yannopoulos, 1969: 245). Undérethenovement of workers,
Community citizens ware free to seek and acceptmayment in allmember states, and eloyers were
able to employ Community citizens without governmental restrictiBasause itid not establish strong
and active linkages between the labooarkets of the member states adlid not support migration
actively in aother way,free movement wasot designed to stimulate or support large-scale labour
migration.

The equal treatment qairement was the fourth limtian in the system ofree movement. When
Community citizens qualify as paid employees, they atitled to equalreatment grantednder the free
movement of workers. Equal treatment refijag employment implies in the first place equal access to the
labour marketmeaning the right to seek aadcept emloyment under theasne onditions as the local
workers. After commeriag employment workerare etitled to reside in the country of employment and
enjoy the ame ights regarding payetms of emloyment, social security benefits, occupational training,
and trade union membership as national workers.

Because of the equal wages requirement fdional and Community workers, the right to equal
treatment is @afeguard against social dumping. Equal employment conditions regarding pay and dismissal
were esthlished not only to protect foreign workers from being exploited, but more importathube
the provision would protect the national labour forces of the six founders of the free movement of workers
against immigrants praped to work for lower wages and conditions. The requirement of equal wages and
working conditions prohibits employers from offering less favourable terms of employment to Community
immigrants to reduce bur costs at the expense of national workers. As a matfactpfoecause these
foreign workers had to bdfered wages at the tianal level, while the cost of theiecuitment remained
fairly constant, Community workers became more expensive than local workers or cheap labour from third
countries and thuessattractive to employers.

For its foundingmember states, theqeirement of equal treatment betweetiorzal and Community
workers was in the first place an assurance that Community workers would not compete with local workers
for available jobsSecond, the negotiating states hoped that by abolishing the advantages in labour cost of
employing immigrats at lower wages, equakatment wuld lead employers to hire from the supply of
national workers beforeecuiting in othermember states. lather words, althougfree movement had
abolished the legalrpference for n@onal workers on the laboumarket, nostmember stateloped that
the requirement of equal treatmendwld maintain ale factopreference for riional workers (S.A.W.
Goedings, forthcoming 1999).

1.2 The right of free movement of workers and the rise of international migration

The introduction of the right treedom of movement for workers is a step toward tiwithon of legal
impediments to migration. Does such action stimulate international migration? The imfraedofm of
movement on the number of migrants depends on i&sadibon with three goups of variables in the
migration proces: the classical push and pfattors that cause migration, thedmhediary structures
connecting sending amécedving countries, and, finally, administrative policies stimulating, enabling, or
restricting migréon.'* To understand the irference of freedom of movement in miipa flows, we

10. EURESEuropean Employment Servicisthe present employment office of the European Community. Its main tasks
are to provide information and coutisgy in the areas of employment, social insurance, and vocational training. It
places migrant workers in EU member staiesclose contacts with national public employment services, see EURES,
1995: 15.

11. See e.g. the model by J. Doomernik, R. Penninx, and H. van Amersfoort (1996), which identifies factors stimulating
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measured the effect of the process on these three areas.

Generally, migration flows arise from economic, political, and demograpfieratices between the
origin and dstination countries. These inequalities, known as the root caarsesiecessary for the
emergence and continuation of migratory emments. The abstct level of the @ot causes, though not
intrinsically an adequate explanation of migration processes, may be elaboratedsit four groups of
classical push and pullfces. The first grup corcerns the classical economic supply aethdnd model.
Here, ldourmarket factors, such as unglmyment in one country andethand for workers in another or
wage differences between the twauatries, stimulate migration. The secdadtor fuelling international
migration is the political situation and political stability in particular, the protection of human rights, and
the treatment of minorities. The thifalctor involves cultural definitions, for example geal approval or
disapproval of emigtéon or immigration. Demographitactors are the fourth and final category. In
addition to overpopulation in sending and declining populationseedaving areas, the demographic
composition of immigrant populations plays a rtle.

Free movement offorkers cannot be considered at the same level as the push and pull factors discussed
above. Persons dwt migrate simply because of the free movement of workers. Rather, they are stimulated
by the push and pull factors. Overall, the effect and the efficiency of the Common Market may affect these
push andpull factors. Elimination of legal hindrances to international migration as intended by the
introduction offree movement of workersithin the CommorMarket, however, doeasot interfere with
differences in economic development, wages and prices, unemployment ratesimamd n the labour
market and consequently does not cause international migration.

Thus, the ight to migration cannot be said to "cause" international migration but may intervene with
the flows in other ways. The classical push and fagtiors stimulate migration. These conditions alone
neither give rise to migration nor explain theedtion of the flow!> Two other conditions need to be met
for migration to take pce. First, a migteon process requires at the very least passivearatipn from
the governmets of the sending anmecaving countries. Administrative action with respect to migration
varies from encouraging international neovents by devising instruments to support the migrants (e.g.
bilateral ageemeats with destination countries) to formulating policies aimed at preventing migratory
movements. Alive and supportive migration policies can stimulate migration, while preventive policies
will reduce the number of immignés and impede the procéés. The secoeckssary condition for
migration flows to emerge concerimgermediary structures between théor and destination countries.
Five categories of intermediary structuresnigect immigration with emigratioareas: state-to-state

international migration and structures them according to different levels of the migration process. The model depicts
migration flows as movements in a migration network and thus not only discusses the push and pull factors but also
considers the linkages between sending and receiwingtides. During the lastedade migration literature has
emphasized the importance of networks for migratory movements, see e.g. several articles in: International Migration
Review (1989) and M.M. Kritz (ed.) (1992).

12. If an immigrant population is beginning to establish its presence and thus usually predominantly male, family
reunification and the immigration of brides will rise, particularly when natigo&lernments begin to restrict
immigration and allow only migration for family purposes to continue. This was the case for Western Europe after the
recession in the 1970s.

13. Economiditerature, - see e.g. G.J. Borjad989) - following the demand-supply theory canaotount for the
continuation of migration after the reduction of economic incentives. Furthermore, the income-maximization model,
whereby individual migrant conduct is guided by the search for better opportunities, overlooks the fact that migrants
do not always move towards the areas offering the best income. During the last decade scholars have stressed the
importance of networks in shaping and sustaining migration flows, see A. Portes & J. Borécz (1989). D.T. Gurak and
F. Cases (1992) present an overview of recent literature dealing with intermediary structures connecting immigration
and emigration countries.

14. Emigration can occur only if allowed and not actively prevented by the administration involved. The case of the former
Soviet Block demonstrates the importance of border controls combined with internal control and penalties (M.M. Kritz
& H. Zlotnik, 1992: 11; A.R Zolbergl989: 405 and J. Doomernik 1996: 57). Restrictive immigration policies will
never completely stop determined migrants. Ordinarily, however, they will complicate planning migration and will in
combination with other practical and psychological factors discourage many people with the desire to migrate from
taking actual steps in that direction (M.M. Kritz & H. Zlotnik, 1992: 9).
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relations, eonomic linkages, mass culture connectiofesnily and personal relatio3, and migrant
agency activities (see Figure 1, p. ?). These structures form linkages between both countries and involve
legal and material connections providing migration opportunities and supporting the acteahenov
through the supply of information, transport, and financial and practical assistance.

The intermediary structures are very important in thestteemaking process of potential migrants.
Migration and la@our migration in particular can be seen as an investment in which people weigh the
advantages and disadvantages of their present and expected future residence and employment situation
against potential alternatives abroad. After taking axtoount the risks and the expenses of migration,
they decide whether to stay or leave (P.A. Fischer & T. Straubb@@6). Higher wages, better working
condtions, stable employment growth, and low unemployment learelshe main advantages attracting
potential migrants. In addition to offering a significant incentive, the advantages of migration must exceed
the cost of moving and the tendency toward inertia. Including migration networks in the analysis changes
the situsion consiarably. Inermediary structuresking care of several practical asdpportive matters
are highlyefficient wst-reducingnechaisms and thusreate or enhance midi@n opportunities (D.T.

Gurak & F. Caces, 1992). Migrants tend to move to areas offering the highest benefits and preferably in the
closesproximity to reduce the material and psychological cost of migration (P.A. Fischer & T. Straubhaar,
1996). This pattern does not always apply, however, since most migrants aonoeding to the
possiblities available to them and select the best option, which may not be the most profitable one.
Connections lought about by imrmediary structures are therefore important in thesgeemaking

process of potential migrants (D.T. Gurak & F. Caces, 1992: 156, 157, 159).

Figure 1 Linkages in international migration systems

Categories Linkages
State to State 1 International relations: diplomatic and trade relationships, assistance
Relations programmes etc.

2 Past colonial and current neo or quasi-colonial bonds
3 Current immigration and emigration policies

Economic Linkages 1 Economic internationalization: off-shore production, multinationals etc.
2 Complementary labour markets

Mass Culture 1 Mass communication products: newspapers, television, films etc.
Connections 2 Attitudes of local population towards emigration and immigration
3 Similarities between cultures and languages

Immigrant 1 Circle of family and friends
Population 2 Migrant firms
3 Status of emigrants abroad acting as a role model for future immigrants

Migrant Agency 1 Administrative institutions
Activities 2 Private organizations

15. Of these five categories the strongest link between emigration and immigration areas is the presence of an immigrant
population in theaceiving ountry (M. Boyd, 1989). Immigrant populations function as a bridge between the country
of origin and that of destination by providing new immigrants with information and financial and practical support,
such as initial accommodations and assistance in finding employment. Other “bridges” include firms owned by
immigrants, which recruit immigrantBaur in their home countries, and migrant agencies in general, which assist
governments in their recruitment policies or intercede for private companies and individual migrants. In addition to
establishing contact between employers and workers, these agencies help migrants by arranging information,
accommodations, and financial assistance.

13



Source: M. Boyd, "Family and Personal networks in Migratidnternational Migration Review23(3), 1989: 638-670; J.T.
Fawcett, "Networks, Linkages and Migration Systeniaternational Migration Review23(3), 1989: 674, and S. Sassen,
Transnational Economies and National Migration Policidamsterdam: IMES, 1996: 4.

What, then, is the significance fsée movement ith respect to these variables in the migration process?

As discussed in Section 1.1, free movement is not the active administrative action that national recruitment
policies were dung the 1960s. It does not support the actual migration process, nor does it act as or bring
about an intermediary structure. Acdimgly, free movement hagot established significant linkages
between both ends of the migration process. Until the recent foundation of EERES, even contact between
supply and dmand on the labounarkets of different member states (a necessanglition for labour
migration flows to emerge) wamt dealt with systmatically. All thesdactors are important variables in
international migration processegdause intermediary structulasking the sending anceceaving areas
influence the direction of the flows. Since free movement did not involve the establishment of intermediary
structures (the effects of EURES have yet to bdyagd), it hardly ineérfered vith the drection of the

flow.

As the elimination of restrictive and discriminatory hindrances to international migration, free
movement is addressed through the policy and legislation variables in the migration process. It stimulates
the functioning of the push and pédictors and the intermediary structures conducive to the flows. Where
such structures were present, and migration was severely hampered by restrictive policies, the introduction
of free movement (which ply eliminated these policies) mightdrease the numbers of migrants. On the
other hand, when administrations allow or support manpower movements and hence the functioning of the
push and pull factors without impeding the intermediary structures, the introduction of free movement will
have little or noeffect. The impact of thintroduction offree movement on the numbers of migrants
thereforedepends on the extent that restrictive national policies hindered migration stimulated by push and
pull factors and channelled tugh migration networks. In sum, tledfects are antingent upon the
circumstances prevailing at the time of the introduction of such free movement.

1.3 The imporance of the circumstances prevailing upon the introduction of the free
movement of workers

Aside from the limited scope of the legal structure of free movement of workers, the particular
circumstances surrounding the introductiorfreE movement of workers are importantuimderstanding

why free moement did not give rise to large-scaler@€Comnunity labour migration. Past experiences
with the introduction ofree movement reveaix particular circumstances that reduced the introduction’s
impact on the numbers of migrants.

The effect of thantroduction offree movement depels primarily on the extent to which restrictive
administrative actions had hiaeckd the migrhon process previously. In other words, thwasure
stimulated or influenced migration only if it eliminated restrictive and discriminating policies that had
hindered intern@onal migration. Throughout the 1960s, when the righfréeedom of movement for
workers was gradually introduced, however, Western Europe’s booming economy had quickly exhausted
the supply on the localb®ur face and hadansequently given rise to a largendand for foreign labour
in the industrialized centres of North-western Europe.rmbmber statedid not prohibit the new arrivals
from Italy or any other emigration country. On the cant, large-scale labour immigration was necessary
to continue the economic upswing. Governments supported immigration throughabildtour reaties
and labourecuitment arrangenmds. Their aim was to guide the flows doeas wh labour shortages
rather than to restrict or to prohibit immigration. The introductiofrad movementiitended to gegrate
migrationopportunities by abolishing legal hindrances) was not followed by a rise in immigration, because
no significant legal &rriers agmst immigration existed until theecuitment stop in 1973. As the

16. See Note 13
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governments did little to restrict the flows, the introduction of free movement brought about few changes.

Second, laboumarket treads and in particularainand for labour detmine migration flows under the
free movement of workers regime. Four catalies demonstrate thatiatComnunity migration flows
are related more to thgull than to the pusliactors. Migration from Italy to the Fedal Reublic of
Germany, for example, was determined more by the Gernbaudakmand and unemployment figures
there than by the laboumarketsituation in Italy (R. Feithen, 1986). Béhning (1972) canegl intra-
Community migration flows with migration to two countries outside the fE&thework (the Wited
Kingdom and Switerland) for the pérd 1968-1972. In all cases he found that teendnd for labour
determined the size of immigration (R. W. Bohning, 1972: 72-87). Analysis by R. Penninx and P.J. Muus
(1989) of the size and mdiction of migration flows within the Common Nordic LabdJdarket (the
Scandinavian agreement on free movement) confithis picture. The fourth case study, which
demonstrated that migration flows regulated by fiee movement of workers are more demand that
supply related, addresses changes irmi@omnunity migration during the 1970s. Thecessions of the
1970s caused rsaive unemployment but did not result in acréase of the flows, as the dging of the
economic climate lao eliminated the emand for foreign workers. Nor did tleecession of the three
Mediterrarean countries lead to large scale migraficyardless of the legalpportunities to emigrate
arising from the abolition of restrictive policies c@mning Geek, Spaish, and Portuguese immigrant
workers in the othemember stateskince the pulffactors did not stimulate large scale emigration to
North-western Europe (G. Wedell, 1980: 47, 48, 58).

The size and direction of migration flows upon the introductiofresf movement are third factor
determining the impact of its introduction. In previous cases the introduction had not caused an increase in
the numbers of migrants, either because migration between certain member states had not existed before, or
because the flows had already peaked (as with Italian migration during the 1960s). Throughout the 1950s
and 1960s Italy was thelaur surplusnarket of the Six. Large numbers of Italian emigsamade their
way to theindustrialized centres of North-western Europe. By the time free movement was introduced, the
number of Italian emigrants to the ottmeember states was already desneg (G.N. Yannopoulos, 1979:

119). In the @eek, Potuguese, and Spanish cases, the flows had also passed their maximum. They had
even reversed themselves and were headed towardsotiméryc of origin. The improement in the
economies and bour markets of the three emidian countries at the end of the 1960s had stimulated
return migration. On the pull side, therdand for foreign workers and consequently labour immigration
had dropped sharply after the oil crisis of 1973. During the 1980s emigration fesne;Pdugal, and

Spain was low compared with the massive waves of the 1960s. The abolition of restrictive national policies
throughthe establishment of free movement did not bring about an increase in emigration, because the pull
factors neither caused nor stimulated large-scale emigration of workers to North-western Europe (G.
Wedell, 1980: 47, 48, 58).

Fourth, free mogment of workers is not the only dehinant of economic migration in the EC. The
Union also rgulates the mament of self-eployed and comact workers migring as part of the
performance of aervice. Employers using the services of self-employed and contract workers usually have
lower labour costs and fewer risks and responsibilities than with hiring empldyeeatly, labour
flexibility and short-erm @ntracts have been the trend on the lalbroarket. Reanitment of contract
workers and the self-gitoyed is also gaining popularity. As a result, Community migrarésnployed
increasngly under thedrms of the fresupply of services and as semployed workers, rather under the
free moement of workers. Fresupply of services and $edmploymentarethus ways to circumvent the
transition periods set up for tfiree movement of workers. Between Rigial and Spain’s accession to the
EC and the end of transition period for free movement of workers, Portuguese and Spanish workers moved
(albeit in far smaller numbers than thg the 1960s) to other E@ember stategnder the provisions for
free supply of services and as elmployed workers. Unfortunately, few figurese available for these
flows.

Demand for foreign workers and emigration opportunities outside trerd&e fifth reaon why free
movement did not result in large iatEC migréion. Free movement riitles Community citizens to
emigrate within the Community and teceive equal pay and wing conditions. Nevertheless, the
workers decided whether or not to use this right. As explained in sections 1.1 and 1.2, migration regulated
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by free moement continued to mowaccoding to the push and pulactors and was channelled by the
intermediary structures and migrant networks. When these networks indicated better migration
opportunities outside the EC, migrants moved to such destinations without hesitation. During the 1960s
when free movement waatroduced, only about one third of the Italian emigrants moved to an EC
membeirstate; the rest chose a third country (N. Malpas, 1989: 17). Switzerland attracted about one third of
the Italian emigrantsdzause of its high wag€éamong the highest in Europe at thand). Another 30
percent of the emigrants travelled overseas via immigrant networks.

Thus far we have ahged the circumstances traditionally believed to ba¢hsons why the introduction

of free movementlid not result in large-scale migration flows. Other circumstances at the time of the
introducion (whichare rarely onsicered) intude the geographical distance between labour sending and
recipient member states and the fact that free movement of workers wadmmauced with a labour
sending country sharing a long frontier with destination countries. Short distance and frontier migration
were thereforenot possible in these cases. THeFE experiences hawhown that the impact of free
movement was especially strong in the case of cross-border migration. During the 195fmahd tbr
skilled workers in their euntry of origin combined with the minordrease of income due to small
differences in real wages (High Authority, 1956) did not provide a major incentive to travel large distances
to reach mother country. One exception ammns the coal fields and the iron and steel plants artificially
split by national fontiers. In these cases, workers could reside in their country of origin and work in
another country. By commuting daily or weekly these workerseeased their incongignificantly, since

they earnedhigh wages in for instance Belgium and enjoyed lower cost of living at home in the
Netherlands or in the Federal Riblic of Germany (Hgh Authority, 1964). Extending the ECSC
experiences to the Greek, Rayjuese, and Spanish case studies reveals that none of these countries share a
long frontier with the othemember states thatight enable short-distance and frontier migration. The
traditional emigréion patterns of these countries (as for instance during the 1960s) consisted mainly of
long-distance migration and not of short-distance or frontier migration. At present, the Pyaenees
major obstacle to oss-border moements between Spain aRthnce and enablanly a small number of
frontier workers cross the border daily or weekly (EURES, 1996: 46).

1.4 Conclusion

The introdution of thefree movement of workerdid not cause, fuel, or support large-scale intra-
Community migréon in the past, pmarily because the measure was not intended for this purpose. As
sections 1.1 and 1.2 show, the scope of the free movement of workers legislation is too narrow to stimulate
large migration flowsFree movement of workers targets a limiteduyr of persons comprising the
citizens of the member states who arepkayees. Moreover, it focuses solely on migratory ements

within the Uhion and does not ietfere vith migration to or from the Communities. Prior to the
establishment of EURES, the system did not lead to strong and active linkages between the labour markets
of member states or support migration in any other way. Finally, thereewgnt of equal wages and
working conditions for national and Community workers alike prevented employers fferm@ less
favourable employment calcts to Community immigrants to reduce labour costsréfbre, free
movement reduced the interest of employers in recruiting immigrant labour from other member states.

The seond reason why free movement did not lead to larger migratory movements was that, as Section
1.3 demonstrates, the circumstances surrounding the introductioeeahovement of workers were not
conducive to an increase in the number of mitgalf these circumstances have changed over time, future
introduction of free movement of workersight very well have a larger impact on labour raments
within the European Union.
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2. East-West Migration and the introduction of the free movement
of workers between the present EU member states
and the applying CEEcs

2.1 East-West Migration: old patterns and current flows

The political changes in Central and Eastern Europe after the fall 8etfia Wall and particularly the
suspen®n of travel restrictions provided ample opportunities for East-West migration. CEE citizens
rapidly appreciated these n@pportunities and moved to countries such as the Federal Republic, Austria,
Italy, the Nordic Countries (especially Finland), ande€te from1989 onwards. Other favourite
destinations among CEE migrants included non-European countries, such as the United States, Canada,
Australia, and - to a lesser extent - Israel and Turkey. The direction of these migratory movements is hardly
surprising. East-West migration has a long history. The presergnmmentsare not new phenomena but
represent the re-emergence of the flows after mgef artificially reduced migration due to restrictive
emigration policies. The fall of th8erlin Wall uslered in a new era in bongstanding pattern of
migration?’

Modern East-West migration dates back approximately Ezsyand can bgubdivided into three
periods: 1850-1939, 1945-1989, and after 1¥89. Between 1850 and 1939 - the traditional period of large-
scale emigration from the continent to overseas destinations fattess stimulated emigration from the
CEEcs. First, the failure of economic expansion to keep pace with the rapid demographic growth imposed a
severe burden on agdltural land and motivated people from a peasant background to emigrate. In
addition to these economic difficulties, the deterioration of living conditions among people belonging to
ethnic or réigious minorities as a result of the rise of violent nationalism in Eastern Europe led these
groups to emigrate as well. Theseomomic, political, ethnic, and religiodactors caused substantial
numbers to leave for the mining and industaedas of the hited States and the agricultural regions of
Canada, South ryerica, Aistralia, and New Zealand. These traditional overseas immigration countries
werenot, however, the only destinations of East-West migration. Increasingly, the emerging coal and steel
centres of Belgium, Englandrrance, and Germany, as well as the agjiag metropolises throughout
Western Europe, received immigta from Central and Eastern Europe (especially Poles) during the
nineteenth century.

The Cold War péod (1945-1989) began with large migration flows on the continent prompted by the
aftermath of World War II. This caerned in the first place a West-East movementbofia4.7 million
displaced persons and POWSs (see Table 1 on p. 18) who were repatriated from Germany to the CEEcs. Not
all CEE citizens present in Western Europe returnemktMf the Polistarmed forces in Western Europe,
for example, chose to settle in Western Europe. Likewise, CEE citizens who had immigrated to Western
Europe before the war often remained. iDgrthe post-war period 15.4 million people (a rough estimate
based on the most important flows, see Table 1) were forced to move from East to West or between CEEcs.
The dispacemats caused by the fighting during the war and the subsequent political changes and large-
scale shifts in boundaries forced Germans and ethnic minorities to "return to their native countries".

17. H. Fassmann and R. Minz (1994a, 1994b and 1995) demonstrate that migration &9 theents followed the
same traditional pattern as during earlier periods, such as the end of the nineteenth century and the Cold War. They
argue that present East-West movements are not an entirely new phenomenon but represent a new phase in the history
of East-West migration.

18. For an overview of the history of East-West migration see e.g.: S. Arditis (1994); H. Fassmann & R. Minz, (1994a,
1994b and 1995); and T. Freika (1996).
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Table 1. East-West, East-East and West-East Migration 1945-1950 (estimated).

Country of Origin Destination Country Number

Poland (including former German territories) East and West Germany (mainly) 7,000,000

Former Czechoslovakia East and West Germany, Austria 3,200,000

Parts of former Soviet Union (now Russia, East and West Germany (mainly) 1,500,000
Byelorussia, Ukraine, Baltic states)

Former Yugoslavia (now Bosnia, Croatia, East and West Germany, Austria 360,000
Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Slovenia)

Hungary East and West Germany, Austria 225,000

Parts of former Yugoslavia (now Croatia, Italy 200,000
Montenegro, Slovenia)

Parts of former Soviet Union (now Russia) Finland 400,000

Slovakia, Rumania, former Yugoslavia Hungary 315,000

Hungary Slovakia 73,000

Parts of former Soviet Union (now Byelorussia, Poland 1,496,000
Lithuania, Ukraine)

Poland Parts of former Soviet Union (now 518,000

Byelorussia, Lithuania, Ukraine)

Former Czechoslovakia Part of former Soviet Union (now Ukraine) 50,000

Parts of former Soviet Union (now Ukraine) Former Czechoslovakia 42,000

Germany, Austria (displaced persons, Prisoners of War) Poland, former Czechoslovakia 4,700,000

Total 20,100,000

Source: H. Fassmann & R. Miinz, "European East-West Migration 1945-t@é@ational Migration Review28 (3), 1994: 522.

The start of the Cold War entailed a rift in the emigration patterns, since international travel was abolished.
Emigration initiatives, whether legal or illegal, eve furtherdiscouraged by a series of administrative
actions, such as sere penties for illegal departure, seizure of property, and the prospect that emigrants
would be unable to return &surists or maintain contact with théamilies and friends (often subject to
harassment, ietrogation, and gemal suspicion)’ Nevertheless, although East-West migration was
reduced by the Iron Curtain, it remaineghsicerable. Bulgaria, Czéoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and
Romania collectively lost 5 percent of their population through emigration (V. Greti®, 1993: 139).

Three factorsunderlay this trend. First, emigration oomd duing and just after the Hungarian
revolution in 1956 and the&Czedoslovakian uprising in 1968 and after the suppression of the 1981
solidarity-led social and political mement in Poland. Second, legal emigration during the Cold War was
possible only in the context of ethnic, religious, &ily migration (see Table 2, p. ). As a result, ethnic
migration acounted for the bulk of the East-West migration in this period, although many of those
concerned acted chiefly for economic and political reasons. Ethnic and religious migration received strong
support either from a Western nation or from a well-organized lobby, as with Jewish and ettménG
emigration. This backing was the thii@ttor enabling limited East-West migration during the Cold War.
From 1970 onwards, Western states, as part of plodicies towards Eastern Europe, started to pressure
these countries to ease their travel restrictions. The U.S. Congress, for instance, made the removal of trade
barriers contingent upon this issue. Thefferts fadglitated emigration to the West somewhat during the
deteriorating economic circumstances that motivated people to leave (K. Manfrass, 1992).

Table 2. The Main Flows of Central and East European Ethnic and Political Emigration 1950-1993

19. This situation was not consistent throughout all countries of the former East Block. Czechoslovakia, for example, was
one of the most isolated and had tighter emigration restrictions than neighbouring countries such as Poland and
Hungay, which allowed limited movement. The formeugoslavia was exceptional in the practice of restricting
international travel, since it was the only East European country allowing labour emigration during the 1960s.
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(estimates in some cases)

Country of Origin Destination Number Period Type of Migration
GDR FRG 5,275,000 1950-1992 ethnic Germans (Ubersiedler)
Poland FRG 1,430,000 1950-1992 ethnic Germans (Aussiedler)
USSR/CIS FRG 746,000 1950-1992 ethnic Germans (Aussiedler)
Romania FRG 402,000 1950-1992 ethnic Germans (Aussiedler)
Czechoslovakia FRG 105,000 1950-1992 ethnic Germans (Aussiedler)
Yugoslavia FRG 90,000 1950-1992 ethnic Germans (Aussiedler)
Bulgaria Turkey 630,000 1950-1992 ethnic Turks and Slavic Muslims
Yugoslavia Turkey 300,000 1950-1966 ethnic Turks and Slavic Muslims
USSR/CIS Israel, USA 750,000 1950-1992 Jews
USSR/CIS Greece, France, USA 170,000 1950-1992  Armenians, ethnic Greeks,
Pentecostals
Romania Israel, USA 500,000 1960-1992 Jews
Romania Western Europe 240,000 1991-1993 mainly gypsies
(mainly FRG)
Yugoslavia, Hungary 124,000 1988-1993 mainly ethnic Hungarians
Romania
Yugoslavia FRG 355,000 1991-1993 political refugees (sudden wave)
Yugoslavia Other Western Europe 330,000 1991-1993 political refugees (sudden wave)
Poland FRG, Austria and others 250,000 1980-1981 political refugees (sudden wave)
Hungary Austria, USA, UK, 194,000 1956 political refugees (sudden wave)
Yugoslavia, Canada
Czechoslovakia FRG, Austria, USA, 162,000 1968-1969 political refugees (sudden Wave)
Canada, Australia
Total 12,053,000

Source: H. Fassmann & R. Miinz, "European East-West Migration 1945-1992", in: R. ThheBambridge Survey of World

Migration, 1995: 473.

After the evats of 1989, whichmarked the bginning of the third period in the history of East-West
migration, the flows comprised twiypes of migration. The first type was either for ethnicfamily
reasons or representaisplacemats by refugees (see Table 2). In the early 1990s ethmiom@ns
migrated to the Federal Reblic of Germany, ¢éhnically Turkish Bulgarians to Turkey, ethnically Greek
Hungarians to Greece, and Jews to Israel and tiited) States. Other East-West migration resulted from
the armed conflict in the formerugoslavia and the migtatment of @psies in Romania. Much of this
migration was permanent, ahale families moved to countries whictifered them refugee status or with
which they had ethnidamily, or religious ties. This process was usually heavily sponsored and supported
by the recipient country. By now, this kind of migration has passed its peak and is rapidly falling. Most
ethnic nminority groups have atady moved, the armed conflict in the formeargéslavia haseased, and

the governments afecdving countries have lost their enthusiasm for the issueaaadhow rejecting
migrants theywould have accepted a few years ago. This brings us to the second type of emigration: labour
migration. Lately East-West migration has beegrésingly driven by economic cemrns. These
emigrantswho are predominatly young single male®, usually find work in the industrial, construction,

and service sectors and in unskilled jobs rather than in skilled and technical pdsitions.

Nevertheless, most

20. Two thirds of the Central and East European emigrants are male and about one third female. Most are young and in the
productive employment agabout 75 percent is younger than 40 and 40 percent younger than 24 (H. Fassmann & C.
Hintermann, 1997: ).

21. This profile of present CEE emigrants draws heavily upon the recent studies of H. Fassmann (1997) and H. Fassmann
& C. Hintermann (1997). Both studies offer an ie#ing and detailed profile of Hungarian, Polish, Czech, and Slovak
emigrants and are also representative of the other Central and East European countrigerdiinerused in this
context, in particular the IOM reports, shows that the emigrant profile presented by Fassmann and Hintermann is similar
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migrants are well trained and educated, and many speakignftaaguagé® The Polish case also reveals
that studentaccount for a significant sine of the emigmats. These migratory mements did noémerge
recently, as Polish students have been oriented towards the West since the early 1980s.

In sum, present East-West movemearesnot new but have eated a new phase in apgimately 150
years of modern East-West mitioa history. After éécades ofsolation, the migration patterns that had
been traditional duringarlier periods (e.g. during the late nineteenth century and before the Cold War)
resumed. The main gquestion with respect to the introduction of the rigteeafom of movement for
workers is whether the migratory movements resulting from the recent political changes have peaked or are
still rising. As shown in Section 1.3, one of the reasons why the introduction of free movement did not lead
to large-scale migration was that it oomd after the flows had peaked. The first stepniticgpating the
effect of the introduction dfee movement on East-West mitjom is therefore to analyse the potential of
the flows.

2.2 East-West Migration: an emerging development, or have the flows already peaked?

The opening of rtional borders and the political changes in Central and Eastern Europe after 1989 have
not yet resulted in large migratory movements to Western Europe. Whereas emigration grew rather rapidly
after 1989, the flows toward Western Europe - thofagHrom neligible — declined significantly in the
early 1990s andeem to have passed their peadot(vithstanding an ikrease in temporary labour
migration). Inother words: "New East-West emigration has undoubtedly evolved though on nothing like
the scale of the worst scenarios of mass migration envisaged by some contemporary commentators, and so
far the darming forecast of mass permanent migration of 1991 have not been transformed into??eality.” In
fact, immigrdion from CEEcs is rather low coraped wth the influx from other origins. In 1994, the
number of Central and East Europeans in the Federal Republic of Germany was only 10 percent of the total
foreign population (E. Hénekopp, 1996:100).

In light of the fiture accssion of the CEEcs and the introductionfife movement, we need to
examine both the decline in East-West migration and the readyrsast-West migration did not emerge
on a larger scale. Restrictive administrative policies have inhibited the growtbcerit East-West
migratory movements. In recent years, governments in Western Europe have been less supportive and more
critical of East-West flows, manifesting a complete akfaaé wth respect to their position during the
Cold War. This aboutface has led to resttions on CEE immigration, #reby reducing the flow of
migrants. The Federal Beblic of Germany was theonly West European stataccepting labour
immigration via bilagral treatiesuntil 1997. Present East-West midian trendsare therefore less an
indication of thepotential migration from the CEEcs and thenthnd in the EU labounarkets than a
reflection of Western Europe's current restrictive immigration policies.

Moreover, free movement of workers relates toolar mobility. Instead of simplyefering to “the
flows”, we should distinguish the types of migration and identify the onesitbgiast their peak. East-
West migration is often grceived adong-term or permanent migtian, since theearly flows were
predominantly permanent migian for family and ethnicreasons andre thetypes that have been
declining recatly.?* Seweral migraion statistics, especially the Central and East European aneelsased
on this deihition, as shorté¢rm migratory movenmds werenot consi@gred gauine emigration in Central

to the ones for the other East European countries.

22. The effect of the brain drain is worst in Hungary and the Slovak Republic and has had less of an impact on Poland and
the Czech Reublic. It remains unclear, however, whether the brain drain has peaked in any of these countries (H.
Fassmann & C. Hintermand997: ). For further information about the impact of the brain drain on East-West
migration, see A.M. Findlay (1993 and 1995).

23. J. Salt & J.A. Clarke, 1996: 513.

24. During the Cold War emigration from CEEcs was permanent. Those who departed did so for life. Therefore, emigration
often continues to be seen as permanent, while short-term movement for employment purposes is defined as a special
category. See in particular: J. Salt & J.A. Clark@96); C. Wallance & O. Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko (1996); C.
Wallance & A. Palyanitsya (1995); Z. Pavlik & J. Maresova (1994) and P. Korcelli (1994).
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and Eastern Eurog@. For the introductionfree movement of workers, however, the diora of the
emigration is not an issueetause this EU legislation covers all types of labour migrants (both short term
and permanent), prvided the person in question takes up paid employment. Permanent emigration is only
one of the types of migratory movements addressed by free movement. The decline in "the flows" need not
prevent the introduction of free movement from giving rise to massive migration. The OECD has indicated
that: "temporal migration for seasonal, cross-border, raontor individual based employment is
developing™® Similarly, Fassmann and Hirhann (H. Fassmann & Cirlermann,1997: 18, 19, 28)

argue that most migrants have no desire to settle in the destination countries and opt femshalpiur
migration, as can also befémred from Table 3 on p. ?. East-West migration is changing and may give rise
to new forms of migration. At present, the impact of shemtitlebour migration within the East-West
migration pattern is difficult to predict but may become significant under the conditions of free movement
and should not be underestimated.

Contrary toearlier instances of the introduction of finee movement of workers (see 8en 1.3), we
cannotstate that East-West migration flows have already peaked if free movement were to be introduced at
present. Furthermore, trds in East-West migrationeem moreindicative of present restrictive
immigration policies of EU member states towards CEE immigrants than of the flows’ potential. Under the
free movement of workers regime thgswdicies will have to be abolished, thus granting CEE immigrants
free access to the EUblaur markets. Btimating the consequences of this change requires assessing the
restrictive impact of the present policies on migration processes from Eastern to Western Europe. More
precisely, what is the emigration potential in Central and Eastern Europe, and to wieat deghe
economic, social, and baur marketsituations stimulate the process? As for the pastors, question
remains as to whether the potential Central and East European emigrants find sufficient opportunities for
immigration in Western Europe. The &yss of thefactors causing East-West migration should be
followed by an examirtoon of the presence and growth ofdmediary structures whickupport the
migration processes (s&kection 1.2). Finally the EU may not be the targeta for CEE emigrants.
Perhaps immigration opportunities exist in countries outside the EU framework.

2.3 The emigration potential of Central and Eastern Europe

The main difficulty in estimating the migration potential of a sending country without esatguy or
underestimating the dimensions of expected flows lies in choosing data that substantiate estimates. Official
migration statistics may uedestimate the size of migratory movements dnee movement of workers

has been establishecedause they angsually based on definitions other thage movement. As argued
above, the flowsare dso hampgred by restritive policies towards CEE immigration, and the data are
therebre less indicative of the flows’ potential than of the restrictive immigration policies. Even though
the Federal Raublic of Germany was thenly West European state allowing labour immigration via
bilateral teaties until 1997, the administrative quotas restricting immigration to this coumtiuge

using the @rman immigréion data to estimate thedfect of theintroduction offree movement upon East-

West flows.

Nor do the unemployment figures of the sending countridfepa vdid instrument for estimating the
migration potential. Historical case studies show that migration from lItaly to ther&eBeublic of
Germany was determined more by Germdola cecmand and unemployment figures than by the labour
marketsituation in Italy (R. Feithen, 1986). Furthermore, the estimates of about 1.5 to 1.6 million potential
Spanish and Portuguese emigrants based on unemployment figures (T.&trdi¥®4) did not translate
into commensurate migiian flows after theaccesion of these countries to the EC and the end of the
transiion period for thefree movement of workers. Evahough both countrieeemain areas of high
unemployment in the EU, no massive migration has occurred.

Nor does uneployment gem to be the ost importantreason for East-West emigration, although

25. See e.g. the studies of: Z. Pavlik & J. Maresova (1994) and P. Korcelli (1994).
26. OECD Sopemi, 1997: 50.
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consideable differences »ast between countries due to dispancies in @momic growth and
development. In thel@®ak Republic, for instance, the unemploya@ the largest gup of potential
migrants, whereas their share dgnificantly less in Poland, th€zech Rpublic, and Hungary (H.
Fassmann & C. Hiermann,1997. 24,25, 27). Both the level of education and the nature of former
employment of the Central and East European migrindicate prfedly that international migration is
selective. The economically successful receive preference in the receiving countries, and those considering
the option and actually migratingre usually not the poorest in their countries. Indeed, most migrants
belong to middle income groups. Persons with lower incomes may wish to migrate but often lack financial
means to cover the cost (H. Fassmann & C. diinann,1997: 27). Given that unemployment is not a
major reason for emigtian, and that most emigrantsere enployed prior to leaving their country, the
unemployment figures of the sending countries alone do ffert sufficient informaion to estimate the
migration potential of Central and Eastern Europe.

Table 3: Emigration potential of CSFR, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland and Russia in 1991
CSFR Hungary Lithuania Poland Russia Total

Number of respondents 996 1000 509 953 811 4,269
Length of time (percentages )

some months 65 77 48 78 65 68
1-2 years 37 40 21 53 34 38
5-10 years 14 15 7 19 15 14
Forever 5 8 2 13 5 7
Population (in millions) 15.70 10.56 3.71 37.78 148.31

" Percentages are rounded to the nearest integer.

Source: R.J. Brym, "The emigration Potential of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland and &sgi&urvey Results",
International Sociology7, (1992): 390.

The number of psons willing to emigrate and their motivations and options might be more indicative
of the potential of dture flows. R.J. Brym (1992) based his estimates of the emigration potential of
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, and Russia on the numbers of citizens of these countries that
wanted to migrate to the We&st. As Table 3 shows, Brym's estimagsite high, especially when the
percettages of those willing to emigratae related to théotal population of the emigration country.
Relating the 5 ercent of the Rssian respondents arested in emigrating to the Russian population of
148.3million in 1991 yields 6.8 million potential Russian emigrants (R.J. Brym, 1992: 389). These figures
overesimate the actual situation, however, as they indicate only the desire to leave. Althougardile ov
number of people wishing to migrate is very high, this ambition afterdns urrealized. People tend to
underestimate the prepéicm for the actual migration and the high material and psychological costs
involved. Moreover, restrictive migration policies tend to curtail possible migratory movements. To obtain
a more accurateséimate of the number of potential migrants, H. Fassmann & Ceiiainn {997)
consdered both the wish to migrate and the actual steps taken by the future migrants irethisndi
Next, they identified three different categories within the group of people wishing to migrate (H. Fassmann
& C. Hintermann, 1997: 14).

The first category (the general mitjom potential) consists of people who state their desire to migrate
but take no further steps. Thathors estimate this group at about 10 million people. The second group
(approximately four million people) comprises those sharing a probable potential to migrate (i.e. those who
have obtained infonation about the destination country). Finally "the actual migration potential" includes
people who have applied for a residence or woekmit and have begun to seek employment and
accommodations (see Table 4).

27. The estimates exclude persons of "groups of sponsored emigrants” such as ethnic Germans to the Federal Republic of
Germany or CEE Jews moving to Israel, since these persons have strong ties with the West (R.J. Brym, 1992: 389).
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Table 4. General, probable and "actual" migration potential in Hungary, Poland and the Czech and
Slovak Republics

General Migration Probable Migration "Actual" Migration
Potential Potential Potential
total percentage total percentage total  percentage

Czech Republic 1,673,176 20.1 968,769 11.6 172,337 2.07
Slovak Republic 1,251,456 30.3 729,599 17.7 85,099 2.06
Poland 4,923,244 16.6 1,634,517 55 393,859 1.33
Hungary 1,717,039 20.5 731,459 8.7 60,096 0.72
Total 9,564,915 4,064,398 711,391

" percentage of total population over age 14

Source: H. Fassmann & C. Hintermaigrationspotential Ostmitteleopa. Struktur und Motivation potentieller Migranten aus
Polen, der Slowakei, Tschechien und Ungakien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1997: 14.

Examining the proportion of persons taking actual steps towards emigraticowa down the general
potential of 10 rilion to a morereasonable 4 million. In the present situation, in which restrictive
migration polcies curtail migration flows, Fassmann estimates the true potential at about 700,000, which is
the number of persons who have applied femgssion to immigrate (H. Fassmann & C. ldimbann,

1997: 14). Yet, the introduction &feedom of movement for workersilireliminate this obstacle. Under

these circumstances, the emigration potential is probably between the numbers in groups 2 and 3 (i.e.
above the figure 0f00,000 persons). Tables 3 and 4 both depict the situation at a certain point in time. The
most important gustion from the perspective of the introductionfrgfe movement is whether all these
people will realize their aim and actually emigrate to Western Europe.

2.4 Motives for emigration from CEEcs

The right of freedom of movement for workers relates to niigra for employment purposes. Two
hypotheses sumarize the mtive underlying these kinds of migratory nemwents. The first (the
employment vacanclyypothesis) prceives the ungphioyment levels in the sending countries as the main
incentive toward emigration, while the second hypothesis (the incoifferedtials hypothesis)
concentrates on the differences in income levels between ndengeand theecdving areas. Anlsing
these two pushactors in the migration process to ekehine their role in present migration flows is
important for examining current and estimating future East-West migratory movements.

In general ternf€ CEE labour markets are affected by the painful transition from a centralized economy
to a market eenomy. This process has devastated traditional industrieshiy giving rise to massive
unemployment and diging employment rates on the one hand and the need for new kinds of
employment on thether. Most CEE countries (except for tBzech Rpublic) face high long-term
unemployment and a low turnover in unemployment. On the one hand, despite large employment losses in
state enterprises and agriculture, the flows into unemployment have not reached the levels they might have.
A major share of the unagtoyed actually leaves the labounrde instead of beinge-enployed. The
reduction of the actual labour supply results from early retirement by elderly workers, women leaving paid
employment tdoecome housewives, and workers disappearing into the grey section of the labour market or
working abroad (legally or illegally). On the other hand, unemployment in the CEE has rapiébsied
because very few of the unemploya@ re-emloyed. The pattern extends the duration of unemployment,
which in turn reduces the capacity of the job-seekers to find new employment (T. Boeri, 1994b). Moreover,

28. Detailed analysis of CEEHaur markets is rather difficult for lack of good labour market data ddéféoences in
methodological frameworks used in the CEEcs (European Policies Research 129@r&0). Moreover, official
statistics often underestimate unemploymates and the duration of unemployment in CEE (T. Boeri, 1994a: 15-16).
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unemployment isiot evenly distributed between the economic sectors and regions or anffergntli
groups of workers.

Instead, unemployment rates and the duration of unemployment anféergrdi goups of workers
depend on their position on the labomarket and theipossibilities for finding new employment.
Especially women, youngsters, and unskilled worlames seiously affected by theisk of long-term
employment (T. Boeril994a: 16-19). State firms and traditional industries often reduced their labour
force,either through early retirement plans and hiring freezes (which eliminated employment opportunities
for new entrances on the labomarket) or by atting administrative posts gerally filled by women
(thereby decreasing female employment) rather than male-dominated jobs on the production lines. Women
are liable tdong-term unermployment, lecause employers and governments in CEE see men as the wage-
earners for the family and often grant them preference in available employment, while expecting women to
be responsible for household dadhily duties (J. Heinen, 1994). Unskilled workarg the largest group
among the uneployed, kecause vocational training in CEE does not always keep up with the rapid
changes in the skills demanded of labour. Consequently, youngsters and the long-term unemployed may be
ungualified for new kinds of employment gated in areas such as the service sector of the economy. As
poorly skilled young people are affected the most by unemployment, this group’s rate of unemployment is
high in nost CEEcs. Longerm unerployment is pushing many unemployed out of registered
employment into the black economy (e.g. European PoliciegaRds Centre,1996: 70, 71) or
encouraging them to seek employment abroad.

The sectoratlistribution of employment in CEE has changed significantly during the transition period.
Declining enployment in the industrial and agricultural sectors has coincided with job growth in service-
related employment. Dwindling employment in agriculture has led to high unemployment rates in this
economic sector. Nevertheless, agricultural employment in Poland and Rontaie&éséd in some cases
because the aguttural sector absorbed surplus labour from other economic sectors. Privatization of land
ownership has @dly increased the number of private firms and si@sulated the move of labour into
agriculture. Small agridtural holdingsare perceived as protéan from possible unemployment in the
future. This high rate of employment in agriculture in Poland, however, is tempdf the eonomic
reforms continue, smaller agricultural holdings waithalgamaténto large conerns, leading to aedrease
in the demand for labour from this sector (e.g. European PoliciemsaRRbsCentrel996: 53, 62). Total
industrial employment has ptuneted poth kecause of changes in production patterns awdurse of the
downturn in the formerly important heauydustries. The situation is similar in the construction sector,
with the notable exception of thezech Rpublic. Unemployment will probably continue to rise in these
sectors, as certain areas (e.g. Upper Silesia in Poland, which has a large concentration of heavy industries)
have not yet restructured thémdustries. Delays in industriakconstructiorare often mtivated by the
political corcern that an increase in unglmyment would sesrely tax a country's social security system
(e.g. European Policies Resch Centrel996: 54, 61, 62). Such workease oftenunskilled and have
difficulty finding new employment in other sectors. In most cases, loss of employment means weighing the
prospect of longerm unerployment against emigration. The high emigration potential in these sectors is
therebre understandable (H. Fassmann & C. éfimann,1997: 24-25). Comary to industry and
agriculture, the service sector is thriving in most Central and East European Countries. From being
undeadeveloped, this sector has evolved rapidly (especially in finance, tourism, and trade) to the levels
necessary for an efficient marketoaomy. The service sector has also expanded in less advanced
countries, such @&omania. Overall, however, the increase in employment in this sector has not completely
offset the decrease in tlegher sectors. On the whole, unemployment levels have risen (e.g. European
Policies Research Centre, 1996: 54).

Like the sectoral breakdown of unemployment, regionatrdigancies in uneptloyment have been
apparent in CEE from the beginning of the transition. In most CEEcs regional unemployment coexists with
labour shortages elseete. On the one hand, the numbejolf seekers is growing iareas offang few
employmentopportunities. A large component of the labourcéin CEE was eployed in agriculture.

The marked decline in employment in this sector of the economy has left the underdeveloped agricultural
areas of Poland (Northern and North-westegia®s), Hungary (Eastern regions), Estonia, and Slovenia
with high unemployment rates (e.g. European Policiee&eb Centrel996: 53, 62). Similarly, many
industrial areas experieimg seere job loses rely on one or two industries with few new employment
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opportunities (e.g. European Policies &ash Centrel996: 54, 61, 62). Cordry to the agrigltural and

heavy industnareas, urban areas are expefieg@ rise in the labounarket demand. In certain areas of

the Czech Republic about ten unemployed apply for each position, while in Prague there are two vacancies
per job seeker (T. Boeri & S. Scarpetta, 1995: 4).

The unbalanced regional distribution of job seekers aadamcies, which is seus by western
standards (T. Boeri, 1994: 19-20), has not diminished significantikedant years. The decrease in
regional ldbour mobility is one of the underlyinfactors. The current regional disparities make the
geographical mobility of labour from declining to expanding areas predictable. Nevertheless, inter-regional
migration (even towards cities such Rsague) has decreased. (pussiblereason is that the regional
reallocation of workers within the CEE is often hindered by the housing shortage in urban centres or social
factors such as family ties. Fuettmore, commting between work and te of reidence (which was not
unusual dung the communist period) apars to have increased (T. Boeri & S. Scarp&®85: 26-28).

Finally international emigrationffers an alterntive to those foced to leave their home tinél new
employment. Therefore, regardless of the level of yleyment in some CEE regionsacancies in other
regions may be filled by immigrant labour (see Part IV).

Aside from regional dierences in employment situations, unemployment levels vary coasitly
between countries depending on their respective phase of economic transition. In the countries that have
advanced further in this process (i.e. teech Rpublic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovenia), the loss of
employment in the state sector has been offset to a limited degree by an expansion of the private sector. In
Bulgaria and the Slovak Republic employment prospaotsbleaker. Dramatic diéte in the state sector
combined with modest growth in the private sector has driven upplagment. Romania's employment
situation is among the worst. The country has maintained employment at the risk of hyperinflation and has
left much restructuring for the future, with imminent high unemployment (e.g. European Policies Research
Centre, 1996: 55, 56, 62-70 and O. Blanchard & S. Commander & F. Corcelli, 1994: 69, 70).

In sum, in most CEEcs (with the exception of Romaniaer@hunerployment continues to rise)
unemployment peaked it994. Nevertheless, unemployment rag®sain veryhigh, with no mmediate
reduction insight. Much unemployment lies in storedause of the delayed closure of large state
enterprises. Nor are there any indications of a significant increase in employment any CEEcs. Even if a job
expansion occurs, the new employment opportunities in the service sector may require skills that the
unemployed do not have. A possible decrease in the age of the working population due to the demographic
profile of the CEEcs and retirement schemésmwot necessarily diminish the evall labour supply? In
Poland, for example, the number of young workers entering the labour market increased during the second
half of this c&ecade. Sincehis process renders a decline in unemployment rates unlikely following the
transition to a new economic system (e.g. European PoliciegaRbs Centre,1996: 70, 71),
unemployment remains a stimulus for emigration from this country.

Nonetheless, the significance of unemployment rates as in the case of East-West migration should not
be overestimated. Most migrants and potential migrants were employed prior to their move. Issues such as
better working conditionszareer changes, anartinuing educationeem to be more important in the
decision to emigrate (H. Fassmann & @ntdrmann,1997). The higher wages in Western Eurapethe
main incentive for present East-West movements. Migrants are usually well informed about wage levels in
Europe, are aare of the diffizlties in finding employment, and understand that tamikely to be
employed below their gtent professional level. Nonetheless, the advantagescofages in income
available through emigraticare detsive and often lead people to move. Such emigration, however, is not
always long érm. Short-term migteon is gerceived as "a strategy not to lea¥®”. In most cases emigrants
do not want tdeave their country but hope to improve their immediate living conditions and use the higher

29. Demographic data for CEEcs (e.qg. fertility, mortality, and age composition) resemble those of economically advanced
countries. In recent years the population of most CEEcs has been declining. Only in Poland and Slovakia have there
been natural increases. In most cases, however, the decline in population is attributable to rising death rates. Birth rates
remain higher than those in the EU and indicate the number of future workers. Nevertheless, Central and Eastern Europe
are not experiencing structural population growth, which was one of the main causes for the high unemployment rates
of many Mediterranean countries during the 1960s (European Policies Research Centre, 1996: 37-39).

30. M. Morokvasic, "Une migration pendulaire: des Polonais en Allemagne”, quoted in A. Fischer, 1994 158.
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West European wages to finance their everyday life (H. Fassmann & @rrHamtn,1997: 19). The high
number of married pmple considering emigration and intending to migrate individually rather than as a
couple or family* indicates that working abroad is a strategy toréase the faily income and to
minimize the risk that seval fanly members W become unemployed at the same time (H. Fassmann &
C. Hintermann, 1997: 19). Similarly, ssral Plish villages depend uporecessary income supgphents

via short-erm circular emigrigon. Part of thevillage's population migrates toe@nany for emloyment
reasons and returns home after some months. During their absenceethasiag behind grform some

of their tasks (A. Fischer, 1994: 158).

As stated, the higher wages in Western Euraqgethe main dving force bdiind present East-West
movement. With the exception of Hungary, the beginning of the economic transition coincided with a
growing diference between bsolute andreal wages due nrdy to inflation resulting from price
deregulation. Whileeal wages dpped sharply, absolute wagesre/ equal to and sometimes even higher
than the pre-transitional level (O. Blanchard & S. Commander & F. Corcelli, 1994: 63). At present, income
differences between CEEcs and several West Europeantries are onsicerable. Recent stimates
suggest, for example, that CEE wages will take abougabsyto matclthose in @rmany (F. Franzmeyer
& H. Brlcker, 1997: 4).

Still, these wage differdials should not be overstated. First, thag rarely djusted for inflation
(despite the key role of inflation in the reductiorredl wages). Ashown above, most potential migrants
seek to improve the immediate living conditions andegally use the higher West-European wages to
finance everyday life. Estimates of the effect of income on future migration flows should therefore factor in
the outbok for gemral eonomic growth, especially inflatiosecond, migration usually occurs when the
income is at socially unacceptable levels. To reduce migration pressure, wage levels in the sending country
need not acessarily match those of thecdving area. Finbly, the significant emotional and financial
costs rarely receive adequatmsiceration. Migration policieare not the only hindrances to international
migration. Difficulties in preparing migration, links with the country of origin, and the cost of migration
will continue to withhold a consatable number of potential emigrants from moving, even if restrictive
immigration policies are abolished.

On the other hand, immigrant networks and geographic distance may reduce the importance of these
aspects (P.A. Fischer & T. Straubhak®96).Section 2.5 of this paper will demonstrate their impact on
present East-West flows. Furthermore, theneenic and laboumarketsituation in most CEEcs (even the
most prosperous ones)uslikely to improve in the @ar future (e.g. European Policies Rasch Centre,

1996: 70, 71). The bleak gspects are manifested by thedieass of people to move. Large groups have
already emigrated and are more likely to do so again, considering they have past experience in this area (H.
Fassmann & C. Hiermann,1997: 28-29). Despite the drop in the official emigration and immigration
figures, emigration potential should not be erastimated in light of the high number of potential
emigrants and their rdness to move. Still, economic push factors and the willingness to emigrate will be
realized only if sufficient employment opportunities exist for these peopiecdving countries. An

analysis isvecessary of the labour market situation of the destination countries preferred by CEE emigrants
to estimate theotential of East-West migration onfree movement of workers istroduced for the
applying CEEcs

2.5 Preferred destination countries among Central and East European migrants
As shown in Setion 1.2 of this study, migrantggfer certain dgtinations to others for sekal resons.

Political stdility, economic circumstances, and labaooarket onditionsare important in the degon-
making process of mignds, as well as issues such as the presence of an immigrant population in the

31. About 48 percent of the emigrants is single, 41 percent married, and the remaining 9.8 percent either divorced or
widowed. Nevertheless, despite the share of married emigrants, East-West migration is still made up of individual
people instead of families, bese half the married people plan to move individually (H. Fassmann & C. Hintermann,
1997: 19).
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recipient ountry and the geographic and cultural distance betassas. The EU member stateghird
countries peferred by CEE emigrds as destinationare important \th respect to present East-West
migration and the enlargement gtien. Four categories of consi@tions underlie the choice of
immigration country: administrative policies, labomrarket onditions, immigrant populations and
networks, and geographic and cultural distances.

The effects of immigration policies in the immigration countries on migratoryements range from
impeding theflows through restrictive legislation to supporting the process via bilateral labour treaties (see
Section 1.2). Dung the Cold War, Western states maintained an open door policy towards CEE and put
consderable diplomatic pressure on the East Block to reduce travel restrictions. Although the West
welcomed CEE citizens as refugees (regardless of their motives for migration) the Cold War policies of the
respective ountries difered @nsicerably in scope and im@inentation. The United States, the Federal
Republic of Germany, and Israel mi@ined more encouraging foreign policies toward immigration from
Central and East European citizens tlkaance and the tited Kingdom (K. Mafrass, 1992). These
countries concentrated on their colonial andrfer dependent areas andnsequentlyreceived large
numbers of immigrants from Algeria and the Commonwealth. Israel and the Federal Republic of Germany,
on the other hand, singly backed ethnic and religious emigration from CEEcs. The United States even
made the abolition of travel restrictions in CEE a condition ford¢hsoval of trade barriers. As astdt,
emigration to these countrieedame somewhat easier and migratory moveswmerged, albeit on a
rather modest scale. More importantly, these administrative actions gave the impression in the CEEcs that
these Western countries welcomed immigrants. This encemme&t combined with the economic
conditions andhigh standards of living in the West conveyed an image of the Promised Land for future
immigrants. Understandably, dlefore, the Federal Reblic of Germany and the tlted States are
preferred destinations among CEE migrarfisance and the hited Kingdom, though traditional
destination ountries for CEE emigrants in the past, did not experience a significcieiage in the
migratory movements after the events of 1989.

Following thepolitical changes of 1989, threcipient countries lost enthusiasm for their role. The end
of the Cold Wameant that CEE emigratiorebame less important in their foreign policies. Moreover, the
liberalization of travel restrictions in CEE has enabled a rise in East-West migration that is considered
unaccetable for Western states. These countaiesnow rejeting migrants they would hawvaccepted a
few years before and are rethug the flow of migrants through their restrictive actions. The Federal
Republic of @rmany was the exptdon here. It was theonly West European country that actively
encouraged immigration until 1997, via the sighature of daiddtlebour reaties with CEEcs. Through
these treaties the Federal adistration intended on the one hand to improve economiceratipn with
CEEcs and on the other to support labooarket deviwpments in both the sending CEEcs and
domestically. Under the rotation principle thematies authorized labour immigration to limited numbers
of migrants for limited periods (A. Fischer, 1994: 152). tagtice, however, CEE citizens filled gaps on
the German laourmarket. Enployment in &rmany was entingent upon eémand and possible only after
examining whether any German or EC workers were available (A. Fiskd®t; 157). Nevertheless, the
system luredpotential emigrants from the CEEcs and provided opportunities for a growing number of
immigrants. Migration flows to the Fedhl R@ublic of Germany werghus larger than to other West-
European countries.

Regarding the second category (labmarket onditions and economic circumstances), we see that
labour migrdion hasrecently started to dominate East-West mreovents. The underlying motives for
emigration todayare essatially pull factors in the West, such as higher wages, better employment
conditions, careeopportunities, and education. Pufttors, such as unemployment and the political
situation in the sedingarea, seem to be of sewary importance (H. Fassmann & C. Hintermdr#97:

40-42). CEE emigrants, whare usually very well infomed dout West-European labounarket
conditions and know about wage levels in Europe, therefore prefer high wage countries such as the Federal
Republic of Germany, France, the Bdmavian countries, and Switzerland. Nevertheless, while economic
motivations might be important in the decision to emigrate, they are not the main reason behind the choice
of a destination country. Table 5 reveals the importance of geographic distance and immigrant networks in
the choice of the immigration country, while economic stability, and especially specific lalaoket
conditions, seem to be less important.
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Table 5. Motives in choosing a destination country (percentages)

Czech Republic Slovak Republic Poland Hungary Total

Geographic distance 60.5 47.6 39.6 38.8 47.7
Stable country 48.6 55.0 37.3 29.0 44.7
Immigrant population: 44.5: 46.1: 52.4: 26.8: 43.3:

Presence of friends 32.2 27.0 314 17.2 27.4

Presence of family 12.3 19.1 21.0 9.6 15.9
Labour market 27.6 35.9 37.0 18.2 30.6
Ease in obtaining a
Residence permit 13.5 9.9 6.8 6.6 9.6

" political and economic stability.

Source: H. Fassmann & C. HintermaMigrationspotential Ostmitteleopa. Struktur und Motivation potentieller Migranten aus
Polen, der Slowakei, Tschechien und Ungaktien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1997: 38.

The third category (the presence of an immigrant populatiogedeving areas) is one of the stigest
intermediary structures in the migration process Seetion 1.2). As Boyd (1989) has demonstrated,
friends and family of potential migrants function as a bridge between sendinga@wing areas by
providing new arrivals wh information, financial and nactical support (e.g. in obtaining housing), and
assistance inifding employment. The long history of East-West migration has given rise to a large
diaspora of CEE migrants in sal West Europeanoantries such as Austria, the Eeal R@ublic of
Germany, BelgiumFrance, and the ited Kingdom, as well as overseas in North and Sourterica,
Australia, and New Zealand. Contacts between the immigrants abroad and their CEE home countries
during the Cold War are also relevant to present East-West migration. Was communication possible, or did
all contacts end due to restrictive policies?

Contacts between the diaspora and the home countees difficult but not impossible and varied
consicerably depending on the CEEc. Thenier Czeboslovakia, for example, was one of the most
isolated CEEcs congped wth Poland and Hungary. Communication opportunities usuaflected
ideological principles and the state of international relations aerd therefore morebandant in some
years than irothers. Many CEE immigrants in the West retained strong emotional ties with their home
country and vwshed to keep in contact, especialgchuse of the Cold War political and military situation
and the Soviet repression of the 1956 and 1968 uprisings. In addition, the period between the start of the
Cold War andhe fall of the Berlin Wall was too brief for a complete break between the emigrants and their
family, acquintances, and friends back home. Travel restrictioagevalreadyoosening throughout the
1980s, and the 35 to 40-year sefiarawas about half a lifetime. Besides, during the Cold War East-West
migration continued on a limited scale and followed thedtion of earlier flows (see Section 2.%),
thereby increasing the immigrant populations abroad.

The traditional migration flows and the established diaspora in the West sstealgnt for the new
migration movemets after 1989. The fall of the Berlin Wall preceded a major increase in East-West travel
for tourist andfamily visits on the one hand arddmily and ethnic migration on the other. This trend
strengthened existing contacts. Official channels encouraged the process, since some CEE administrations
(e.g. the Blish government) made efforts to re-establish contacts with the diaspora in Western Europe and
overseas. At present, migrant networks seem very welblettad and provide strong links between
sending andreceaving areas. Thehighly circular nature of East-West labour migration also enables
returning migrants to mediate in the migration process by providing new emigrants estesary
information andsupport and by sharing experiences. Fassmann andriiigntn {997) also stress the
importance of networks within East-West migratidn. Table 5 shows that the presence of immigrants in a

32. Former Yugoslavia is the exception here. During the 1960s it was the only CEHRtmzetalpour migration to
Western Europe. Consequently, large numbers migrated towards the West, especially to the Federal Republic of
Germany.

33. Fassmann and Hintermann show, furthermore, that a small share (about 15 percent) of those who lack personal
connections abroad consider emigration, whil@agithe groupvith family and friends abroad about 30 percent is
willing to emigrate (H. Fassmann & C. Hintermann, 1997: 39).
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recaving area is the third reason (and even the main factor in the Polish case) in the choice of a destination
country after geographic distance and political stability and is more important than raboket
conditions.

Fassmann and Hintermani9@7) also emphasize geographic and cultural distances (the fourth
category) in East-West migration. The migrants' knowledge of foreign languages is closely related to the
choice of destination, as demonstrated by the languageasréhktss widely spoken in Central and Eastern
Europe (i.e. English and French). Since German and Russian are the most widely known foreign languages
in CEE, emigrants from thigrea tend to head for German-speaking countries (e.g. the Federal Republic of
Germany, Austria, and Swirland, H. Fassmann & Ciermann,1997: 22). The conclusion drawn for
the effect oflinguistic affinity appears to pply for geographic proximity as well. Table 5 (p. ?) identifies
this factor as the most important motive in the choice of an immigration country, thus explaining why the
Federal Rpublic of Germany and Astriaare the preferred dénations among emigrants from the four
Central European countries. If this hypothesis is extended to other CEEcs, Finland becomes the destination
country for migration from the Baltic states, Austria and Italy for Slovenia, and Greece for Bulgarians.

The Federal Rmublic of Germany and Astria are thus the peferred dstination countries for
emigration from CEE. This conclusion of the examination of the factors in choosing a destination
country is illustrated in Table 6 and in the migration statistics of Eurostatt and the OECD (see appendices |
and Il). The relevant qetion with respect to the upcoming enkamgent is whether introducing free
movement of workers for the applying CEEcs will influence this preference with respect to the destination
country.

First, East-West migration does not concentrate exclusively oimmEtdber states. ®@h Table 6 and
Appendix Ill show that destinations outside the famework (e.g. Switzerland and diional overseas
immigration countries such as the United States)dso preferred by CEE migras, especially by Poles
and Hungarians. Here, the important spimn is whether emigrants, after the introduction of free
movement, will prefer an EU dgnation to the traditional ones simplydause of the abolition of
immigration restrictions. They could batenot very likely to do so. The EU experiences with previous
introductions of free movement of workeshow that in spite of the introduction, some migrants still
preferred destinations outside tihhee movement area (see 8ex 1.3). In the case of present East-West
migration,the ease of acquiring legal residence is unimportant in choosing a destination country (see Table
5, p. 29), while difficulties obtaining suclepnits do not seem to be a strong deterrent (H. Fassmann & C.
Hintermann, 1997: 44). Moreover, migrant networks with third counteiesin stongfactors within the
migration process.

Table 6. Preferred destination countries of potential migrants (percentages)

Czech Republic Slovak Poland Hungary Total
Republic

Federal Republic 42.6 36.3 37.4 31.4 37.0
Austria 22.6 25.9 17.8 30.5 24.4
UK 9.2 7.1 4.5 3.8 6.4
France 2.0 4.1 54 4.3 4.1
Italy 5.8 2.6 5.1 2.3 3.9
Scandinavia 2.7 2.5 3.1 4.9 3.3
Netherlands 3.4 2.3 3.5 2.2 2.8
Total EU 89.2 80.7 76.8 79.4 81.7
Switzerland 8.3 13.0 7.7 5.7 9.1
Eastern Europe 2.5 6.3 0.5 - 2.8
Others - - 15.0 14.9 6.4
Total Non-EU 10.8 19.3 23.2 20.6 18.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Mainly overseas countries, such as the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.
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Source: H. Fassmann & C.irllermann,Migrationspotential Ostmitteleuropa. Struktur und Motivation
potenteller Migranten aus Polen, der Slowakei, Tschechien und Ungaktien: Verlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1997: 36.

Nonetheless, a large majority of the potential EEC emigrants wishes to move to an EU country and in
particular the Federal Republic of Germany and Austria. Nothing suggests that the accession of CEEcs will
alter this situation significantly. After the EU's East ergangnt the Federal Rablic of Germany and

Austria will probablyremain the rost attactive destinations for CEE emigrants, although the impact on
other EU member stateshould not be uratestimated. Geographic proximity to other EU countries
bordering the new members (e.gnland, Italy, and @Gece) nght draw emigrants as welkrance, the

United Kingdom, and Belgium - all countries with established immigrant networks - could become popular
destinations. At present, these countries aim to limit the number of Central and East European arrivals and
offer no legal employment opportunities for these migr&hts. The introduction of free movement will void
these restrictive policies. At this point factors such as immigrant networks and geographic distance, as well
as an emerging demand for foreign workers within an EU country, would stimulate migration flows.

The importance of geogulic proximity and immigrant networks in the choice of the immigration
country is understandable. Theories of international migration processes demonstrate that labour migration
can be seen as an investment decision, since labour migrants weigh income advantages against the risks
and expenses of the move. Geographic proximity and immigrant networks can reduce the cost of
emigration. While emigrants mightefer to migrate to theozintry dfering the highest wages, they will
make do with the options available to them (Seetion 1.2). In the Central European countries, however,
both proxinity and wagdactors steer migrds toward theame ountries. Countries such as the Federal
Republic of Germany and the Schnavian nations fer the highest wages in Western Europe and are
geographically closest to sending countries such as Polan@zéuh Rpublic, and the Baltic states. As
explained inSection 2.3, during the introductions &fee movement of workers at the pi@us
enlargements of the EU, the labour sending countries did reot sdm extended dntier with EU
immigration countries that might enable short distance and frontier migration. Historically, the
introduction of free movement has been a spestiahulus to these migration flows. The historical case
studies &0 reveal that migratory mewments regulated by such provisi@are driven by lbour cemand
(see Section 1.3free movement of workers regim#oavs potential CEE emigrants to migrate to EU
member states only if sufficient employment opportunities exist in these destination countries.

2.6 Employment opportunities in EU member states

Previous introductions dfee movement havehown that migration flows under this EU provision are
regulatednore by trends on the demand than on the supply side of the labour market (see Section 1.3). The
introduction of free movement for applying CEEcs will therefore enable massive East-West migration only
if sufficient employment opportunitiesre available for CEEitizens in West European member states.
Today, unemployment exists in alember states. The large demand that prevailed inl966s for
unskiled (i.e. immigrant) labour has not been forthcoming, and any minor job expansions in the last two
decades have coarnedonly highly skilled and technical workers. No large numbers of migrants for the
more permanertiypes of employmerdrelikely in the rear uture. This situation is illustrated by present
intra-EU movements and is often identified as one of the medsons why East-West migration is
unlikely to occur in massive numbers (H. Werner, 1995: 21). This rationale is based on the assumption that
employment in the EU will not changeadnaticdly. Future flows depend in part on growth in EU
employment levels due to an economic upswing, demographic change, and participation of women in the
labour market. Moreover, dpite the very high level of unemployment in the EU and the insufficient

34. These restrictive policies did not always prevent illegal immigration. The actual numbers of CEE citizens in countries
such as Belgium and Greece are much higher than the figures in the official immigration statistics, see e.g. J. Lemann
(1997) and K. Romaniszyn (1996).
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demand for permanent tamg-term paid emloyment, \acancies xdst in specific sectors of the economy.

The informalside of the laboumarket (e.g. agridture, construction, and the service sectors) needs short-
term and often unskilled labour (OECD: Sopemi, 1997: 19). These sectovghere CEE workers find
employnent (A. Fischer, 1994: 156) and refute the argument that migration flows will not increase for lack
of demand. On the contrarpush as well asertainpull factors seem to be ig#ging East-West migration,

and a detailed examination of the different kinds of labour migration - short or long distance migration and
temporary employment - will reveal more about the likely scale of such an increase.

Short-term employment and residence (e.g. seasonal work) cowtchée after thimtroduction of free
movement. There is a demand for temporaryifpravorkers in the EU (OECD: Sopemi, 1997: 19 and
Table 2 of Appendixl), as West European enomies need more flexible labour to cope with seasonal
demand. Such vacancies, for which West European citizens are difficult to recruit, correspond roughly with
the profile and motives of many CEE emigrants. East-West migration is very circular. Many CEE citizens
stay in Western Europe only briefly — to sugpent in the family budgegarn money founiversity
tuition, or purchase expensive conmsrgoods - and intend to migrate again in the future (H. Fassmann &
C. Hintermann1997: 19). Temporary employment therefore seems to suit both ends of the migratory chain
perfectly: CEE itizens improve their incomes, and West European economies obtain sufficient labour to
do work for which no West European citizens are availablier the social and employment conditions
offered (A. Fischer, 1994: 156-158).

This trend idifficult to quantify. In many cases short-term or seasonal employment in the construction,
agriculture, and service sectors of EUWdar markets is covert, becausegudar employment of CEE
citizens is preluded by the immigration restrictions in many West European countries (E. Hoénekopp,
1996: 112). Bllowing the futureaccession of CEE states, the abolition of immigration restrictions will
enable more widespreadgrdar short-¢rm enployment of CEE workers. Since the introduction of free
movement means that CEE citizens have to be employed undemteetmditions as domestic workers
and will make these "cheap" workers more egiee, West European employers may respond by turning
to a new source of "cheap" labour (see Section 1.1). Free movement would extend emigration opportunities
but might also reduce the chances opwyment for CEE citizens. The course of events will depend on
the legal employment conditiondfered in the West Europeanblaur markets. Since seanal work is
dominated by flexible employment coacts, and in some EU countries (e.g. thegraldReublic of
Germany) no social benefit payments are required for employment lasting less than 50 days (E. Honekopp,
1996: 102), West European employers might continue to benefit from shortEast-West labour
immigration under the terms of free movement.

Other types ofhort-erm enployment, which do notetessarily entail tempary residence in the
recipient country, include camtct work or the services of self-employed persons. Increased labour market
flexibility means that employeese béng recited for brief periods oare officidly taken on as self-
employed persons or coatt workers, evethough they prform the same work as permanent employees.
German stimates indicate that 60 to 70 per cent of all CEE contract workers are actually illegal temporary
workers. West European firms will sign coattts with CEE firms for the provision of cheap labour rather
than the performance ofdies. These soalled contract workerghough brought in under CEErms of
employment, often have bad working conditions. The West European firm can refuse all responsibility for
employees of the CEE firm. Moreover, the CEE firm, whiclmas subject to the strict West European
employment laws, pays the wages andvjites social security at its digtion (A. Fischer, 1994: 155,

161). In sum, the wage cost advantages of hiring "employees" theotaylgemets other than regular
employment are enommuis. No social security provisions or payments above minimum arageguired,
and employers have fewer responsibilities and eamihate employmerfar more eaily than under the
standard employment regulations. The benefits of theserabouiting arrangemets for employers are
clear.

According to the pndous experiences of the EU with the introductionfrele movement, in the
transition period between the Portuguese accession and the free movement of workers, Portuguese workers
simply moved wthin the EC under tharrangemaets for contact workers (see Ston 1.3). Likewise,
citizens of several CEEcs already have igbtrto move as skemployed persons in the EU under the
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present association regirffe. In other words, EU employers have adopted new kinds of employment
relations, which the Central and East Europetimens see as one of the few ways to move into the EU
area leghy. Therefore, East-West migian regulated by these legatrangemets will become or is
already becoming a significant trend.

Previously in the EU, thimtroduction of the right ofreedom of movement of workers had an impact
upon cross-border migiian. In this case - wdre workers r&ide in their home country while working in
the receving country and commute daily or weekly between latas - the financial armbychological
burden (i.e. the thresholds of leaving) were lower than with any other form of emigration. Understandably,
within the European Communities the workers in the frontier regions were the most likely to use their free
movement rights (see Section 1.3).

The EU's forthcorimg enlargments willmark the first time in thdistory of thefree movement of
workers that this right will be extended to emal ldbour sending countries along the Union's frontier.
During the 1960s, whefnee movement ithin the EC was established, Italy was the Communities' labour
sending country. Italy, however,atesonly a small frontier with France. Upon the EC's first enlargement,
only Denmark (which isnot a labour sending country) asled a fontier with the Six. Among the
Mediterranean accessions only Spain was located at the Communities’ frontier. Here the Pyrenees strongly
hinderedcross-border movements (EURES, 1996: 46). None of the latest new EU member states are labour
sending cantries, and only Austria has a common frontier with the Twelve. Never before have the Union’s
enlargements involved countries with both a high emigration potential and an extended frontier with the
EU - in this case from Finland to the Feedl Reublic of Germany, Aistria to Italy and @&ece. This
situation combined with the importance of cross-border migration within the EU suggests that the East
European accessions, contrary to earlier enlargements, will increase cross-border migration substantially.

Cross-border migteon is stimulated on the one hand by the economic and labarketsituation in
several EU ramber states along the CEE frontier. As shown above, short-term and seasonal employment in
construction, agrigiture, and tourism is available in thasember states, and West Europeapleyers
prefer torecwit CEE citizens (A. Fischer, 1994: 154, 156). Moreover, the geographic situation favours
cross-border migteon, as large cities in some of the EU's frontier statesjuite close to the Eastern
frontier. Improvements in infrastructure, particularly the routes to the large cities and industrial areas in the
Federal Republic of &many and Mstria, allow cross-border migration for persons who live further away
from the border or seek employment deeper within the country. Although wages in the most advanced
CEEcs are not much lower than in the EU's poorest countries, the discrepancy is greatest along the Union's
Eastern frontier; whre the Wion's wealthiest countrieere located (C. Wallance & O. Clomliar & E.
Sidorenko, 1996: 272). Potential migrants therefore stand to gain the most from moving to these countries.
Cross-border migrants can profit from the high wages in the EU while enjoying the lower cost of living at
home (although thisrpctice might fuel price inflation in the border towns). Finally, a previous section of
this study on the choice of destination countries shows that frontier countries such as the Federal Republic
of Germany and Austriaare the preferred dénations. Past migration flows, migrant networks,
administrativepolicies, and cultural and languafgetors all point to these countries. Thus, the frontier
countries will remain favoured destinations among CEE emigrant workers.

Acrossthe Union's eastern frontier the pull factors in Western Europe interact with several push factors.
Although some of theseoantries, like Poland and thézech Rpublic, belong to the most advanced
CEEcs, their general enomic and laboumarket situation is stimulating emigration (e.g. European
Policies Research CentrE996: 70, 71). In saral border rgions, such as western and northern Poland,
eastern Slovakia, and western Slovenia, unemployment is acute (see Appendix IV). As explained above,
the supply of cross-border migrants has not diminished to residents along the frontier, since improvements
in infrastructure make cross-border migration an option for persons living further inland. Moreover, the
citizens of the frontier countries carreddy enter the Union relatively easily due to the abolition of
entrance visa requirements and can explore employment opportunities on the other side of the frontier. The
Federal Republic of &many has legalized ass-border migration with Poland and tbeech Rpublic,

35. The EU has established association treaties (known as the European Agreements) with the following CEEcs: Bulgaria,
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia.
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under the condition that noe@nan or EU itizen is available for the posffered (A. Fischer, 1994: 154).
Cross-border migration can be highly advantageous and enables migreats @higher income in the

West while enjoying a lower cost of living at home. The large number of emigration candidates in the
economicallyadvanced border states Poland and the Czech Republic is therefore understandable (see Table
4,p.).

In sum, cross-border migration is significant within the famework, and a great manpgicant
countries for EU membship stare an extended bordeiitiv the EU Fifteen and have a large pool of
potential coss-border migrants. The push and fadtors behind this migration process function on both
sides of the frontier, while imprewnents in ifrastructure and reductions in entrance restrictions
concerning the citizens of seral CEE fontier statesre sinplifying East-West cross-border migration.

This kind of migrdion is threreforelikely to increase dllowing theaccession of the CEEcs bordering the
Union and theintroduction offree movement of workers. On tlod¢her hand, investments in CEEcs,
encouraged by the new freedom opital movements after theccession, maycreate ermloyment
opportunities there andosequently reduce the incentives to emigrate. Nonetheless, such a turn of events
need not lead thigher employment levels amorZzechs and Poles, as the ngesitions could also be

filled by immigrant ldbour present in th€zech Rpublic and Poland (see the IOM reports on transit
migration).

2.7 Conclusion

Part Il of this study has projected the guidelines of the EU's past experiences with free movement indicated
in Part | on present East-West migratory movetsa¢o examine the possitdéfect of theintroduction of
free movement of workers for applying CEEcs.

The first issue that comes to the fore is that migration flows from the applying states to the EU have not
necessarily already peaked, as had been the ddséhe previous introductions of tiee movement of
workers. Present East-West migration trends are more indicative of immigration restrictions and legislation
of EU member states than of the potential behind the migratory procéast, lthepush and pulfactors
(the pullfactors are espedig important lecause intra-EC migtian flows are rgulated more by @mand
than by supply) behind the migration procesfect present East-West movem® and exist alongside
significant numbers of potential migrants in CEE. Femthore, East-West migian is backed by
established imrmediary structuredinking sending withreceaving areas. Aolition of the present
restrictive West European policies and legislation towards CEE immigrants through the introduction of
free moement will be conducive to East-West neavents and théactors underlying the migratory
process.

In such a scenario, future labour market trends within the EU (e.g. unemployment, demographic change,
and women’s participation in the labauarket) wil determine the impact on East-West migration of the
coming enlargment and introduction dfee movement. As forstimating the possibleffects of free
movement upon migration flowsepmanentshort-erm, and avss-border flows need to bdfdrentiated.
Historically, the impact of free movement has proven esfpecirong with respect to cross-border
movement and shorétm migrdion. The present situations in the EU and in CEE suggest that the number
of emigrants will icrease the st in pecisely these kinds of mements following the forthcoming
enlargements. Even if wages among the frontier countries in r€&th German and ustrian levels,
migratory movemets are likely to continue, given the regional nature of cross-border migration. In
choosing their migration destination, frontier migrants consider differences in wages and the distance with
respect to the nearest plmyment opportunity within their home country, working conditions, and
employment rights. All play a significant role in their decision. As a result, cross-border migration can
become permanent, andimor differences in wages i not necessarily result in aedrease in the
movements.

The next qustion is whether the potential migrants residing in the CEE wédla@se their right of
freedom of moement for workers. Although a large majority of CEE migrants chooses to migrate to the
EU, East-West migration is not exclusively to Bhkember states, gsotential emigrants also go to
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countries like Switerland and overseasdiimations. The main issue is whether free movement will be the
principal legal arrangementgelating East-West migration within an enlarged EU. As argued above,
movements uther the provisions of free supply of services and freedom of establishment provide migration
and employment opportunities for migrants, which employers seem to prefer over free movement.

This brings us to the findabsue, which is whether West European emplogeeswlling to recruit
citizens from the CEE once free movemenhisoduced. In addition to entitling CEE citizens to seek and
accept employment in the Btdember states, théght of freedom of movement for workers gta them
the sameights as national workers regarding pay and employment conditi@repthmaking them less
attractive to West European employers. Historical case studies show thardadexpoffree movement
involves legal migration opportunities that simultaneously reduce the chance of employment for its
beneficiaries, as employers might search for new sources of "cheap" and flexible workers elsewhere. Under
the conditions ofree movement as well as in allher kinds of labourecuitment, employers have the
final say about which workers (domestic, EU, or third country nationals, whether legal or illegal) they hire.
The willingness and desire of eloyers, either as enterprises or through more private or domestic
arrangements) to accefiegal aliens is one of the mareasons for the failure of immigration restrictions
to prevent illegal immigration (C.-V. Marie, 1994; M. Miller, 1994 and D.S. North, 1994).

The coming enlargment and the position of CEE citizens in the West European |atenkets will
also beaffected by the trend of trade aimlustry in Western Europe in the pasicdde of eanomic
globalization of transferring production plants to low-wage countries (e.g. in Asia) and of persuading West
European governments to lower minimum wages and to reduce the high standards of employment. The
emergence of more flexible and cheaper kinds of employment relations today implies that — unlike in the
past — the equal treatmentjuéred by free movementillvnot always make the citizens of new entrants to
the EU less attrdive as prospective labour.fterely enables legal employment of these workers, without
necessarily bringing about imprewents in their pay and working conditions. The course of events after
the introduction offree movement and the effect of these changeshioularelations on East-West
migration flows depend on thmutcome of this struggle in the labauarket. Wil employers get a more
flexible and cheaper eour, or can trade unions turn the tide? Obviously, the development of migratory
movements in an enlarged EU de@de not only on the classical push and fadtors (e.g. economic and
social circumstances, wage levels, and demographic changes) but also on future political decisions
regarding the labour market.

34



3. The future accession of CEEcs to the EU and mainly non-European transit
migration flows in Central and Eastern Europe

In addition to stimulating East-West migration, the liberalization of travel restrictions motivated migratory
movements (originating mainly outside Europe) within and to Central and Eastern Europe, especially
transit migratior?® Transit migrants do not consider CEEcs their final destination but travel through these
countriesen routeto Western Europe and North America. As# migration hasemerged ng these

routes in Central and Eastern Europe for two reasons. On the one hand, tighter EU control of air routes and
international agreenmés like the Schengenr@aty of 1989 and the Dublin Convention of 1990 impeded
access to EU member states for immigsafrom developing countries. The political changes in Central

and Eastern Europe after 1989, however, generated ample migration opportunities by providing a new way
to reach Western Europehif route proved particularly ietesting, since the wealthiest EU countries are
located at the Union's eastern frontier.

The ®untries at the eastern frontier of Western Europe (i.e. Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic)
were thefirst to experience the transit phenomenon. Citizens from CEEcs further East passed through these
countriesen routeto the West. Next, migrants from traditional emigration countries in the Middle East,
Africa, and South and Southeast Asia also began tceajppe the migitton opportunities in Eastern
Europe. Migrants careach the CEE tresit countries by dect air travel. Since the recemhtening of
immigration controls at the airports, most transit migrants now travel by land acress sesral CEEcs
before arving at the frontier with the EU. As a result, countries such as Romania and Bulgaria, where the
economies would not mmally atract immigrants,are nowinundated with immigrantarriving solely to
move on to the rich countries in the West. Central and Eastern Europe, including seates in the CIS
and Turkey, have become nodes in a complex network of migration routes (see Appendix V).

Transit routesusually follow a circuitous path (see Appendix V). Tlaeg fleible andaccommodate
changes, whether these are newly @imgr opportunities, sudden hindrances (e.g. new immigration
restrictions in transit countries), or the owtéik of armed conflicts (e.g. astiwthe famer Yugoslavia,
when the routes shifted to Romania and Bulgaria). At éneestime migraon from Poland or th€zech
Republic to Germany has become more difficdue to new restrictions. The establishment ofeantan-

Polish ageement regaling border control, for instance, led these routes to shift t&€#deeh Rpublic.
The effects of anauivalent Grman-Czech agreement remain to beyeeal (IOM: report about Poland,
1994, and report about the Czech Republic, 1994).

The Federal Raublic of Germany and Astriaare the mst favoured destinations for transit migrants,
followed by the Nordic countries, Belgiufrance, the Nethentas, and the United Kingdom. The transit
routes to Western Europe dot always end at the first EU countriesesh the migratsarrive. In many
cases Greece and Italy and also Austria and the Federal Republic of Germany function as secondary transit
countries like the CEEcsarlier on the route. The routes and destinations of CEE transit migrant also
extend beyond the EU, with Sw#érland, the Wited States, Canada, New Zealand, and Australia being
preferred among transit migrants. Germany and Austria are less slightly popular destinations among transit
migrants than among emigrants from CEE headed for Western Europe. The difference is attributable to the
migrants from Asia, the Mdle East, and Africa using these transit routes, who migrededing to
longganding patterns that do no¢eessarily end in the Fexdl Reublic of Germany and Astria. These

36. This survey of transit migration is based on the following IOM reports: IRffiles and Motives of Potential
Migrants. An |IOM study undertaken in four countries: Albania, Bulgaria, Russia and Uk@émeva: IOM, 1993;
I0OM, Transit Migration in RomaniaGeneva: IOM, 1993; IOM[ransit Migration in BulgariaGeneva: IOM, 1994;
IOM, Transit Migration in the Czech RepuhliGeneva: IOM, 1994; IOMTransit Migration in HungaryGeneva:
IOM, 1994; IOM, Transit Migration in Poland Geneva: IOM, 1994; IOMTransit Migration in the Russian
Federation Geneva: IOM, 1994; IOM[ ransit Migration in Ukraine Geneva: IOM, 1994; IOMrregular Migration
in Central Europe: the Case of Afghan Asylum Seekers in Hun@aneva: IOM, 1995; IOMZhinese Migrants in
Centraland Eastern Europe: the Cases of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Ro@améva: IOM, 1995; IOM,
Trafficking and Protitution: theGrowing exploitation of migrant Women from Central and Eastern Eyu®preva:
IOM, 1995; IOM, Transit Migration in TurkeyGeneva: IOM, 1996.
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migrants are mordikely than their Central and East European counterparts to choose European
immigration ountries other than the Ferdl Reublic of Germany and Astria as their final destination
(see the IOM reports about transit migration).

Transit migrats comprise two categories (IOM: Report about Romania, 1993). Tharfrshe real
transit migrats who enter, pass, and leave relatively quickly. Tdameusually well infemed and have
sufficient resotces andsupport from a network of friends arf@mily. Here, the CEEcs act as a bridge
between country of origin and destination. The transient residents, who form the second category, do not
leave the transit country quickly but reside there for some time. During this period they gather information
about nigration opportunities and work in order to finance the next step in the migration process. They use
the CEEcs as a way-station for future migration (C. Wallance & O Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko, 1996: 268-
269). Recent tmds suggest, however, that most of these peapmenow gting stuck in what they
consider to be a trsit country. They lack new migration opportunities foreth reaons. First,
immigration ©ntrols have become tighter in the West as well as in Central EuBepend, migrants
increasingly lack sufficient smurces, as a larger share comes from remote places from whnertiesy
is expensive, anddzause growing numbers from the lower income categaréessding to emigration.

Finally, movemats are based on isleading infemation. Migrants usually rely on infimation from
unofficial channels, as official inforntian is often unavailable, accurate, or deemed unreliable by the
migrants (especially in the fimer comnunist countries). While unofficial infonation can be surprisingly
adequate, it can also be misleading. The trafficker wants to sell his services, and family members or friends
who have emigrated do not always admit failures and may romanticize their situation (see the IOM reports
about transit migration).

The emigration potential of transit residents is difficult to estimate. On the one hand, most transit
residents still want to move West aade aw#ing an opportunity. On the other hand, if the transit
migration process takes so long that they become settled and obtain regular employment, then the risk of
illegal secondary migration becomes lessaattve. Even when legal opportunities arise, the expense of
starting again in another country is not worth the cost. Many might want to move West but calculate that
they will do better by staying velne they are. Mst transit residents view further migration to Western
Europe with caution. Their potential to move in thiediion depends on the economic and labour market
situaions in CEE as well as on the legal opportunities for stayiaegetfsee the IOM reportbaut transit
migration).

If the CEEcs accede to the EU, the flows ofsitmigrants will have a limited impact on migration by
intra-EU workers after freedom of movement of workers is extended to the CEEcs. As this right is granted
only to EU dtizens, it excludes all third-country nationals (mostly migrants from Asia, the Middle East,
Africa, and citizens of CEEcs not joining the EU at present). Since CEEcs will not join the EU as a group
but will accedeindividually, starting with the states along andan the Wion's Eastern frontier, the
number of transit migrants obtaining the right of free movement will be low. Most transit migrants will fall
outside the scope of the free movement of workers.

Usually, transit migration will lead to illegal entrance and employment in the EU. Even efficient border
controls can be effedive in dealing with illegal immigrants. Many migrants enter CEEcs and the EU
legally byusing tourist visas and vouchers or as stud€nts, only to become illegal immigrants after their
legal residence period lapses. They may move legally within Central and Eastern Europe. Only their
ultimate entry into Western Europe is illegal, violating the well-protected EU borders rather than the
poorly guarded Central and East European ones. Transit migration shengfbth be ensidcered, along
with its impact on EU laour markets andllegal employment in the a@rall debate about future labour
market trends in the EU arii$ policies against illegal employment (C.Marie, 1994; M. Miller, 1994

37. Transit migration in Central and Eastern Europe is usually disguised as tourism. Obtaining a transit visa for Bulgaria
and Rumania on the way to a "tourist trip" in the Czech Republic is quite easy. Tourist vouchers are readily available
in, for instance, the Ukraine. During the Communist period the central authorities issueebtiees. After the
political changeshe process was privatized. Today migrants can easily purchase them at small "tourist offices" in the
Ukraine and can then move legally to the Czech Republic. Registration as a student at a university is another way of
entering CEEcs legally, after which these migrants apply for scholarships or employment contracts in the EU. Poland,
which charges relatively low tuition and runs many exchange programmes, is used as a stepping stone to the West.
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and D.S. North, 1994).

Furthermore, the IOM reports on transit migration in CEE show this pattern to be largely
uncontrolable. The situation is unlikely to change, especially since the ongoing heavy pressure for
emigration on the &mtiers and the detmination and degpation of migrants toeach Western Europe
makes trafficking in illegal immigrants highly lucrative.

The routes migrants follow and their choice of final destination depend both migration policies, the
legislative, eonomic and political situations in the transit areas and in the country of final immigration and
on the functioning and availability of migrant networks. Transit migration canntedinsuming and
expensive, in particular ith long-distance migration. The process requiageful planing, sufficient
resources, andngoing support. Two types of networks assist migrants: the cir¢tarilly, friends, and
acquaintances present in the differenhsiti countries and at the final destination and professional
traffickers. The traffickers pwide a wide range of services, such as rimftion, forged documents
(Central and East European as well as West European and Amerigasppttationaccommodaon in
transit caintries, and illegal border crossings either through green borders between check points or through
the actual check points by either hiding the migrants or by bribing border police and officials. These
services can be obtained aegtely at any stage of the mitjoa process or as a "migration package" for
the entire journey. Given the tight migration restrictions both in Western Europe and in CEE and the
growing numbers thatre desperate and determined to move to the West, the black markdpfiog he
people cross borders is iving. Prices for illegal migration to the Fel Reublic of Germany vary
between 400 and 1,000 DM. A complete "migration package" from Pakistan to a West European
destination costs up to 10,000 USD (IOM: report about Romania, 1993).

Trafficking is often an international and organized activity. The people involvedatep vithin
international networks that devise strategies, adjust quickly to changes in the situation in CEE, accumulate
financial resotces, and codalinate and com&ct local goups whoarrange short-term accommodation near
the border and help with illegal border crossings. Migration to Western Europe can be organized from as
far away as 8utheast Asia. The phenomenon is becoming a serious problem for various reasons. It is being
used more frequely and is a very profitable activity. It is connected to international crime, as many
traffickers areinvolved in smuggling ogrations as well. Tére are incresing signs of brutality by
traffickerstowards migrants (and in particular woméh), who are vulnerable because of the illegality of the
procedure. The problem is difficult to fight, however, because of its international structure and the fact that
traffickersare reourceful,inventive, and adjust quickly to most situations. Finally, #rsa istough for
Central and Eastern European countries to control or police individually. The illegal aspects of the transit
migration phenomenon (e.gafficking) therefore demand special attn and international coepation,
especially once the concept of the intemmalrket and the elimitimn of internal borders within the EU is
expanded eastward.

38. In the past decadeffieking in Central and East European women for prostitution purposes has been increasing. The
lower travel costs and easy legal entry as a tourist yields far higher profits than with women from Africa, Asia, and
South America. A serious problem is that Central and East European women are considerably younger than the women
from overseas areas, the majority is under 25 and many are only between 15 and 18 years olaffickihg and
Prostitution: the Growing Exploitation of Migrant Women from Central and Eastern Ep@geeva: IOM, 1995).
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4. EU enlargement to the East and migratory movements
within and to Central and Eastern Europe

Migratory movements towards CEEcs tend to be overlooked in the enlargement debate. The possible effect
of introduction offree movement of workersith CEEcs on the flows is usually discussed from the
perspective of East-West migration. Nevertheless, tleedilzation of travel restrictions after the political
events 0f1989 led not only to icreased migtion to Western Europe. Mewments in the opposite
direction (i.e. eastward) and mobility within CEE grew considerably as well.

The initial changes in migtian flows towards CEEcs after 1989 cenned increasedahility among
CEEcs by CEE citizens. The reasons varied from ethnic migration to tourism and shopping or labour
migration. The rise in travel for shopping was especially pronounced, due to the large differences in prices
and the availability of consoergoods between the fitkrent CEEcs. These movents werenot always
individual or acasional and sometimes evolved into "professional” cross-bordertrade. The rewards of
trading are several times greater than income gains from labour migration and often supplement income or
even replacéabour. Trading and the fact that traders often start small businesses has given rise to networks
and contacts between the CEEcs, which in support other cross-border newents, such as labour
migration (C. Wallance & O. Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko, 1996).

In addition toinvolving CEE citizens, the migratory mements to CEEcs comprised people from
traditional emigratiorareas in the ldidle East, Asia, and Africa. During the 1990s as a result of migration
restrictions in the EU and the area’®eomic prosperity (by the standards of CEEcs), countries along the
EU's eastern émtier started to function as affer zone for Western Europe agst immigration from the
East (C. Wallance & O. Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko, 1996). As discussddait Il of this study,
immigration restrictions in Western Europe imposedriers agamst moving to the EU. Many transit
migrants gostuck in Central Europe or used their stay there to finance and arrange their remaining journey
to the West. In addition to transit migramsfugees flocked to CEEcs, as they found applying for asylum
in the EU incresingly difficult due to the new regulations in Western Europe prohibiting people from
claiming asylum in more than one country and theater restritons on awardingefugee status. They
started to head for the CEEcs, which lacked rigid residence restrictions and maintaradaidum
policies in theearly 1990s (C. Wallance & A. Palyanitsya, 1995: 90). The present absence of large numbers
of refugees in Central European countries is attributable to the strict criteria that these countries have
devised and enfoedout of their reluctance to deal with the burden of all the asylum applications. More
importantly, the ample opportunities for working and residing in the CEEcs make affitigke status
unnecessary for staying in these countries legally. Since living outsidgee camps is far better and
employment easy to obtain, only the most desperate are likely to apply for asylum (E. Kussbach, 1992).

Thus, the lileralization of travel restrictions after 1989 has also increased migratory movements within
and to CEE aside from the well-known East-West flows. How do the migration patterns iafle&E
intra-EU migrdion following the introduction offree movement ith the applying CEEcs? The
enlargement debate has highlighted two types of migration in this context: themeoly of ethnic
migrants and labour immigrants.

The fragmentabn of some states, the surge of nationalism, and the suppression of the rights of ethnic
minorities by new regimes (whichere oftenintolerant toward ethnic groups) led many to return to what
they perceived as their tize countries (C. Wallance & A. Palyanitsya, 1995: 100). After 1989 the new
regimes in countries such as Poland and Czechoslovakia became interested in the Polish, Czech, or Slovak
minorities in other CEEcs. The relation between the entant of ethnic minorities in CEEcs and the
introduction offree movement after theiture accssion will depend on the entithent of these migrants

39. Trading predates the recent political changes in CEE. The communist economies created a situation whereby constant
shortages were matched with high demands for consumer gtislsinsatisfied demand was met by import and cross-
border trade, which began during the late 1970s when Poles moved back and forth to Hulggrghsep
merchandise they had brought from Poland (IOk4nsit Migration in HungaryGeneva: IOM, 1994).
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to “reclaim” their dtizenship following theif‘return” to their "native countries". As shown $ection 1.1,

EU citizenship is one of the regqemeits for the right ofreedom of movement of workers. After the
introdudion of free movement, sditution of citizenship tarefore inplies that these persoase granted

the right of free mogment within the EU. The mewment of ethnic migrants and the attitude of countries
like Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic (which will be the first to join the EU) have to be analysed.

Two to three rillion ethnic Poles living in Lithuania, Byelorussia, and the Ukraine left Poland through
the annexation of thesweas rather than thugh emigration. The majority of these people has retained
Polish citizenship and has adjusted to Russia only gradually. Their return migration potential is
considerable, espetiya those whose standard of living has deteriorated due to economic or political
changes (P. Korcelli, 1994: 185 and M. Okolski, 1994: 63). Moreover, the Polish government and several
cultural institutionsare atively working to cultivate or revive Polish identity and culture among the
various groups. Possible repatriation of Polish communities from the former USSR is under consideration,
as these people and their descendantsonsicered atitled to restitution of their citizenship and to
residence in Poland (M. Okolski, 1994: 63, 64).

As for the ethnic Hungarians living outside Hungary, the Hungarian government aifffisrta safe
haven to all Hungarians subject to persecution or discrimination wadfidégsarding the survival of the
Hungarian communities in surrounding countries (M. Redei, 1994: 90). Naturalization is easy for ethnic
Hungarians and close relatives ofrfer Huingarian citizens. Their citizenship is returned on request
without a wdting period, wlereasnon-ethnic Hungarianseceaving preference wait two tgix years and
others ten to twelve years (J. Juhasz, 1996: 73-74).

In 1990, a fewCzedoslovakian humanitarian organizations decided to res€itbeh descendants
living in most of the regionsffected by the Chapbyl disaster. What started as ecological migration
eventually became a movement fooeomicreasons. Most migrants from the Chernoasdas worried
less about pollution than about enjoying a better lifestyl€Zedoslovakia. These mements were
followed by discussions about resettling Czechs and Slovaks from other parts of the former USSR. In 1991
Czechoslovakia offered all pple able to proveCzech descendency theption of moving to
Czechoslovakia ith their entirefamilies (Z. Pavlik & JMaresova, 1994: 121). Between 1991 and 1993
about 2,000 ethni€zechs exercisetthis right. Theyreceived trasport,accommodton, and financial aid
but werenot dfered Czech itizenship mmediately. Only after a fiveear residence period could they
apply for Czech n#onality. These ethnic migrants did nmceive the pvileges that their &man,
Hungarian, and Polish counterparts did (C. Wallance & A. Palyanitsya, 1995: 101-102).

In sum, all three countries have taken an interest in the situation of ethnic minorities in other CEEcs and
have supported their repatian (Poland and Hungary to aegter extent than the Czechprablic). Only
in the cases of Poland and Hungary, where ethnic Poles and Hungarians can reclaim their citizenship fairly
easily after‘returning” to Poland or Hungary, will the introductionfode movement immediately extend
to these persons. Nevertheless, because the ethnic greupher small and tend to return first to their
perceived mother countries, the effect of these flows on intra-EU migration will probably be limited.

Labour migration flows to the countries along the EU's eastern froatéemother matter to be
addressed within the enlangent debate. Under Communism, tenapp migrdion (mainly for work
purposes) was typical in Central and Eastern Europe and SR UBilateral laour ageemets were
reached between the members of the Warsaw Ragttries and later extended to the non-European
Communist countries, especially Vietham and Cuba (seé&rdika, 1996 and the IOM study about
Hungary).

At present in countries such as tbeech Rpublic, Poland, and Hungary, higher wages and relatively
low unemployment congred vith other CEEcs coexist with adhand for labour. The changing structure
of the post-Communist labouararket has entailed a redion in employment with the government and in
heavy industries, along with a rise in the service, tourism, and construction sectors. As a result, labour
demand and suppbre mismatched. The unpioyed do not acessarily live irareas where nejpbs are
available or may be unqualified for these positions. The new jdfes &iom enployment under the old
system, in that they are more flexible, have a higher turnover, and are often short-term and insecure (which
discourages calidates from moving to another part of the country or leaving a secure position).
Accordingly, the new vacancies tend to idled with immigrant labour. As in Western Europe, Central
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European countriesace the poblems of motivating the unemployed tmcept flgible work and
preventing immigrationlmmigrants from Eastern Europe and @IS perform the same casual jobs in the
labourmarkets in Central Europeanuntries thatCzechs, Poles, tthgarians, and Slovakse accpting

further West. Therefore, employment mobility in Central and Eastern Europe is starting to resemble a stack
of dominoes (C. Wallance & O. Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko, 1996 and J. Salt & J.A. Clarke, 1996).

The Czech Raublic, Poland, and Hungagyre fairly similar vith respect to their foreign labourrt®s.

The majority tends to comprise citizens from therfer USSR (Ukraine, issia, Byelorussia, Latvia, and
Lithuania). Most work for Polish companies in construction, heavy industry, and agriculture. Migratory
flows with Central and Eastern Europee circular at presefitut could become moreepnanent. Many
start as commuters and become permanent nigyeter establishing social and economic ties with the
receiving country. The migration mementsare extremely well organized and often guided by immigrant
networks, intermediariesubcontactors, or work crews. The ddgpment and use of the foreign labour
force is stating to reflect ¢hnic niches. In the&Czech onstruction sector, Ukrainiargre nost often
recruited along thnic lines. The control of these groups osecess to sectors of thdotaur market can
prevent workers from other parts of the Ukraine or elsewhere from penetrating.

In addition to the Central and East Europeans, persons from outside the area are beginning to appreciate
immigration opportunities in CEEcémmigrantsarriving from Asian countries (Vietham and China)
usually work in the dod industry or in trading companies. Mase not employed as workers but hold
executive positions in firms. Since a residence permit is easier to obtain as an "executive" than as a worker,
many Asians start joint ventures or migrate as the executives of small firms. West Europeans and
Americans arrive asdwisors and consultants, business people, aff sf international organizations.
Another large group of Westerners consists of young immigrants (especially youegcansy’ who
enjoy residing in Central Europe - oftenRPnague. They are in their early s and have graduated.

They either bring their own money or take odd jobs, sucheashing English (C. Wallance & O.
Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko, 1996 and J. Salt & J.A. Clarke, 1996).

What role do these migration patterns play in the present entarg debate? Individuatcession to
the Union by the CEEcs wouldeanintroducing the right ofreedom of movement for workers gradually
to increasing numbers of Central and East European citizens and would give rise to two possible issues.

The first issue carerns the impact of migration flows toward CEEcs on the course @&kl
migration after the introduction dfee movement of workersitk the applying CEEcs. Inecent years
immigrant networks and contacts have been established all over Central and Eastern Europe creating strong
connections between the CEEcs. Thus, citizens of CEEcsaimgly have migration links with other
CEEcs rather than with West European countries (see: C. Wallance & A. Palyanitsya, 1995, and C.
Wallance & O. Chmouliar & E. Sidorenko, 1996). Accession of East European countries to the EU and the
consequentintroduction offree movement mght lead many migrants to ercise their right of free
movement to migrate to other Central and East European member states rather than to the present EU
member states in Western Europe. In this event, not all migratorgments within an enlarged Union
would be directed westward. The enlargement deftatald tlerefore extendts focus beyond East-West
migration and should not assume that all migratory enments within an enlarged Union will beatited
at the Western members. g and after the enlaggnent procedure, the more prosperous CEEcs might
very well attract a substantial part of the CEE labour migrants.

This brings us to the send point, which cocerns the possible impact of migration flows in CEE on
the negotitions leading to the EU's expansion to the East. This emtegt will take mce byindividual
countries, with the first candidates faccession already becoming receiving areas for immigrants arriving
from the CEEcs that are further East. A situation could arise where the most recent entrants (e.g. the Czech
Republic) would object in the Council of Ministers to the introductiofred movement of workers with
other CEECcs, just as the present EU member states are doing now. The first CEEcs to accede to the EU may
become more attractive to new immigranecduse of their memlsdrip of the Union and the potential
economic advantages. In other words, afteilGhech Rpublic joins the EU, for example, it might oppose

40. The number of young Americans in thee€h Rpublic is about 10,000-40,000 (US Embassy estimates about 12,000).
They are the largest national minority in that country.
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the establishment dfee movement ith Bulgaria (which would then be in the process of applying for
membership) because of high Bulgarian immigration to the Czech Republic.
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Summary

This study examines thmossibleeffect of the enlargement of the Europearnids with Central and East
European countries with respect to flee movement of workers in themtext of the impact of previous

EC enlargements on migratory meswents. The Community's past experiences in this field - the
establishment of the right dfeedom of movement of workers dug the 1960s and its scessive
introdudion after four enlargment$’ - demonstrate that naecessions have never given rise to large
migratory movements. To comprehend these past events and to establish a basis for estimating the possible
effects of the introduction of free movement after the EU's eastern enlargements, this study aims to explain
why free movement has never before stimulated mass migration.

The first regon thatfree movementlid not fuel massive il-Comnunity labour migration was that it
was not dsigned to do so. Four geral restritions on the system dfee movement prevented such a
course. First, free movement reaches a limitedigrof migrants, since it is granted only to citizens of the
member states who take up paid employment. Other types of migrants, third-country nationals, and those
who do not qualify as paid employees are not entitled to use the rights granted under the free movement of
workers. Secondfree movement merely fditated intra-Comnunity migration. It did not address
migration to the Comuomities or moements from the integrateatea to ahird destination. The third
limitation resulted from the fact that it did not establish strong and active institutional linkages between the
labour markets of its member states. Until the recent establishment of EURES, no arrangements existed for
contact between demand asupply on the laboumarkets of different member states. Nor was there any
financial or logistic support for migration to simplify and reduce the cost afettreitment procedure or
professional and language training programmes for migrant workers. Finally, the equal treatment provision
limits the free moement of workers. In addition to protecting foreign workers from being exploited, it
curtailed the ability of employers tecwuit "cheap" immigrants instead of local workers as a way of
reducing labour costs.

The syseém’s limitaions are the first reson why thefree movement of workerdid not give rise to
massiveintra-Comnunity migration in the past and probably will not in the future either. Nenevthe
circumstances surrounding the introductiorfree movement of workeroaducive to an icrease in the
number of migrants. If these circumstances have changed, however, the introdufrteemudvement of
workers with the applying CEEcs might very well have a larger impact on labownmeots than in the
past. Preious experiences with the introduction &fe movement revealedbaut six particular
circumstances that diminished the impact of the introduction on the numbers of migrants. Comparison of
these circumstances with the possible accession of CEEs offers the following picture.

The effect of theintroduction of free movement is first of all related to the extent to which
administrative restrictions hireded the migrdon process before. Caaty to theintroduction of free
movement with Italy during the 1960s, East-West migration flamsnowindeed severely hireded by
restrictive immigration policies and legislation of EU member states. In fact, trends in East-West migration
seem to be more a reftean of these policies than an indication of their potential. This leads us to the
second factor, namely the size and diet of migration flows wherfree movement wamtroduced. At
the time of past introductions ke movement, the flows had already peakdiils Thay not hold true for
East-West migratiorPermanent emigtimn for family and ethniadeasons may have fallen, but short-term
migratory movemets for employment purposes, which conform to the definitiofref movement, are
increasing.

The third aspedndicated by past experiences is the dependence of migration flows on economic and
labour market tneds after the introduction dfee movement. Thpushfactors in Central and East Europe

41. The first enlargement tookgme in1972, when Denmark, Ireland, and the United Kingdom joined the EC. Greece
joined the EC in 1981, and free movement was introducedhaititountry in 1988. Portugal and Spain joined in 1986
and were scheduled for free movement of workers in 1993 but actually received it in 1991. The latest enlargement took
place during the 1990s, when Austria, Finland, and Sweden acceded to the EU.
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remainsigrificant. Bad economic conditions and labour market situations and low relative wage levels still
cause consirable emigration pressure. Noeat signs are percptible of immediate economic
improvement that might reduce this pressure. While in some countries (eQzettte Rpublic, Hungary,

and Poland) such recovery might come soon, in others (e.g. the Slovak Republic, Romania and Bulgaria,
and Russia) the economic situation wiimain diffiault for a long time. Despite the drop in official
emigration and immigtéon figures during the first half of the 1990s, the emigration potential should not
be underestimated. The number of potential emigrants and more importantlyettthitess to move
remain very high. Furégrmore, the migratory movemis that got under way after tmecentpolitical
changes aretil in a ratherearly phase and show signs of circular migration. Such first migration
experiences might arease the level of obility in the future, as the people who have already moved once
or twice are likely to consider doing so again.

Regardless of the economic pufsttors and their willingness to emigrate, however, the potential
emigrants will realize their aim of emigrating to Western Europe only if sufficient employment
oppatunities are available in the reéemg countries. Historically, migration flows under the free
movement regime have reacted priityato the demand for workers on the labour markets. Demand in the
West European labounarkets is often deemddsufficient for large-scale labour immigration to take
place. Nevertheless, a@emining whether émand for immigrant labour exists requiresfadentiating
between short and long-distance raments and between tenmpny and permanent migian and
examining the relative demand for labour according to each factor.

High unemployment rates within the EU andeandnd for skilled workerare unlikely to stimulate
large migratory movements thare permanent olong term, asillustrated by the present natEU
movements. Permanent immigica in significant numbers will probably not be forthcoming in the near
future. Thisargument is based on the present unemployment levels within the EU, resulting from economic
downturn and upswing, the ageing of the population, and women'’s participation in the labour market.

Temporary migration and shodftm enployment could rise following the introduction of free
movement. Recent b@ur market treads toward labour flexibility indicate shoeftn recuitment and
consequently — notwithstanding the high unemployment within the EU — a groeingnd for flexible,
short-term, insecure immigrant labour.

Intra-Community migratory moements thudar show that the right ofreedom of movement of
workers has an impact upon cross-border migration. None of the Union’s previousmelarg admitted
applicants with a high emigration potential located along the extended frontier from Finland via the
Federal Republic of &@many and Astria to Italy and @&ece. ©ntrary to earlier enlargemss, labour
migration may rise substantially following the East Europaeressions. On the push side, the general
economic and lourmarketsituations in the frontier countries anddertain border igions in particular
continue tostimulate emigration. At theame time, aass the Union's eastern frontier the wage
differentials between the EU and Central and East Europeamtrees is geater than ever due to the
location of the Union's wealthiest countrieerd Nevertheless, even if wages between thetifr
countries in Central and Eastern Europach German anduitrian levels, migratory mements can be
expected, since cross-border migration is a strong regional trend. Frontier migrants are motivated not only
by differences in wagebut also by working conditions andrins of erployment, distance from the
nearest employment opportunity in their home country, migrant networks, and cultural and language
similarities. All these aspectsgfire in the emigration decision and lead torefgrence for fontier
countries such a&ustria and the Federal Republic of Germany. Thus, the push and pull factors driving this
migration process operateladth sides of the frontier, while imprements in ifrastructure and less rigid
entrance restrictions for the citizens of el CEE fontier states simplify East-West cross-border
migration. Therefore, this kind of migration may very well rise following the accession of the CEEcs to the
Union and thentroduction of thdree movement of workershis trend’s regional nature might lead it to
become more permanent, even if anremmic upswing in the CEEcs at the EU’s eastern frontier reduces
the push for emigration.

Comparing the previous introductions fofe movement ith present East-West migration processes
reveals that many of the circumstances have changed. Significant numbers of potential migrants are present
in the CEEcs. Furthermore, East-West ntigrais boosted by establishedenmnediary structurdinking
the sending with theecaving areas. fius, abolishing the crent restrictive West European policies and
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legislative restrictions towards citizens of CEEcs through the introduction of free movement will facilitate
East-West movenms and especially shomsim and avss-border flows. Unlike in the past, establishing

free movenent of workers upon the accession of CEEcs at present might have a substantial impact on East-
West migratory movements. Theal mnsequences of a future introduction depend first of all on labour
market trends within the EU (e.g. unemployment, demographic change, and women'’s participation in the
labour market) and second on emigration incentives in Central and Eastern Europe. Since the higher wages
in Western Europe and the chance of a better income aredsteimportant motivation behind present
East-West movenms, the wage levels with respect to the prices and inflation in Central and Eastern
Europe are important indicators.

Two factors might diminish the impact ffree movement of workers on the flowsistérical case
studies demonstrate, in the firsapé, that emigras have sometimes preferred destinations other than the
member states. In the current East-West migration niinber states armot the exclusive final
destinations: potential emigrants also aim to migrate to countries such aerBwid and overseas
destinatons. Seond and more importantlyfree movement mayot be the main legal instrument
regulating East-West migiians within an enlarged EU. Mements under the provisions for the free
supply of services and $edmployment enable alternative migration and job opportunities that employers
seem to prefer tarrangemets based offiree movement. Uaour circulation within the EU under the
system of ontract workers or as self-ghoyed workers instead of as wage employees is an established
pattern in the history dfee movement. The preserssaciation regime eady allows citizens of several
CEEcs to enter the EU as self-employed persons. EU employers are attracted by these kinds of employment
relations, which provide the only legal opportunity for CEE citizens to move into threrdaJ East-West
migration regulated by these legalangemsts may become orralady is a significant phenomenon and
will consequatly mitigate impact of the introduction ffee movement on East-West flowsbwiously,
the course of events will depend on the interplay of the social partners in the EUredréds: will
employers stceed in establishing a cheaper and more flexible labour force, or will the trade unions reverse
this trend?

Two other migration flows besides East-West migration play a role in the enlarg debate: transit
migration and migratory movemts to CEEcs. Transit migration amerns migration between CEEcs, as
well as movements mainly from the Third World via these countries toward Western Europe. These flows
consist of Central and East Europedtizens on the one hand and of nationals of traditional emigration
countries in the Ntidle East, Africa, and South and Southeast Asia on the other. Transit migration will
have a limited impact on the number of intra-EU labour migrants after the accession of the CEEcs. Initially,
only the states at andear the Wion's Eastern frontier will enter, and their number of transit migrants is
rather small. The flows towards Central European countries such as Hungary, Poland, @rdcthe
Republic play a dferent role vithin the enlargment debate. Given that the initéicession may include
only the states at the Union's Eastern frontier, subsequent EU entry of the East European countries and the
introdudion of free movement may leadurdgarians, Poles, Czechs to migratetiver Central European
countries rather westward. Flha if the Union's eastward enlaggents continue, and more CEEcs enter,
the migratory movenrds within the enlarged Union may not all beedied aits Westerrmember states.

In future enlargement negotiations, Central European countries such &zdbk Rpublic may -
following theiraccession - use their vote in the Council of Ministers to object to the introduction of free
movement with applying CEEcs, as the presentinigihber states adoing now, based on tHear that
such introduction of free movement will lead to large, unwanted immigration flows.

This compaison of past and future EU enlaments reveals the impossibility of the simple
extrapolaions often made but also the possibility of detailed comparisons as to specific types of
inspiration. The outcome is a rather subtle and varied picture of possible scenarios.
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Appendix I Central and East European Immigrant population present in
Western Europe

Table 1: Central and East European immigrant population in Finland (thousands)

country 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Total stock foreign

population 17.0 17.3 17.7 18.7 21.2 26.6 37.6 46.3 55.6 62.0 68.6
Former USSR 1.6 1.6 1.9 2.1 2.4 4.2 9.7 11.9 13.3 15.1 15.9
Estonia - - - - - - 0.7 3.4 5.9 7.5 8.4
Former Yugoslavia - - - - - - 0.2 0.4 2.4 2.3 2.4
Poland 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Hungary 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 225.

Table 2: Central and East European immigrant population in Germany(thousands)

country 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Former Yugoslavia 591.0 591.2 551.9 579.1 6105 662.7 7751 9156 929.6 834.8 797.7
Bosnia-

Herzegovina - - - - - - - - 139.1 2494 316.0
Poland 104.8 1169 120.6 1715 2204 242.0 271.2 2856 260.5 2634 276.7
Croatia - - - - - - - - 153.1 176.3 185.1
Former USSR 6.7 7.1 6.9 8.4 115 18.2 52.8 - 63.6 61.6 58.3
Hungary 21.4 231 21.8 26.6 31.6 36.7 56.4 61.4 62.2 58.0 56.7
Former CSFR 28.2 20.1 25.7 27.9 317 34.4 46.7 63.7 52.0 43.0 34.1

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 227.

Table 3: Central and East European immigrant population in Italy (thousands)

country 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Total stock foreign

population 423.0 450.2 572.1 6454 4904 781.1 863.0 9252 987.4 9227 9914
Former Yugoslavia 13.9 14.5 19.0 21.8 17.1 29.8 33.9 44.5 27.4 89.4 52.0
Albania - - - - - - 26.4 28.5 30.8 31.9 34.7
Rumania - - - - - 7.5 13.5 16.4 19.4 20.2 24.5
Poland - 10.3 14.0 16.9 10.1 17.0 19.1 21.2 211 18.9 22.0

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 228.
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Table 4: Central and East European immigrant population in Swederfthousands)

country 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Total stock foreign
population 388.6 390.8 401.0 421.0 456.0 483.7 493.8 499.1 5075 5374 531.8
Former Yugoslavia 38.4 38.4 38.7 38.9 39.6 411 41.0 39.6 324 40.4 38.4
Poland 15.5 15.6 15.1 14.3 14.7 15.7 16.1 16.4 16.1 16.1 16.0
Rumania 1.2 1.6 2.3 3.4 4.4 5.3 5.5 5.6 5.0 4.7 4.2
Hungary 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.8 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.2 3.0
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 235.
Table 5: Central and East European immigrant population in Switzerland(thousands)
country 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Total stock foreign
population 939.7 956.0 9787 1,0065  1,040.3  1,100.3  1,163.2  1,2135  1,260.3  1,300.1  1,330.6
Former Yugoslavia 69.5 77.4 87.6 100.7 116.8 140.7 171.2 208.3 245.0 272.4 294.2
Former CSFR 7.1 6.5 6.1 5.9 5.7 5.7 5.6 55 5.4 5.2 5.0
Poland 43 4.4 45 4.6 4.8 5.0 5.2 5.1 5.1 5.1 4.8
Hungary 5.4 5.0 4.8 4.7 45 45 45 4.3 4.2 4.0 3.8

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 236.

Table 6 Central and East Europeans in EU member states as at 1 january 19@8ousands)
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Table 6 Central and East Europeans in EU member states as at 1 january 1988ousands)

Aust B

DM

FinL

Fr

FRG Gr IrL | Lux NL P Sp S UK Total

Bulgaria 3.6 - 0.2 0.3 1.0 59.1 4.4 - 5.7 - 0.6 0.2 0.6 2.1 3.1 80.9
Former CSFR: 11.3 0.6 0.4 0.2 2.4 63.7 1.2 4.8 - 0.8 0.1 0.4 1.7 2.8 90.4

Czech Republic - - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0

Slovak Republic - - 0.0 * - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 - 1.0 - 1.0
Hungary 10.6 0.7 0.3 0.4 2.7 61.4 0.9 - 5.0 - 1.2 0.1 0.2 3.5 3.3 90.3
Poland 18.3 4.8 5.0 0.7 47.1 285.6 10.7 21.2 - 54 0.2 3.2 16.4 20.8 439.4
Romania 18.5 - 1.0 0.3 51 167.3 3.9 - 16.4 - 1.9 0.1 0.9 5.7 = 221.1
Former USSR 2.1 1.2 1.2 15.5 4.7 79.0 8.2 10.5 - 2.1 0.3 1.2 0.8 15.2 142.0
Albania 0.9 - * * - 11.8 35 - 28.5 - - * * 0.1 = 44.8
Former Yugoslavia 197.9 7.5 11.3 0.5 52.5 1,018.10 2.6 44.5 18.8 0.1 0.6 39.6 15.8 1,409.80
Total 263.2 14.8 19.4 17.9 115.5 1,746 35.4 - 136.6 0 30.8 1.1 7.1 70.9 61 2,519.70

= figures below 1,000
*figures below 50
Source: Salt J. & Clarke, J.A., "European Migration Repblety Community22(3), 1996: 524-525.



Appendix It Central and East European Immigrant labour in Austria and
the Federal Republic

Table 1: Central and East European immigrant labour in Austria (thousands)

country 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Total foreign labour

force 150.9 167.4 217.6 266.5 273.9 277.5 268.8 269.7 257.2
Former Yugoslavia 83.1 90.8 110.5 129.1 133.6 126.6 118.6 108.0 94.2
Bosnia-Herzegovina - - - - - - 14.4 22.8 28.1
Croatia - - - - 1.2 6.4 11.7 16.0 19.2
Poland - - - - 111 11.0 111 10.8 10.1
Hungary - - - - 10.1 10.0 9.9 9.6 9.2
Rumania - - - - 9.2 9.3 9.5 9.3 8.7
Slovenia - - - - 1.3 4.3 5.5 5.8 6.0
Czech Republic - - - - - 1.0 2.7 3.6 4.0
Slovak Republic - - - - - 0.5 1.8 2.9 3.7
Former CSFR - - - - 10.7 9.5 6.4 3.9 21
Bulgaria - - - - 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 238.

Table 2: Central and East European immigrant labour in the Federal Republigthousands)

country 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Total foreign labour force 2,025.1 2,179.1  2,360.1 2,575.9 2,559.6 2,569.2
contract workers by

nationality*

Poland 15.4 41.9 63.5 11.5 19.2 28.8
Hungary 6.1 11.3 15.0 15.2 9.2 10.2
Croatia - - - 8.3 5.3 5.2
Czech Republfc 2.0 7.8 13.2 1.3 2.6 2.5
Slovak Republic - - - 1.2 2.2 2.4
Slovenia - - - 2.8 14 1.8
Bosnia-Herzegovina 6.8 9.5 8.7 1.6 1.2 1.0
Rumania - 3.7 - - - -
Bulgaria - 1.0 - - - -
Total 32.1 76.6 115.1 63.3 48.4 54.4
Seasonal workers by

nationality®

Poland - - - 143.7 136.7 170.6
Croatia - - - 7.0 5.8 5.6
Slovak Republic - - - 7.8 3.9 5.4
Rumania - - - 3.9 2.3 3.9
Czech Republic - - - 12.0 3.5 3.7
Hungary - - - 5.3 2.5 2.8
Slovenia - - - 11 0.6 0.6
Bulgaria - - - 0.7 0.7 0.1
Total 181.7 155.8 192.8

* Contract workers are recruited under bilateral agreements and quotas by country of origin are revised annually.
2 Former CSFR until 1992.

% Seasonal workers are recruited under bilateral agreements and they are allowed to work 3 months per year.
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 106, 107, 242.
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Appendix Ill: Central and East European Migration to Australia, Canada
and the US

Australia

Table Al: Immigrant population by place of birth in Australia, 1971, 1981, 1986, 199thousands).

1971 1981 1986 1991
Total immigrant population 2,579.3 3,003.8 3,247.4 3,753.3
Percentage of total population 20.3 20.6 20.8 22.3
Total Europe 2,196.5 2,232.7 2,221.8 2,300.3
Former Yugoslavia 129.8 149.3 150.0 161.1
Poland 59.7 59.4 67.7 68.9

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 229.

Table A2: Acquisition of Australian nationality by country of former nationality, 1988-1993.

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Total 81,218 119,140 127,857 118,510 125,158 122,085
Former Yugoslavia 2,871 3,999 4,726 3,679 3,487 2,972
Poland 1,475 1,774 2,227 1,901 2,111 2,069

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 241.

Table A3: Inflows of permanent settlers in Australia by country of birth, 1984-1994Thousands).

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Total 69.8 78.1 92.4 113.3 1435 1453 121.2 121.7 107.4 76.3 69.8
Former USSR 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 1.0 1.7 0.9 2.0 2.7 1.4
Poland 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.0 0.7

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 235.

Canada

Table B1: Immigrant population by place of birth in Canada, 1981, 1986, 199 housands).

1981 1986 1991
Total Immigrant Population 3,843.3 3,908.0 4,342.9
Percentage of total population 16.1 15.4 16.1
Total Europe 2,567.9 2,435.1 2,364.7
Poland 148.5 156.8 184.7
Former USSR 128.4 109.4 99.4
Former Yugoslavia 91.6 87.8 88.8
Hungary 64.6 61.3 57.0
Former CSFR 41.6 42.3 42.6

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 230.
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Table B2: Acquisition of Canadian nationality by country of former nationality, 1988-1993.

1988 1989 1990 1991
Total 58,810 87,478 104,267 118,630
Poland 2,808 3,674 5,853 6,270
Former Yugoslavia 559 716 931 1,035
Former CSFR 562 882 1,077 776

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 241.

Table B3: Inflows of permanent settlers in Canada by country of birth, 1984-199@ housands).

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Total 89.2 88.2 84.3 99.2 152.1 1619 192.0 2142  230.8 252.8 254.3
Total Europe 24.3 20.9 18.9 22.7 37.6 40.7 52.1 51.9 48.1 44.9 46.3
Poland 5.1 4.5 3.6 5.2 7.0 9.2 16.0 16.6 15.7 11.9 6.9
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 236.
The United States
Table C1: Immigrant population by place of birth in the United States, 1970, 1980, 1990housands).
1981 1986 1991
Total Immigrant Population 9,619.3 14,079.9 19,767.3
Percentage of total population 4.7 6.2 7.9
Total Europe 5,712.0 5,149.3 4,350.4
Former USSR 463.5 406.0 398.9
Poland 548.1 418.1 388.3
Former Yugoslavia 158.7 153.0 1415
Hungary 188.3 144.4 110.3
Former CSFR 160.9 112.7 87.0
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 231.
Table C2: Acquisition of American nationality by country of former nationality, 1988-1993.
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Total 242,063 223,777 270,101 308,058 240,252 314,681
Poland 4,145 5,002 5,972 5,493 4,681 5,551
Former USSR 5,304 3,020 2,847 2,822 1,648 2,763
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 242.
Table C3: Inflows of permanent settlers in the US by country of birth, 1984-19%housands).
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

56



1,0909.9 1,536.5 1,827. 974.0 904.3

Total 559.8  543.9 570.0 601.7 601.5 643.0
2
Total 58.9 64.1 63.0 62.5 61.2 64.8 82.9 112.4 145.4 158.3
Europe 135.2
Former 5.2 6.1 35 2.6 2.4 2.9 11.1 255 43.6 58.6
USSR 6.4 9.5 9.5 8.5 7.5 9.5 15.1 20.5 57.025.5 27.8
Poland 19.2

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1994: 237.
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Appendix IV: Regional Labour Market Trends: the regions at the EU frontier

the Baltics:

Although, the Baltics do not ahe a land fsntier with any EU country, thegrestill at a relative

short geognahical distance with the Nordimember states and the seates make short distance
migration possible. Yet, in all cases the regioearrthe sea have the bedidar market variables,

while the regions more land inwards and at the frontier with Russia are usually in poorer conditions.
(European Policies Research Centre (a.0.), 1997: 69-70).

Bulgaria:

The ragions in Bulgaria with the best labomarketsituationsare Sofia and thedsithern regions at
the Greek border as fanstance Plovdiv. While in most regions, unemployment during 1995
increased, it wre exatly the Southern regions (Rousse and Haskovo) which did not follow this
pattern (European Policies Research Centre (a.0.), 1997 67).

the Czech Republic:

Since 1989, total eptoyment has declined in all most all regions in @mech Rpublic with the
exception of Prague. Thegiens, whichare nostaffected by ddmne in employment and which are
mostvulnerable in terms ofuture developmentsyre first of all the rgions with high employment
levels in agriculture: South Bohemia and South Moravia, which batte sthong frontier with the
Federal Republic and Austria aatk at ashort geographical distance of large cities as Vienna and
Munich. Other problem areas in terms of labour market developments are mono-compagny cities, or
those areas which depengon one or more large plants. Most of tharasituated in the North
Bohemia and North Moravia, however also a town like Pilsen, which isandbcated from the
German border ight experience future areases in unepoyment. (European Policies Resch
Centre (a.0.), 1997: 65-66). H. Fassmann & C. étimbnn {997) indicate that in particulary the
regions at the Austrian frontier have a high emigration potential

Hungary:

The mostpoorest laboumarket onditionsare to be dund in the countries eastern regions of
Hungary. The countries Western regions at the EU froatierin a onsicerably better situation
(European Policies Rearch Centre (a.0.1997: 64). Nevertheless also these regions have a
considerable emigration potential (H. Fassmann & C. Hintermann, 1997: 34-35).

Poland:

Due to forinstance the collapse of stadtems, which has mailted in sharp falls in agriculture
employment, the Polish Northern and Western regions, at the EU frontier, have the highest
unemployment rates in Poland. Feitimore,only a few changes might perhaps be expected in these
regions in the ear fture, as agriculture employment isrealdy at a low level, industrial
employment moderate and the demand for services has already been ldledeyEfiropean
Policies Research Centre (a.dlp97: 63-64). Tarefore the North-West geons are anong the
regions with a high emigration potential (H. Fassmann & C. Hintermann, 1997: 33-34).
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Slovakia:

In Slovakia in particular the Central and Eastern regions at the frontier with Hungary have high
unemployment rates. Thesaiens, as well as, the Hungarian Eastern regions on the other side of
the border face severe ungioyment, due to changes in the structure of the heavy industries and
mining sectors (European Policies Research Centre (a.0.), 1997: 66,67).

The ragions at the frontier with Austriare in a better position and show a relatively low emigration
potential (H. Fassmann & C. Hintermann, 1997: 32).

Slovenia:

In Sloveniathe lowest unemployement levels are to be found in the Goriska region, Central Slovenia
and Obalno-Kraska, while the r@gulture region of PodravsKaces thehighest unemployment

rates. But one has to realize that in most cases unemployment levels have been reduced to some
degree by international migration. About 3.&rgent of thetotal working age population is
employed outside Slovenia and in the region Pomursk the level mamted 7.7 percent.
Emigration isnoticiable in particular in regions which experienced labuarket poblems in the

past (European Policies Research Centre (a.0.), 1997: 68, 69).
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Appendix V¥ The major routes of transit migration in Central and Eastern Europe

Transit migrats travelling via Central and Eastern Europe enter the EU by passing through its
Central European neighboring states.

- Poland and the Czech Republic are passed on the way to Germany;

- Hungary acts as a transit country for migration to Austria;

- the Baltic States are the last on the route to the Nordic countries;

- Greece is accessible from Bulgaria;

- from Turkey migrants move either to Greece or Italy;

- and now that the armed conflict in formeugbslavia has ended Slovenia perhaps once again
functions as a transit country for migration to Italy and Austria.

In recent years there are generally three major routes from East to West:

From East and South East Asia and the Middle East by plane to Moscow and drenovlr
land to either:
a: St. Petershurg and from there either:
- to the Nordic countries or;
- via Poland (directly or passing the Czech Republic) to the Federal Republic.
b: to the Ukraine and then either:
- to the West passing the Slovak Republic and froenetlvia Hingary to Austria, or via the
Czech Republic (directly or via Poland) and finally arriving in the Federal Republic; or
- to the South passing Rumania and Bulgaria on the way to Greece.

Il Arrival by plane in Bulgaria or Rumania and then in northern direction to the Ukraine and the

Slovak Republic or in a southern direction to Greece.

IIl From Africa and the Middle East to Turkey and from there directly to Greece and Italy or passing

Bulgaria and Rumania, in the direction of North-West Europe and the Nordic countries.

" This survey of transit migration flows is based on the following IOM reports: IRgfiles and Motives of Potential
Migrants. An IOM studwyndertaken in four countries: Albania, Bulgaria, Russia and UkraBeneva: IOM, 1993; IOM,
Transit Migration in RomaniaGeneva: IOM, 1993; IOMTransit Migration in Bulgaria Geneva: IOM, 1994; IOM,
Transit Migration in the Czech Republi@eneva: IOM, 1994; IOMT[ransit Migration in HungaryGeneva: IOM, 1994;
IOM, Transit Migration in PolandGeneva: IOM, 1994; IOM[ransit Migration in the Russian FederatigdBeneva: IOM,
1994; IOM, Transit Migration in Ukraing Geneva: IOM, 1994; IOMyregular Migration in Central Europe: the Case of
Afghan Asylum &kers in Fingary, Geneva: IOM, 1995; IOMChinese Migrants in Central and Eastern Europe: the
Cases of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Rom&eaeva: IOM, 1995; IOMTrafficking and Prostitution: the Growing
exploitation of migrant Women from Central and Eastern Eyr@ameva: IOM, 1995; IOMIransit Migration in Turkey
Geneva: IOM, 1996.
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Appendix VI Immigration in the Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary

Table 1: Foreign workers in the Czech Republic by country of origin, 1990-1996

(Thousands)
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Slovak workers - - - 23.3 39.2 59.3 67.0
Registered foreign 95.5 29.8 145 28.2 32.9 52.5 67.3
workers:
CEEc's:

Ukraine - - - 7.7 12.7 26.7 38.1

Poland 54.8 16.8 7.2 10.6 8.7 121 12.3

Bulgaria - 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.8

Russia - - - 1.3 0.6 0.7 0.7

Rumania - 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.6

Former Yugoslavia 3.0 1.9 1.3 1.9 1.9 - -

Hungary - 0.3 0.1 - - - -
EU:

Germany - - - 0.7 1.1 1.5 1.3

UK - - - 0.9 11 1.2 1.3
Non European:

us - - - 1.2 15 1.7 1.7

Vietnam 34.0 9.8 5.5 0.6 0.4 - -

% Former CSFR until 1992. Data refer to the stock on the 31 December of each year, except in 1992 and 1996 (30 june).

2 Under the Mutual Employment of Citizens signed by the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic in October 1992,
nationals of the two Republics have free access to both labour markets. The estimates of the number of Slovaks are
made by the local labour offices.

Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 89.
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Table 2: Foreigners who hold a permanent or a long-term residence permit in the Czech Republic by nationality, 1992-1995

1992 1993 1994 1995

PRP LTRP Total PRP LTRP Total PRP LTRP Total PRP LTRP Total
CEEc's:
Slovak Republic - - - - - - 2,960 13,818 16,778 6.540 33.185 39.725
Ukraine - - - - - - 1,563 12,667 14,230 2.120 26.038 28.158
Poland 10,420 2,233 12,653 12,580 8,655 21,235 11,910 8,111 20,021 12.071 10.982 23.053
Former Yugoslavia 883 1,499 2,382 1,404 3,696 5,100 1,033 2,993 4,026 1.275 3.549 4.824
Russia - - - - - - 1,734 1,877 3,611 1.670 2.717 4.387
Bulgaria 2,284 587 2,871 2,877 1,172 4,049 2,632 1,140 3,772 2.686 1.596 4.282
Romania 4 186 190 55 489 544 614 749 1,363 804 824 1.628
CIs 3,848 1,689 5,637 4,650 8,883 13,533 - - - - - -
EU:
Germany 757 763 1,520 966 1,976 2,942 1,272 2,923 4,195 1.696 3.857 5.553
Austria - - - - - - 575 1,300 1,875 657 1.300 2.223
UK - - - - - - 91 1,274 1,365 142 1.798 1.940
Greece 2,350 110 2,460 2,016 189 2,205 1,569 328 1,897 1.117 456 1.573
Non European:
Vietham 570 2,078 2,648 1,004 6,785 7,789 1,082 8,550 9,633 1.469 12.722 14.213
us 651 832 1,483 1,015 1,621 2,636 1,234 2,256 3,490 1.427 2.988 4.415
China 23 1,331 1,354 24 2,543 2,567 35 2,872 2,907 24 4.186 4.210
Others 2,725 5,349 8,074 3,850 10,061 13,911 4,859 10,372 14,535 4.859 13.574 18.433
Total 24,515 16,657 41,172 30,441 46,070 76,511 32,468 71,230 103,698 38.557 120.060 158.617

% 31 December of each year. Former CSFR in 1992.

% Up to 1993 Slovak permanent residents were registered in the National Population Register. Since the split of the Caeak epliBlics, Slovaks residing in the Czech republic are subject to the same
rules as any other foreign resident and they are registered in the Central Registry of Foreigners.

PRP: Permanent Residence Permit: these are issued in the case of family reunification, on humanitarian grounds or for foreitprgxiicy

LTRP: Long-Term Residence Permits: these are valid for one year and may be renewed.

Source: OECD: Sopenilrends in International Migration1997: 88.



Table 3: Foreign residents in Hungary by nationality between 1988-199fhousands).

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
CEECc's
Rumania 5.8 13.4 12.6 6.5 5.3 5.7 3.8 25
Former Yugoslavia 0.1 0.1 0.2 3.0 2.9 4.9 2.3 11
Former USSR 0.6 0.6 1.1 1.6 15 15 14 0.8
Poland 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Former CSFR 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
Bulgaria - 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - - -
EU
Germany 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.2
Greece - 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
Asia
China - - 0.6 1.9 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4
Vietnam 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -
us - 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2
Others 0.8 1.1 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.0
Total 8.2 16.7 17.4 16.3 12.5 14.8 10.7 6.5

Persons who have held a residence permit with a one year length of stay antll dréng in the country as of
January 1996. Figures include some asylum seekers and refugees.
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 115.

Table 4: Foreign residents in Poland, by region and nationality between 1992-19@Bousands).

1992 1993 1994 1995

Permanent immigration by region

or country of origin: *

Europe 4,299 3,951 4,469 4,866
Germany 1,432 1,484 1,843 1,965
Former USSR 1,087 833 1,115 -
Other Europe 1,780 1,634 1,511 2,901

Americas 1,421 1,297 1,606 2,366
us 1,031 982 1,175 1,356
Canada 308 265 348 956
Other America 82 50 83 54

Other regions 792 676 832 889

Permanent residence permits

issued by nationality? - 1,964 2,457 3,060

Ukraine - 285 515 585

Russia - 219 283 343

Kazakhstan - 16 44 237

Vietnam - 70 105 200

Belarus - 146 145 225

Other countries - 1,228 1,365 1,470

Total
% Persons who entered Poland (including returning Polish emigrants) and registered in the Central Population
Register (PESEL) after obtaining a permanent residence permit.
% Data on permanent residence permits issued are not linked with data from the Central Population Register and
therefore are not comparable.
Source: OECD, SOPEMTrends in International Migration1997: 140.

63



[ISG Research Papers

1.
2.

3.

4,
. C.H. Wiedijk (in samenwerking met L.J. Altena, J.M. Peet, G.J. Schutte en H.E.S. Wdiédergdarium “Honderd jaar

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

35.
36.

Tony Saich, Frank Piek&he Chinese People’s Movement Spring 1989: Some Initial Impresgimsserdam, 1989

Ursula Langkau-Alex;Der Kampf fur die Demokratie und den Frieden”. Die Debatte in der Sozialistische Arbeiter-
Internationale 1938/193%Amsterdam, 1991. Zweite, um Literatur erweiterte Auflage 1992.

Jan Lucassemutch Long Distance Migration. A Concise History 1600-199fsterdam, 1991

Jan Lucassen (red§ymposium Racisme en Arbeidsmarkt: ISG september A8&terdam 1992.

sociaal 1891-1991" Amsterdam, 1992.

. Marcel van der Linden en Jan Willem Stufpes Nederlandse vakbeweging, haar basis en de staat. Een lange-termijn-

perspectiefAmsterdam, 1992.

. Tjebbe van TijenJe bevrijden van de drukpers. Jongeren en hun eigen pers in Nederland: 1945-1990. Met een

bibliografisch aanhangsel over de tijdschriften van Provo, Kabouter, de culturele underground- en kraakbeweging, vrije
stadskranten en punkfanzinésmsterdam 1993.

. Emile SchwidderSelected Bibliography on “Labour and the Law in Historical Perspectivefisterdam 1993.
. Jan GielkendBooks and articles on German labour law. Selected Bibliografmsterdam 1993.
. Larry PetersonThe Free Labor Unions and Arbeiter-Unionen in Rhineland-Westphalia, 1920-1924: Statistical Sources

Amsterdam, 1993.

Gijs KesslerVakbonden in verandering. Een verkennende studie naar de vakbondsontwikkeling in Rusland. na 1985
Amsterdam 1994.

Ursula Langkau-AlexAsiel en ballingschap in Nederlandmsterdam 1994.

Marcel van der Lindergocial Democracy and the Agrarian Issue, 1870-1914: Notes for discussiterdam 1994.

Reinier Deinum'Verenigd door Vaart'. Gids van de bronnen betreffende watertransport en havenbedrijven in het IISG en
NEHA Amsterdam 1994.

Jacques van Gerwen and Jan Lucaddemyal Societies in the Netherlands from the Sixteenth Century to the Present
Amsterdam 1995.

Sander VisSurvey of the Archival Sources Concerning Migration and Settlement Held at tha&riSidrdam 1995.

Gijs KesslerTrade Unions in Transition. Moscow 1994, a case stéalysterdam 1995.

Patricia Kennedy GrimsteBjsplaced Archives on the Eastern Front: Restitution Problems from World War Il and its Aft-
ermath Amsterdam 1995.

Kees MandemakerSiegen classificaties voor 19e en 20e eeuwse beroepstitetderdam 1995.

Marcel van der LindeMarx and Engels, Dutch Marxism and the “Model Capitalist Nation of the Seventeenth Century”
Amsterdam 1995.

Adam ConroyChristiania: the Evolution of a Commungmsterdam 1996.

Flemming MikkelsenWorking-class formation in Europe: In search of a synthesissterdam 1996

Gijs KesslerThe “schools of communism” under neo-liberal reform. Russia’s traditional trade union movement in the
transition to a free markeAmsterdam, 1996.

Alfons FransenVerzekering tegen Seerovers en Godts weer. Een onderzoek naar de geschiedenis van de zeevarende

beurzen, circa 1635-1813msterdam, 1996.

Port Reports prepared for the Conference Comparative International History of Dock Labour, c. 1790-1970, Amsterdam,
13-15 November 1993 vols. Amsterdam, 1997.

Patricia Kennedy Grimsteérchives of Russia Five Years After: ‘Purveyors of Sensations’ or ‘Shadows Cast to the Past'?
Amsterdam, 1997.

Leo van Rossumlhe Former Communist Party Archives in Eastern Europe and Russia: A Provisional Assessment
Amsterdam, 1997.

Het Italiaanse complex. Crisis in de Europese politiek: de gevallen Italié en B&fggerdam, 1997.

Ursula Langkau-AlexThe International Socialist Labor Movement and the Elimination of the “German Problem”. A
comparative view on ideas, politics, and policy of the French, English, Swedish and US Labor Mokems&rdam,

1998.

Klaus Misgeld;Trade Union Neutrality? The Swedish Trade Union Confederation (LO) and the Trade Union International
at the Beginning of the Cold Wakmsterdam, 1998.

Marcel van der LindeRroducer Cooperatives:The Historical Logic of Workers’ OrganizationsAsterdam, 1998.

Marcel van der LindeiGonsumer Cooperatives:The Historical Logic of Workers’ OrganizationsAit)sterdam, 1998.

A Working Guide to Sources on Historical Utopian Experiments in the Western World at the Internationaal Instituut voor
Sociale Geschiedenis, Amsterda@ompiled by Nienke van Wijk. Edited by Huub Sanders. Amsterdam, 1998.

Marcel van der LindeiMetamorphoses of European Social Democraeysterdam, 1998.

Jan Gielkengdylaranga mai te hunga mahi. De Internationale internation@ahsterdam, 1998.

Simone Goeding&U Enlargement to the East and Labour Migration to the West. Lessons from previous enlargements for
the introduction of the free movement of workers for Central and East European Coutregsrdam, 1999.

64



